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A. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 
How generous are we in Erie county?  Do some segments of the community give more than others?  
Do we support some charitable causes more than others?  Are we leaving a legacy for future 
generations?  And how do we compare with national averages?  
 
These questions have not previously been answered for Erie county, but are crucial for planning by 
individual agencies and the community as a whole.  This is especially true in an age when all levels of 

government are seeking ways to reduce expenditures by downsizingresulting in an ongoing devolution 
of former government functions to the private sector. 
 
A consequence of this process is an increased demand on charitable institutions, who in turn seek 
greater funding from their patrons.  The inevitable conclusion is that the typical citizen, while perhaps 
asked for fewer dollars from his or her government agencies, is increasingly bombarded by requests for 
more dollars from private charities.  Corporations, foundations and charitable federations are also being 
solicited more often and for more money. 
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In the midst of such a process, it is logical to take a step back and ask some fundamental questions 
about Erie’s charitable sector: 

  How big is it? 

  Whom does it serve? 

  Where does it get its funding? 

  Does it provide the services that are most needed or desired? 

  Just what are our priorities when it comes to charitable causes? 

  How is the charitable sector different from the business and government sectors? 

  Is it efficient? 

  Is there a need for organization or planning at a higher level? 
 
Such issues are discussed by the Community Fund Drives Committee of the Erie Conference on 
Community Development, which coordinates major fund-raising campaigns in the Erie area.  When 
reviewing results of recent approved capital campaigns, it became clear to the committee that valid data 
were needed to better evaluate campaign potential and performance.  Even the most basic data on the 
philanthropic sector had not been compiled.  
 
The United Way of Erie County and the Erie Community Foundation joined with the Erie Conference to 
form a steering committee to undertake a study to provide the needed information.  A search of the 
literature and contacts with professional associations quickly revealed that few studies of this sort are 
conducted at the local level1.  Accordingly, a plan was developed to measure Erie county’s performance 
relative to national data, primarily those from the American Association of Fund-Raising Counsel 
(AAFRC).  The steering committee contracted with the Economic Research Institute of Erie (ERIE) at 
Penn State-Erie, the Behrend College, and work was begun in the spring of 1996.   
 
This report presents results from the portion of the project that deals with Erie county’s charitable 
institutions.  A later report will provide information on philanthropy of Erie’s corporate sector. 
 
The goal of this project is to make a start on answering some of the key questions raised above.  It is 
hoped that this is just the first step in an ongoing examination, and improvement, of the charitable 
sector in Erie. 
 
This executive summary presents the key highlights of the study.  Detailed results as well as the 
methodology, data sources and assumptions are presented in the full report which follows. 
 
 

II. THE STUDY 
 
Data on philanthropy in Erie county was collected through a survey sent to 201 charitable organizations, 

asking for 1995 information about their donations receivedamounts, sources, uses and a few other 
key characteristics.  We attempted to include all non-religious charitable agencies in Erie county.  
(Religions were excluded, despite their obvious importance, to make the project more manageable in 
this initial year.)  We received 134 usable responses (67%), which form the basis for all Erie data 
reported.  A complete list of the survey respondents is presented in Appendix C, and the survey form 
itself is in Appendix A. 
 

                                            
1 An exception was recently released for Orange County, California.  See: Long, Stewart, and Anil Puri.  The Nonprofit Sector 

in Orange County: The First Report.  Fullerton, CA: California State University, Fullerton, 1996. 
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III. RESULTS 
 
 

1.  Amount of Donations 
 

134 Erie county charities reported receiving $35,401,797 of donations in 1995.  This does 

not include gifts pledged or committed, or value of volunteers’ time. 
 

Adding estimates of the donations received by charitable agencies that did not participate in 
our survey, and for the religious sector (based on national averages), results in an estimate of 

$65,878,634 total giving to Erie county charities in 1995. 

 

Erie charities also recorded donations of $1,008,859 that were irrevocably committed during 

1995, although not yet received. 
 

Donations are the single most important source of revenue for the average charity in our 
survey.  Donations accounted for about 40% of the revenues on average, followed by 
customer/client fees with 21% and government grants or contracts at 19%. 
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There is a wide range of sizes of charities in Erie county.  The largest six charities accounted 
for nearly half of all donations received in 1995.  At the other end of the size distribution, half 
of Erie charities accounted for only 7% of 1995 donations. 
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2.  Donations from Outside Erie County 
 

Donations from donors outside Erie county accounted for $5.7 million, or 16.5% of total 

donationsabout one dollar in every six donated. 
 

Two-thirds of bequest money came from donors outside Erie county, while a third of the (non-
corporate) foundation money and a quarter of the corporate foundation funds came from non-
Erie donors. 

 
 
 

3.  Sources of Donations 
 

 Contributions from individuals directly to charities was the single largest source of donations, 
accounting for $15.7 million, or 45% of the total.  Corporations were the second largest 
source with $5.9 million (17%), followed by federations (such as United Way) with $3.7 million 
(11%) and posthumous bequests ($3.5 million and 11%). 

 

After some adjustments to the data (such as the exclusion of funds for religious uses in both 
studies), it is possible to compare the Erie data to national data collected by the American 
Association of Fund-Raising Counsel.  A key finding is that individuals, either directly or 
indirectly (through federations and employee service funds) accounted for 63% of donations 
to Erie charities, compared to 73% at the national level. 

 

Corporations (and their foundations) accounted for more than double the share reported at the 
national level: 21% vs. 9%.  
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4.  Uses of Donated Funds 
 

Education ($13 million or 37%) and human services ($11.9 million or 34%)  were the 
two charitable sectors that received the most Erie funds. 

 

After some adjustments to the Erie data, comparisons with the national data from 
AAFRC show that Erieites give for human services purposes at more than double the 
national rate (37% vs. 18%).  Education giving is also more important in Erie than at 
the national level (36% vs. 28%). 
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5.  Volunteer Hours 
 

Erieites donated 1,318,107 hours of volunteer time in 1995.  At an average wage of 

$12.04 per hour, this translates to a value of over $15.8 million.  Volunteers 

donated an average of 25,300 hours per week, or the equivalent of 633 people 
working full time for free to support their chosen causes. 

 

Over two-thirds of all volunteer time (885,000 hours or 67%) was donated to human 
service causes in Erie.  This compares with approximately 40% of volunteer time at 
the national level. 

 

Health and education agencies were the next priorities of Erie volunteers.  Each 
received about 140,000 hours (11%).  At the national level, health received 15% and 
education 20% of volunteer time. 
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6.  Employment 
 

Charitable institutions in our study reported employment of  9,441 full-time 

equivalent (FTE) employees.  Since charitable institutions use so much part-time 

help, we asked them to report in FTEs,  in which two 20-hour a week employees 
would be counted as one full-time equivalent.  Given the widespread use of part-time 
employees, the actual number of people who work for the charitable sector in Erie 
county is much greater than this number.  To put this number in perspective, 
consider that the finance, banking, insurance and real estate industries combined 
employed about 5,700 employees in Erie in 1995.  The plastics industry employed 
about 5,000.2 

 

More than half of the responding charities had fewer than ten FTE employees; 
thirteen percent had all-volunteer staffs. 

 

 

7.  Endowments 

 

Erie charities reported holding endowments of  $103,148,402 in 1995. 

 

Eighteen charities reported holding endowments of $1 million or more, and four of 
those had endowments of $5 million or greater.  These four largest charities 
accounted for over two-thirds of the endowment pool. 

 
 
 

IV. CONCLUSIONS 
 
There are several important conclusions that may be drawn from the data presented in this 
report. 
 

1.  There is a significant amount of funds devoted to the charitable sector in Erie county.   
 
 This study estimates that Erie charities received $65.9 million in donations in 1995, with 

another million dollars irrevocably committed.  Volunteers also donated $15.8 million worth 
of their time.  From a single year’s data, we cannot tell if this was a low, typical or high year 
for Erie’s charitable institutions; only future studies can determine that.  But these are 
clearly large amounts.  To help place them in perspective, consider that Erie County’s total 
Human Services budget for 1995 was $68.6 million.3   The Erie City School District’s budget 
was $73 million for academic year 1994-95, of which local sources contributed $36 million.   
And it would take over 2,600 people working full-time year-round at Erie’s average wage 
rate to earn the $65.9 million that was donated. 

 
 

2.  Erie county charities need to more effectively “make their case” to individual donors.  

                                            
2 Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry, Erie Office, Current Labor Market Information News Release, 
March 8, 1996, p. 5. 
3 Amount passed by ordinance for fiscal year 1994-95 for Mental Health/Mental Retardation, Drug and Alcohol 
Abuse, Children and Youth, and Juvenile Placement.  Statistics provided by County Government Finance Office. 
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 Of the donations received in 1995 for non-religious purposes, 63% came from individuals, 

either directly or through federations (like United Way) or employee service funds.  This is 
significantly lower than the 73% given by individuals at the national level.  The significance 
of this finding is compounded by the high concentration of wealth held by Americans now 
over age 50.  Two Cornell economists, Robert Avery and Michael Rendall, are predicting the 
largest intergenerational transfer of wealth in history during the next twenty years.  As much 
as $12 trillion now in the hands of Americans over 50 will soon pass down to heirs, 
government and charities.  Erie charities must be prepared to deal with this opportunity. 

 

3.  The Erie charitable sector should focus more of its efforts on planned giving and 

endowments. 

 The charitable sector in Erie is large, but fragile in terms of its funding.  Over 200 agencies 
employ over 9,400 FTE employees and serve numerous clients.  But they are highly 

dependent on government funding and donationssources which could evaporate quickly.  
Only four agencies reported endowments of $5 million or more, and the eighteen charities 
with the largest endowments accounted for over 90% of the total charitable endowment pool 
in Erie county.  Agencies may increase their long-term stability by paying greater attention 
to planned giving and endowments, especially in light of the impending intergenerational 
transfer mentioned in the previous section. 

 

4.  Within Erie’s charitable sector, funds are used for somewhat different purposes than 

at the national level. 

As compared with national data, Erie provides a higher proportion of its support to human 
services and education, perhaps at the expense of the arts and other uses. 
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B. THE STUDY IN DETAIL  

 
I.  WHY DO A STUDY OF ERIE PHILANTHROPY?  

 
How generous are we in Erie county?  Do some segments of the community give more than 
others?  Do we support some charitable causes more than others?  Are we leaving a legacy for 
future generations?  And how do we compare with national averages?  
 
These questions have not previously been answered for Erie county, but are crucial for 
planning by individual agencies and the community as a whole.  This is especially true in an age 
when all levels of government are seeking ways to reduce expenditures by 

downsizingresulting in an ongoing devolution of former government functions to the private 
sector. 
 
A consequence of this process is an increased demand on charitable institutions, who in turn 
seek greater funding from their patrons.  The inevitable conclusion is that the typical citizen, 
while perhaps asked for fewer dollars from his or her government agencies, is increasingly 
bombarded by requests for more dollars from private charities.  Corporations, foundations and 
charitable federations are also being solicited more often and for more money. 
 
In the midst of such a process, it is logical to take a step back and ask some fundamental 
questions about Erie’s charitable sector: 

  How big is it? 

  Whom does it serve? 

  Where does it get its funding? 

  Does it provide the services that are most needed or desired? 

  Just what are our priorities when it comes to charitable causes? 

  How is the charitable sector different from the business and government sectors? 

  Is it efficient? 

  Is there a need for organization or planning at a higher level? 
 
Such issues are discussed by the Community Fund Drives Committee of the Erie Conference 
on Community Development, which coordinates major fund-raising campaigns in the Erie area.  
When reviewing results of recent approved capital campaigns, it became clear to the committee 
that valid data were needed to better evaluate campaign potential and performance.  Even the 
most basic data on the philanthropic sector had not been compiled.  
 
The United Way of Erie County and the Erie Community Foundation joined with the Erie 
Conference to form a steering committee to undertake a study to provide the needed 
information.  A search of the literature and contacts with professional associations quickly 
revealed that few studies of this sort are conducted at the local level4.  Accordingly, a plan was 
developed to measure Erie county’s performance relative to national data, primarily those from 
the American Association of Fund-Raising Counsel (AAFRC).  The steering committee 

                                            
4 An exception was recently released for Orange County, California.  See: Long, Stewart, and Anil Puri.  The 
Nonprofit Sector in Orange County: The First Report.  Fullerton, CA: California State University, Fullerton, 1996. 
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contracted with the Economic Research Institute of Erie (ERIE) at Penn State-Erie, the Behrend 
College, and work was begun in the spring of 1996.   
 
Of course, no project is ever as simple as it seems at the outset.  Such was the case with this 
project.  Starting from the simple question “how much do people donate in Erie County?”, it 
quickly turned into a three-part project, including surveys of Erie charitable institutions, a 
sample of Erie firms, and a small pilot survey of Erie’s religious organizations.  This report will 
include information on the first of these—the charitable institutions—only.  Later this year, the 
results of the corporate survey will be released.  (There will be no data published on the 
religious institutions; the pilot survey was undertaken as a prelude to a potential future survey.)  
We expected national data to become available for 1995 during the period of this project, so it 
was decided to gather Erie data for that year. 
 
The goal of this project is to make a start on answering some of the key questions raised 
above.  It is hoped that this is just the first step in an ongoing examination, and improvement, of 
the charitable sector in Erie. 
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II.  SURVEY PARTICIPANTS: JUST WHAT IS A CHARITY? 

 
The goal of this project was a comprehensive survey of Erie County charitable institutions.  
Sounds simple, doesn’t it?  But just what is a charitable institution?  The majority of the 
institutions that a typical person might think of when he or she uses the term “charity” are called 
“501(c)(3) agencies,” after their classification by the Internal Revenue Service.  Section 
501(c)(3) of the tax code includes religious, charitable and educational institutions. 
 
This category does not include all nonprofit or tax-exempt organizations, however.  (See the 
box below for a listing of types of tax-exempt organizations.)  For example, labor unions, 
business leagues, cemeteries, and credit unions are all tax-exempt, but are not what we mean 
when we use the term philanthropy.  Such organizations are excluded from this study. 
 
Not all of our survey respondents are 501(c)(3) 
organizations, however.  We had no easy way of 
determining in advance which Erie organizations 
are 501(c)(3)’s, so we approached the issue from 
a different direction.  We attempted to create a 
comprehensive listing of Erie charitable 
institutions from existing sources.  We started 
with the mailing list of the United Way of Erie 
County.  Added to that were appropriate 
institutions listed in the Human Service Directory 
for Erie County, 1996-1998, which is compiled by 
the Gannon University Social Work Program.  
Added to this list were any appropriate 
institutions that were personally known by the 
Executive Directors of the three sponsoring 
agencies, who are in a unique position to identify 
such institutions. 
 
We decided early in this process to exclude 
organizations that are primarily religious in 
nature—churches, synagogues and mosques.  
This was done not to imply that religious 
institutions are unimportant in the philanthropy 
picture, but rather simply to make the project more manageable in this initial year.  (There are 
three pages of churches listed in the Erie Yellow Pages alone!)  As mentioned earlier, a pilot 
study of a small sample of Erie religious organizations was undertaken this year as a prelude to 
a possible study of religious organizations in the future.  An adjustment will be made later in this 
report to data collected from the non-religious charities, in an effort to estimate total 
philanthropy in Erie. 
 
The mailing list compiled by the techniques mentioned above consisted of 201 organizations, 
and these constituted our primary sample.  The survey form was mailed in July 1996, and was 
followed by a second survey to non-responders, and finally personal contact with some of the 
larger non-respondents.  We ultimately received 149 responses of one sort or another, 
accounting for 74% of the 201 organizations on our mailing list. 

                                            
5 From the Internal Revenue Service Annual Report, as cited in Lester M. Salamon, America’s Nonprofit Sector: A 
Primer. (New York: The Foundation Center, 1992), p. 4.  

Types of Tax-Exempt Organizations5 
 
501(c)(1)  Corporations organized under an act of 

Congress 
501(c)(2) Title-holding companies 

501(c)(3) Religious, charitable, educational, etc. 
501(c)(4) Social welfare 
501(c)(5) Labor, agriculture organizations 
501(c)(6) Business leagues 
501(c)(7) Social and recreational clubs 
501(c)(8) Fraternal beneficiary societies 
501(c)(9) Voluntary employees’ beneficiary societies 
501(c)(10) Domestic fraternal beneficiary societies 
501(c)(11) Teachers’ retirement funds 
501(c)(12) Benevolent life insurance associations 
501(c)(13) Cemetery companies 
501(c)(14) Credit unions 
501(c)(15) Mutual insurance companies 
501(c)(16) Corporations to finance crop operation 
501(c)(17) Supplemental unemployment benefit trusts 
501(c)(18) Employee-funded pension trusts 
501(c)(19) War veterans’ organizations 
501(c)(20) Legal services organizations 
501(c)(21) Black lung trusts 
501(d) Religious and apostolic organizations 
501(e) Cooperative hospital service organizations 
501(f) Cooperative service organizations of operating 

educational organizations 
521 Farmers’ cooperatives 



 

 
 

11 
 

 
As we received survey responses, we found that several of the institutions on our list were 
inappropriate for inclusion in the study.  These included agencies such as for-profit institutions, 
Chambers of Commerce, or subsidiaries of parent organizations that were also on our list.   
Two responses were from government organizations (the Erie Historical Museum and the 
Veteran’s hospital), but we decided to include them given the nature of their operations.  This 
process left 134 usable responses, or 67% of the 201agencies on the mailing list.  A complete 
list of all participating agencies is provided in Appendix C. 
 
Table 1 shows a breakdown of those on the mailing list by category, with respect to their tax 
status and whether or not they responded to the survey. 
 
 

Table 1 
Characteristics of Survey Recipients 

  

 Number Percent 

TOTAL SURVEYS SENT 201 100.0 

No response 52 25.9     

Responses 149 74.1    

    Usable 134 66.7    

       -501(c)(3) 118  

       -other tax exempt 6  

       -government 2  

       -no answer to tax 
         status question 

 
8 

 

    Not usable 15 7.5    

       -Chambers of Commerce 3  

       -for-profit institutions 3  

       -duplicates 4  

       -no donations/declined 3  

       -non-Erie service area 1  

       -bad address 1  
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III.  RESULTS 

 
a.  Donations Reported 
 
The most fundamental question for this study is “How much money was donated to Erie 
charities in 1995?”  The short answer is $35,401,797; at least this is what was reported by 
those who participated in our survey.6  But this number is misleading without some explanation 
as to what it does and does not include.  Perhaps the best way to understand what is covered in 
that $35 million figure is to look at the instructions that we included on the survey form itself. 
(A full copy of the survey is in Appendix A). 
 

Include all donations, both cash and property actually received or irrevocably 

committed (not just pledged) during 1995.  Do not include value of volunteers’ time.  
Exclude all non-donation income such as government grants, third-party reimbursements 
(such as insurance payments), client fees for services, fees for contracted services, rental 
income and interest income.  Exclude program income (from dances, golf outings, sales 
of candy bars, etc.) EXCEPT when the price includes a donation.  In those cases, include 
the value of the donation only. 

 
This makes the point that the $35 million is clearly NOT equivalent to the charities’ operating 
budgets.  In several cases where it was questionable as to what was included in the data 
reported, we contacted survey respondents directly to verify—or change—the response.  (In 
fact, a subsequent survey question asked the charities to identify their sources of revenue, and 
that should have helped clarify our definition to the agencies.) 
 
We permitted each agency to report either for calendar year 1995 or for their fiscal 1995, 
whichever they preferred.  41% of respondents used the calendar year for reporting, and 
another 45% used a fiscal year of July 1 1994 to June 30 1995.  The other 14% used a different 
fiscal year (usually starting later in 1994) or did not answer this question on the survey. 
 

Table 2 
Reporting Period of Survey Respondents 

 

Number Percent               Period Used 

55 41.0 Calendar year (January 1 - December 31, 1995) 

60  44.8 Fiscal year (July 1 1994 - June 30, 1995) 

13  9.7 Other fiscal year (starting in some other month in ‘94, ending in ‘95) 

6 4.5 No answer 

134 100.0      Total 

 

                                            
6 Aside from this, another $1,008,859 was irrevocably committed and will be received in the future.  The survey 
asked agencies to include such funds in their estimates, but we have decided to exclude them from the totals in this 
report.  The reason: although these funds represent a commitment to local charities, they have not yet been received 
by local agencies and are not yet available for use by them.  Also there is a potential problem of double-counting 
these funds if they are counted both now and in future years, when they are actually received. 
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b.  Estimate of Total Giving in Erie County 
 
This $35.4 million is NOT the total amount of philanthropy in Erie county, however.  It 
represents the amount reported by charities that responded to our survey.  We know that some 
institutions that receive charitable donations were not covered by the survey: we did not attempt 
to include religious institutions, some non-religious institutions elected not to participate in the 
survey, and undoubtedly we simply missed some.  In order to get an estimate of total 
philanthropy in Erie county for 1995, we must make estimates for these missing amounts. 
 
How many dollars of donations were missed due to the 52 nonrespondents?  Our best 
information indicates that none of these 52 were large enough to have donations of more than 
$100,000.  If we assume that these 52 are typical of the charities that did respond (i.e., that 
they have a size distribution that is the same as that of the respondents), we can estimate their 
total donations by using the information in Table 3.  This leads to an estimate of $1,755,200 
as the amount of donations that the 52 charities that did not participate in our survey received in 
1995.  Adding this amount to that reported by Erie charities results in a total of $37,156,997. 
 
Although our survey respondents were not primarily religious organizations, they reported using 
$309,105, or 0.89% of total donations for religious purposes. Subtracting this percentage from 
the total estimated in the previous paragraph leaves $36,826,156 of Erie donations for non-
religious purposes.  At the national level, religious giving accounted for 44.1% of total 
donations.7  If we assume that this percentage is applicable to Erie as well, it is possible to 
make an estimate of total giving in Erie, as reported in Table 3.  This total,  $65,878,634, 
includes all donations reported by Erie charities that participated in our survey, plus an estimate 
for those that did not participate, and an estimate for religious giving.  
 

Table 3 
Estimate of Total Giving 

Donations reported $35,401,797 
Adjustments:   
   for non-respondents 1,755,200 
   for religious giving 28,721,637 

Estimated Total Giving $65,878,634 

 
 
Of course, the $65.9 million figure is only an estimate, and its accuracy is based on two 
assumptions:  
 1) the agencies that did not respond to our survey all had less that $100,000 in donations 

and were similar in size distribution to those that did respond; and  
 2) Erie’s religious giving mirrors national patterns.  If Erieites tend to give more than the 

average to religious causes, then $65.9 million is an underestimate of actual total giving 
in Erie.  On the other hand, if Erie donors tend to give less than the national average to 
religious causes, then the $65.9 million figure is an overestimate. 

 

                                            
7 American Association of Fund-Raising Counsel (AAFRC), Giving USA 1996, p. 13.  This publication is discussed in 
more detail later in this report. 



 

 
 

14 
 

 

c. Size of Local Charities 
 
Our survey group included charitable institutions of various sizes, as can be seen from Table 
4’s breakdown of agencies by amount of donations reported.  Six reported receiving more than 
a million dollars in donations in 1995, some substantially more than a million.   
 
It is clear that the biggest charities play a major role in the philanthropy sector in Erie County.  
The top six institutions, alone, accounted for nearly half of all donations reported.  The top 
eighteen accounted for over two-thirds of donations, and the top 27 (about 20% of the 
respondents) received three-quarters of the total donations. 
 
 
 

Table 4 
Distribution of Total Donations 
Across Survey Respondents 

 

Donations 

Reported 

Number of 

Respondents 

Percent of 

Respondents 

Total 

Donations 

Percent of 

Donations  

$1 million or more + 6 4.5  $ 17,220,504  48.6 

$500,000 to $999,999 8 6.0 4,933,230  13.9 

$100,000 to $499,999 46 34.3   10,750,278  30.4 

$50,000 to $99,999 22 16.4   1,694,351  4.8 

$10,000 to $49,999 28 20.9  733,222  2.1 

$1,000 to $9,999 16 11.9   68,186  0.2           

$1 to $999 5 3.7   2,025  0.0 

Zero 3 2.2       --      0.0 

Total 134 100.0  $ 35,401,797 100.0 
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d.  Sources of Donations 

 
Who gave all this money?  The second question on the survey asked agencies to give us a 
breakdown of the donations by sources.  The categories included: 

 Federations, such as the United Way, United Arts Fund, Catholic Charities and the 
Combined Federal Campaign ; 

 Corporations and firms of all types; 

 Corporate foundations (separate from corporations themselves) such as the GE 
Foundation, the International Paper Foundation or the IBM Foundation; 

 Other foundations, such as the Erie Community Foundation, Heinz Foundation and 
other family foundations; 

 Employee service funds, money contributed by employees through their own 
organizations such as the AMSCO Good Neighbor Fund or the GE Community Service 
Fund; 

 Planned giving such as remainder trusts, life insurance funds and bequests left 
posthumously8; 

 Individuals excluding the planned/posthumous gifts above; and 

 Other sources, which included donors such as churches and community service clubs. 
 

126 of the 134 survey respondents answered this question, accounting for $34,715,832 or 
98.1% of all reported donations in 1995.  Table 5 and Figure 1 below show the breakdown 
reported.   
 
 

 
Table 5 

Sources of Donated Funds, 1995 
 

 

Source 

Number of 

Respondents* 

Donations 

($millions) 

Percent of 

Donations 

Individuals 108 $15.678 45.2 

Corporations 65 5.932 17.1 

Federations 61 3.687 10.6 

Bequests received in 1995 34 3.534 10.2 

Others 46 2.341 6.7 

Foundations (non-corporate) 65 1.558 4.5 

Employee service funds 40 1.093 3.1 

Corporate foundations 35 .893 2.6 

     Total** 126 $34.716 100.0 

  
*Respondents could report more than one source, so this column does not sum.  
**Totals do not sum precisely due to rounding. 

 

                                            
8 While the survey asked for information both on amounts actually received in 1995, and those irrevocably 
committed, this report will deal only with the funds actually received. 
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Giving by individuals was clearly the most important single source of 1995 donations for Erie 
charities, accounting for 45% of the total.  Corporations were the second most important source 
of donations, followed by federations and bequests.  These four sources together accounted for 
over 83% of the philanthropy reported. 
 
 

Figure 1 
Sources of Donated Funds 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Comparison of Erie and U.S. Sources of Donations 
 
One key goal of this study is to compare philanthropy in Erie county with national averages.  
Are Erie patterns of giving different in some ways?  Do Erie charities rely more heavily on some 
sources of funds, or overlook others?  To answer these questions, we turn again to “Giving 
USA 1996: The Annual Report on Philanthropy for the Year 1995,”  published by the American 
Association of Fund-Raising Counsel (AAFRC) Trust for Philanthropy. 
 
The national data gathered by AAFRC and published in “Giving USA” are not perfectly 
comparable to the data gathered for the Erie study, so it is necessary to make some 
adjustments before we can compare “like with like” across these two studies. 
 
First, AAFRC’s breakdown of the sources of donations varies from the Erie study’s.  AAFRC 
estimates the amount of donations given by only four categories of donors: individuals, 
foundations, bequests and corporations.  The survey approach we used in the Erie study 
allowed us to expand the set of sources to the nine reported previously.  However, we are able 
to aggregate some of our categories to make them more comparable with the AAFRC findings.  
It is necessary to sum our three categories “individuals,” “federations,” and “employee service 
funds” into one category for purposes of comparison with AAFRC’s “individuals” category.  On 
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tax returns to the IRS (a key source for AAFRC data), donations to all three of these Erie-study 
categories would be tax deductible, and thus would be lumped together in AAFRC’s 
“individuals”  data.  AAFRC also combines corporations and corporate foundations into one 
category, as will we for this portion of the study.  It is also necessary to omit some of the Erie 
charities from this part of the analysis, if they did not fully report the data necessary to make 
these breakdowns. For this comparison, we also dropped the “other” category from the Erie 
data.  The resulting categories used in the Erie-U.S. comparisons are: 

 Individuals 
  -individuals directly 
  -federations 
  -employee service funds 

 Corporations 
  -corporations directly 
  -corporate foundations 

 Bequests received 

 Foundations (non-corporate) 
 
A second adjustment must be made to provide comparability, stemming from the exclusion of 
religious organizations from the Erie study.  To make the two studies’ results comparable, we 
removed all giving for religious purposes from both studies.   Using information from the 
“sources by uses” table (presented later in this study), it was possible to determine the amount 
given to religious purposes in Erie by each of the sources.  These amounts were subtracted 
from the “Sources” information presented earlier.  The result is presented in Table 6. 
 
According to the AAFRC, religious giving accounted for 44.1% of national contributions in 1995, 
or $63.45 billion.  Ann E. Kaplan, editor of Giving USA 1995 indicates that 98% of this money 
was donated by individuals and bequests, with the other 2% coming from foundations.  
Assuming that contributions to religious charities in Erie county were distributed between direct 
individual donations and bequests in the same proportions as they were to all donations, it is 
possible to estimate the amounts given to religions by each of AAFRC’s sources.  These 
numbers permit us to remove the religious sector’s sources of funds from the U.S. data to make 
them more comparable with Erie results.9  Table 6 and Figure 2 present the resulting 
comparison.

                                            
9 Data on the sources of religious funds are from a phone conversation of January 31, 1997.  Ideally, we could 
remove the “foundations” and “unallocated” sectors from the national data as well, but a breakdown of sources of 
donations for these sectors is not available.  These sectors accounted for 5.2% and 5.3% of 1995 national 
donations, respectively. 
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Table 6 

Comparison of Erie and U.S. Sources of (Non-religious) Donations 
 

    

      Source 

Erie 

($millions) 

 

% 

U.S. 

($billions) 

 

% 

 Individuals $20.2 63.0 $58.9 73.2 

   Individuals directly 15.5 48.2   

   Federations 3.6 11.3   

   Employee service funds 1.1 3.4   

 Corporations 6.8 21.2 7.4 9.2 

   Corporations directly 5.9 18.5   

   Corporate foundations 0.9 2.8   

 Bequests received in 1995 3.5 10.9 4.9 6.1 

 Foundations (non-corporate) 1.6 4.9 9.2 11.4 

   TOTAL $32.1    100.0       $80.4  100.0 

 
 

Figure 2 
Erie and U.S. Sources of Donations 
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The most notable fact in this comparison is a key similarity between Erie and the U.S.: 
individuals provide the lion’s share of donations in both, although somewhat less in Erie (63%) 
than in the U.S. (73%).  But there were several differences in the sources of Erie and U.S. 
donations as well.  First of all, corporations accounted for less than ten percent of total 
donations at the national level in 1995, but Erie corporations donated more than double that 
share.  Corporate largesse seems to play a larger role locally than at the national level. 
 
Foundations (non-corporate) were the second largest source of donations nationally, 
accounting for 11.4% of total donations.  But money from foundations accounted for only 4.9% 
of contributions in Erie, the smallest share of the four categories.  Finally, bequests received in 
1995 accounted for 10.9% of donations in Erie, but only 6.1% in the nation. 
 
The differences reported in this table, especially in the corporate and foundation sectors, are 
great enough to warrant more investigation.  Given the very different types of data-gathering 
techniques used in the two studies, a closer examination of their comparability should be 
undertaken.  The upcoming corporate survey should also help shed some light on the role of 
that sector locally.   
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e.  Donations from Outside Erie County 
 
We also asked local charities about the proportion of their donations that came from outside the 
county.  According to the survey results, charity really does begin at home. The great majority 
of donated funds—nearly $29 million (83.5%) of the reported $34.7 million of donations—came 
from sources inside Erie county.  The other 16.5%, or $5,741,182 came to Erie county charities 
from donors outside the county.  Sixty Erie charities reported receiving such donations, while 74 
did not.  All but one of the sixty reported a breakdown of sources of the non-Erie donations, as 
reported in Table 7.  
 
Seven of every ten dollars donated from outside the county came from bequests and 
individuals.  Bequests were especially important, accounting for over 40% of the non-Erie 

dollarsas compared with only 10% of all donations.  Similarly, foundation funding (both 
corporate and non-corporate) played a more important role in the non-Erie donations than in the 
Erie giving.  Corporations, federations and individuals outside Erie were less likely to give than 
those inside.  But the opposite was true in the categories of bequests and foundations. 
 
 

Table 7 
Sources of Non-Erie Donations, 1995 

 

 

 

     Source 

Number of 

Survey 

Respondents* 

Amount of 

Donations 

($ thou) 

Percent of 

Non-Erie 

Donations 

Percent 

of All 

Donations 

Bequests received 8 $2,336 40.8 10.2 

Individuals 41 1,759 30.7 45.2 

Foundations (non-corporate) 18 532 9.3 4.5 

Corporations 16 511 8.9 17.1 

Corporate foundations 12 231 4.0 2.6 

Federations 12 184 3.2 10.6 

Others 13 165 2.9 6.7 

Employee service funds 4 8 0.1 3.1 

   Total** 59 $5,726 100.0 100.0 

 
*Respondents could report more than one source, so this column does not sum. 
**Totals do not sum precisely due to rounding. 

 
 
Table 8 gives a different perspective on the non-Erie donations, showing the share of each type 
of giving that came from Erie and non-Erie donors.  Money from bequests and corporate 
foundations came disproportionately from outside Erie county.  Nearly two-thirds of the money 
received in bequests came from donors outside Erie county, and over a quarter of the money 
from corporate foundations.  On the other hand, money received from corporations directly and 
from all the categories of individual giving were primarily from donors inside Erie county.
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Table 8 

Non-Erie Donations, as a Percent of Each Source 
 

 

   Source 

Total 

($ thou.) 

 

% 

Non-Erie 

($ thou.) 

 

% 

Erie 

($ thou.) 

 

% 

 Individuals $20,458 100.0 $1,951 9.5 $18,507 90.5 

   Individuals directly 15,678 100.0 1,759 11.2 13,920 88.8 

   Federations 3,687 100.0 184 5.0 3,503 95.0 

   Employee service funds 1,093 100.0 8 0.8 1,085 99.2 

 Foundations (non-corporate) 1,558 100.0 532 34.1 1,026 65.9 

 Bequests 3,534 100.0 2,336 66.1 1,198 33.9 

 Corporations 6,825 100.0 742 10.9 6,083 89.1 

   Corporations directly 5,932 100.0        511  8.6 5,421 91.4 

   Corporate foundations 893 100.0        231  25.9 662 74.1 

 Other 2,341 100.0        165  7.1 2,175 92.9 

   TOTAL $34,716 100.0     $5,726  16.5   $28,990  83.5 
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f.  Potential Double-Counting of Donations 
 
We should point out that some of the funds included in the donation totals reported above might 
be considered as being double-counted.  This can occur when an Erie charity gives funds to 
another local charity.  For example, consider a situation in which an individual gives a dollar to 
an Erie federation (such as the United Way of Erie County) or foundation (such as the Erie 
Community Foundation) which participates in this survey.  If the federation/foundation 
subsequently distributes the money to another local charity, and that charity also participates in 
this survey, both would report the dollar as a donation received. 
 
To get an estimate of the potential size of the amounts involved, it is necessary to sum all funds 
received by survey respondents from local federations and non-corporate foundations.  Local 
charities reported receiving $5.2 million from these two sources in 1995.  But this would remove 
funds received from these two sources that were outside Erie county.  These institutions would 
not have participated in the survey and thus these funds could not have been double-counted, 
so we’ll add them back into the totals.  The non-Erie portion of the federation/foundation giving 
amounts to about $0.7million.  This results in $4.5 million which might conceivably have been 
double-counted.  This is about 12.7% of total reported donations, or one dollar in eight.  
Removing this amount from total donations results in a total of $30.9 million which has definitely 
not been double-counted. 
 
But this technique probably underestimates total giving, since not all local federations and 
foundations participated in our survey.  To the extent that they did not, funds received from 
them by local charities have been omitted in the estimate of total donations in this section of the 
report. 
 
Moreover, the case can be made that donations both to and by foundations and federations 
should be counted since they represent donations actually received by charities.  In fact, the 
American Association of Fund Raising Counsel (AAFRC), which annually publishes the most 
comprehensive data on philanthropy at the national level, has considered this issue and 
decided to include foundation giving in both its sources of donations and its uses of donations.10  
This suggests that use of the total donation figures reported earlier (i.e., including federation 
and foundation totals) is appropriate, rather than using the double-counting adjustments made 
in this section.  Nevertheless, the issue has been reported here in the interest of full disclosure. 

 

                                            
10 AAFRC, Giving USA 1996, pp. 12-13.  See also pp. 198-199 for a brief discussion of the issue. 
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g.  Uses of Donated Funds   
 
We asked the charitable institutions to tell us how they spent the funds they received.  Using 
the National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities,11 a standard classification system for tax-exempt 
organizations, we presented the following nine-category breakdown: 

 Arts, culture and humanities 

 Education 

 Environment and wildlife 

 Health 

 Human services 

 International affairs 

 Public/society benefit 

 Religion 

 Other 
 

The detailed NTEE taxonomy was included as pages three and four of the survey instrument, 
so agencies could more precisely identify how their activities aligned with the general categories 
listed above.   (This detailed NTEE listing can be found in Appendix B of this report.) 
 
We asked each charity to tell us how their activities fit into these nine major categories.  Survey 
respondents typically chose only one of the categories, although 27 gave percentage 
breakdowns across several categories.  For example, some organizations assigned part of their 
activities to the education category, even though they do not actually run a school.  Local 
federations and foundations typically split their activities across the charities that they support 
rather than listing themselves as “public/society benefit.” 
 
127 institutions, accounting for virtually all of the reported donations, told us about the uses of 
their donated funds.  Table 9  and Figure 3 show the breakdown.  More money was given to 
education in Erie county than to any other single use in 1995—nearly $13 million.  While a 
significant portion of this money was given to the four local colleges and universities, this 
category also includes 25 other institutions which spend at least part of their donated funds on 
education, such as libraries, museums and public broadcasting. 
 
A total of 62 institutions reported using at least a portion of their donated funds for human 
services, the second largest category.  This accounted for nearly $12 million, more than one 
dollar of every three given to survey respondents.  Health services was the third largest 
category, with 39 institutions and $5.4 million reported.  Spending on these three categories 
accounted for nearly 86% of the funds donated in 1995. 

                                            
11 Reported in AAFRC Trust for Philanthropy's Giving USA 1995, pp. 180-181.  
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Table 9 

Uses of Donated Funds 
 

 Number of Amount of  

 Survey  Donations Percent of 

Uses of donated funds Respondents* ($ thou.) Donations 

Education 29 $12,984 36.9 

Human services 62 11,884 33.7 

Health 39 5,397 15.3 

Arts, culture and humanities 19 2,234 6.3 

Other 5 1,438 4.1 

Environment and wildlife 4 490 1.4 

Religion 5 309 0.9 

Public/society benefit 7 263 0.7 

International affairs 2 230 0.7 

    Total** 127 $35,230 100.0 

   
*Respondents could report more than one use, so this column does not sum. 
**Totals do not sum precisely due to rounding. 

 
 
 

Figure 3 
Uses of Donated Funds 
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Comparison of Erie and U.S. Uses of Donations 
 
Comparison of Erie and U.S. uses of donations is somewhat complicated by the fact that  
AAFRC includes a broader range of types of charitable organizations than we chose for the Erie 
study.  To quote AAFRC: 
 

“Giving USA aims to include in its estimate of giving, all gifts for which donors may claim a 
charitable deduction for income-tax purposes.  Most of these organizations are commonly 
thought of as charities, and they are grouped together under section 501(c)(3) of the tax 
code.  However, other organizations may receive tax-deductible contributions.  The total 
list includes government entities, such as public schools, colleges, universities, and 
hospitals.  It includes other nongovernmental organizations, such as veterans 
organizations and certain cemetery companies.  Giving USA also includes giving to 
organizations located in the United States with the purpose of raising gifts for foreign 
recipients, such as universities.” 12 

 

The AAFRC study’s coverage of tax-exempt organizations is broader, in part, because of the 
source of its data.  Its estimates of individual giving are based on deductions taken on federal 
income tax filings to the IRS.  Tax returns report total contributions of the individual or couple 
filing, of course, so it is not possible for AAFRC to break out donations to a more selective 
group of institutions as we are able to do in our survey. 
 
As mentioned above, a major difference between the two studies is that AAFRC includes 
donations to religious organizations whereas the Erie study does not.  In order to compare like 
with like, it is necessary for us to consider only non-religious uses of donations in both studies. 
Similarly, AAFRC includes a category called “Unclassified” which accounts for several types of 
miscellaneous deductible amounts that cannot be assigned to the other categories for one of 
several reasons.  This category does not correspond to the “other” category of the Erie study, 
and both will be taken out of consideration in order to make the Erie and U.S. numbers more 
comparable.  
 
AAFRC reports contributions to non-corporate foundations in its “uses of donations” data.  They 
also include foundations in their “sources” data, as we do in the Erie study.  To maintain 
comparability, we will remove this category from the AAFRC “uses” data, having already 
considered it in the “sources” analysis above.  Finally, data from the “other sources” category 
will also be omitted. 
 
After all these adjustments, the resulting totals include 86.2% of total Erie donations, and 45.4% 
of U.S. donations.  Table 10 and Figure 4 present the adjusted data.13 

                                            
12 Giving USA 1996, pp. 50-51. 
13 U.S. data come from Giving USA 1996, p. 13.  Elimination of the “other” and “foundations” category from the data 
was suggested to the author by Ann E. Kaplan, editor of Giving USA 1996. 
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Table 10 
Comparison of Erie and U.S. Uses of (Non-Religious) Donations 

 

    

     Uses of Funds    

Erie 

($millions) 

 

% 

U.S. 

($billions) 

 

% 

 Human services $11.39 36.5 $11.70 17.9 

 Education 11.38 36.4 17.94 27.5 

 Health 5.37 17.2 12.59 19.3 

 Arts, culture and humanities 2.20 7.1 9.96 15.2 

 Environment/wildlife 0.49 1.6 3.98 6.1 

 Public/society benefit 0.26 0.8 7.10 10.9 

 International affairs 0.13 0.4 2.06 3.2 

   TOTAL $31.23 100.0 $65.33 100.0 

 
 

These data indicate that donors to Erie charities had different priorities than donors nationally. 
Erie donors focused especially on human services and education to a greater degree than 
donors did nationally.  Indeed, human services’ share of the Erie pool was more than double 
the national share.  On the other hand all of the other categories in Erie attracted less than the 
national share.  Arts, culture and humanities received 7% of Erie donations in 1995, although 
such organizations nationally attracted about 15% of donations.  Public/society benefit 
organizations attracted over ten percent of national donations, but less than one percent in Erie.   
 

Figure 4 
Erie and U.S. Uses of Funds 
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The difference in the public/society benefit category raises a question concerning the 
comparability of the Erie and U.S. studies.  Some of our Erie survey respondents who might be 
considered as part of the public/society category (such as the Erie Community Foundation and 
United Way of Erie County) reported their activities on the basis of what they supported with 
their funds.  Reassigning such organizations to the public/society benefit category should result 
in making the two studies more comparable.  Table 11 shows the result. 
 
 

Table 11 
Comparison of Erie and U.S. Uses of (Non-religion) Donations 

after Reassignment of Public/Society Benefit Organizations 
 

 

        Uses of Funds    

Erie 

($millions) 

 

% 

U.S. 

($billions) 

 

% 

 Public/society benefit  $ 10.74  33.4 $7.10 10.9 

 Education     7.93  24.7 17.94 27.5 

 Human services     6.76  21.0 11.70 17.9 

 Health     4.30  13.4 12.59 19.3 

 Arts, culture and humanities     1.79  5.6 9.96 15.2 

 Environment/wildlife        0.49  1.5 3.98 6.1 

 International affairs        0.13  0.4 2.06 3.2 

   TOTAL   $32.16  100.0 $65.33 100.0 

 
The result of this reclassification of a handful of organizations is to make the public/society 
benefit category the single largest use of funds in the Erie area, accounting for over a third of 
the dollars donated in 1995.  This is more than three times the share of such organizations at 
the national level.  Clearly, these charities play a major role in local philanthropy. Of course, this 
picture dovetails with the earlier discussion of the impact of the largest handful of charities on 
the local philanthropic sector. 
 
The other categories of “Uses” tend to play a smaller role in this reclassification, of course.  
Education locally drops to slightly less than a quarter of all donations, a little less than the 
national share.  Human services drops to 21%, but is still above the national share.  Health, 
arts, environment and wildlife and international affairs all remain at levels below their national 
sectors. 
 
This leaves us with a dilemma.  Tables 10 and 11 tell somewhat different stories.  Which is 
most appropriate?  While it may be argued that the approach in Table 11 makes the Erie and 
U.S. data more comparable, it also has the drawback of ignoring information which we have.  
Specifically, we know how the public/society benefit organizations distribute their money in the 
Erie area.  One way to resolve this problem is to recognize that Table 11 shows how the money 
is used initially, but that Table 10 shows its ultimate uses, after the public/society benefit 
organizations distribute their funds to other local charities. 
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h. Sources by Uses of Funds 
 
i.  Dollar amounts 
 
There were 126 charities that reported both the sources of their donations (i.e., breakdown of donations by type of donor) and uses 
of their donations (according to the NTEE taxonomy.)  This permits us to create Table 12, which shows the “sources by uses” of 
contributions for 1995.  Reading across a row of this table will tell how much that category of donor (federations, corporations, etc.) 
chose to contribute to each use (arts, education, etc.)  The Total column reports the total amount of contributions made by that 
category of donor.  For example, federations gave $167,647 of their $3,687,317 donations in 1995 to charitable organizations that 
used them for support of the arts and humanities, another $60,071 to educational activities, etc.. 
 
Alternatively, reading down a column of this table will identify the amount of contributions each type of charitable activity received 
from each category of donor. The Total row reports the total amount of contributions received by survey respondents for that type of 
activity. For example, charitable organizations that promote the arts received $167,647 of their total $2,233,908 in 1995 donations 
from federations, another $942,363 from corporations, and so on. 
 

Table 12 
Sources by Uses, in Dollars 

 

SOURCES 

(Type of Donor) 

 

TOTAL 

Arts, 

Humanities 

 

Education 

Environmt 

& Wildlife 

 

Health 

Human 

Services 

Inter-

national 

Public, 

Society 

 

Religion 

Other 

 Uses 

Federations $3,687,317 $167,647 $60,071 $0 $661,265 $2,643,034 $0 $10,619 $53,148 $91,532 

Corporations 5,931,996 942,363 1,516,659 130,130 775,269 2,186,166 122 221,338 7,064 152,884 

Corporate Foundations 892,733 37,186 604,838 13,913 46,137 185,174 0 2,094 0 3,390 

Employee Service Funds 1,092,950 5,049 19,013 2,302 236,660 824,615 49 122 4,810 330 

Other Foundations 1,558,147 121,241 736,433 7,858 138,823 511,305 24 767 1,600 40,095 

Bequests Received 3,533,916 188,420 1,626,132 133,056 508,831 618,015 0 711 25,397 433,353 

Individuals 15,678,158 743,742 6,816,211 203,079 2,485,953 4,419,658 134,199 26,549 198,009 650,758 

Other Sources 2,340,616 28,260 1,605,120 0 29,543 495,778 95,550 1,249 19,077 66,040 

  TOTAL 34,715,832 2,233,908 12,984,477 490,339 4,882,482 11,883,745 229,944 263,449 309,105 1,438,383 
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ii.  Each Donor’s Giving Patterns and Priorities 
 
This information-packed table is made more understandable if we look at it from a single direction at a time.  The first approach we’ll 
take is from the perspective of the donors: to which types of charities does each type of donor prefer to give?  To answer this 
question, we look across the rows of the table.  To allow comparison across types of donors, Table 13 converts the dollar amounts 
of the previous table into percentages for each source.  This is done by dividing each number in a row by the total for that row.  This 
makes it easy to compare the giving choices made by each category of donor.  For example, corporate foundations gave more than 
two-thirds of their Erie donations for education-related purposes, and 21% to human services.  Employee service funds, on the other 
hand, gave over three-quarters of their money for human services, but less than 2% for education-related causes.  Their giving 
decisions in 1995 suggest that these two types of donors had different priorities.  Further consideration might lead us to notice that 
the corporate sector’s focus on human services and education may be sparked in part by self-interest.  These areas of philanthropy 
will certainly benefit the community, but also their own operations, since human services agencies help to take care of the problems 
of current employees, and the education sector provides the skills needed in tomorrow’s labor pool.  Recognition of this pattern may 
be important  for those who plan to solicit the corporate sector. 
 

Table 13 
Percentage Breakdown of Each Type of Donor’s Giving Patterns 

 

SOURCES 

(Type of Donor) 

 

TOTAL 

Arts, 

Humanities 

 

Education 

Environmt 

& Wildlife 

 

Health 

Human 

Services 

Inter-

national 

Public, 

Society 

 

Religion 

Other 

 Uses 

Federations 100.00 4.55 1.63 0.00 17.93 71.68 0.00 0.29 1.44 2.48 

Corporations 100.00 15.89 25.57 2.19 13.07 36.85 0.00 3.73 0.12 2.58 

Corporate Foundations 100.00 4.17 67.75 1.56 5.17 20.74 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.38 

Employee Service Funds 100.00 0.46 1.74 0.21 21.65 75.45 0.00 0.01 0.44 0.03 

Other Foundations 100.00 7.78 47.26 0.50 8.91 32.81 0.00 0.05 0.10 2.57 

Bequests Received 100.00 5.33 46.02 3.77 14.40 17.49 0.00 0.02 0.72 12.26 

Individuals 100.00 4.74 43.48 1.30 15.86 28.19 0.86 0.17 1.26 4.15 

Other Sources 100.00 1.21 68.58 0.00 1.26 21.18 4.08 0.05 0.82 2.82 

   ALL SOURCES: 100.00 6.43 37.40 1.41 14.06 34.23 0.66 0.76 0.89 4.14 

 
 
The last row of this table shows the breakdown for total donations by all categories of givers.  Comparison of these numbers with 
those in the body of the table can help identify which categories of donors place a higher priority on that type of charity.  For 
example, about one-third of all 1995 donations went for human services, but federations and employee service funds each devoted 
more than 70% of their contributions to this purpose.  Those who left bequests funds tended not to give them for human services 
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purposes, however, devoting only seventeen percent of their donations to such causes.  These donors focused on education 
instead. 
 
It may help in understanding this table if we look at the top three types of charitable activities for each type of donor.  Table 14 
presents this information.  This table makes it clear that some types of donors tended to concentrate their donations more than 
others.  For example, employee service funds and federations focused their giving to a large extent on a singe type of charity; in 
both these cases, they gave more than 70% of their cash contributions to human service organizations.  Similarly, corporate 
foundations and those who irrevocably committed funds in 1995 focused more than two-thirds of their donations on education.  On 
the other hand, corporations and individuals tended to spread their donations more broadly; each one’s priority type of charitable 
organization received only 37% and 44% of their total giving, respectively.  But even in these cases, there is quite a bit of 
concentration of donations.  No type of donor came near splitting their donations equally across the nine categories of uses, for 
example. 
 
Corporate and other foundations, individuals, and those giving bequests all made education their top priority, while employee service 
funds, federations and corporations all placed more importance on human services organizations in 1995. 
 

Table 14 
Top Three Uses of Donations for Each Type of Donor 

 
 
Federations 
 1) Human services 71.7% 
 2) Health 17.9 
 3) Arts and humanities  4.6 
 
Corporations 
 1) Human services 36.9% 
 2) Education 25.6 
 3) Arts and humanities 15.9 
 
Corporate foundations 
 1) Education 67.8% 
 2) Human services  20.7 
 3) Health  5.2 

Employee service funds 
 1) Human services 75.5% 
 2) Health  21.7 
 3) Education 1.7 
 
Other foundations 
 1) Education 47.3% 
 2) Human services 32.8 
 3) Health 8.9 
 
Bequests received  
 1) Education 46.0% 
 2) Human services 17.5 
 3) Health 14.4 

Individuals 
 1) Education 43.5% 
 2) Human services 28.2 
 3) Health 15.9 
 
Other sources 
 1) Education 68.6% 
 2) Human services 21.1  
 3) International 4.1
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iii.  Each Charitable Sector’s Sources of Funds 
 
An alternate way to explore the “Sources by Uses” data is to take the perspective of the charitable organizations, and ask: “where 
does each type of charitable activity gets its funds?”  This question asks us to look down the columns of the Sources by Uses table.  
To allow comparison across types of charities (uses), Table 15 converts the dollar amounts of Table 12 into percentages for each 
type of charity.  This is done by dividing each number in a column of Table 12 by the total for that column.  The result, in Table 15, 
makes cross-charity comparisons easy.  For example, educational charities relied most heavily on individuals who provided nearly 53 
cents of every dollar of 1995 donations, while arts and humanities organizations received 42 cents of every dollar’s donations from 
corporations.  
 

Table 15 
Percentage Breakdown of Each Charitable Activity’s Source of Donations 

 

SOURCE 

(Type of Donor) 

ALL  

USES 

Arts & 

Humanities 

Edu- 

cation 

Environment 

& Wildlife 

 

Health 

Human 

 Services 

Inter- 

national 

Public, 

Society 

 

Religion 

Other 

 Uses 

Federations 10.6 7.5 0.5 0.0 13.5 22.2 0.0 4.0 17.2 6.4 

Corporations 17.1 42.2 11.7 26.5 15.9 18.4 0.1 84.0 2.3 10.6 

Corporate Foundations 2.6 1.7 4.7 2.8 0.9 1.6 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.2 

Employee Service Funds 3.1 0.2 0.1 0.5 4.8 6.9 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 

Other Foundations 4.5 5.4 5.7 1.6 2.8 4.3 0.0 0.3 0.5 2.8 

Bequests Received 10.2 8.4 12.5 27.1 10.4 5.2 0.0 0.3 8.2 30.1 

Individuals 45.2 33.3 52.5 41.4 50.9 37.2 58.4 10.1 64.1 45.2 

Other Sources 6.7 1.3 12.4 0.0 0.6 4.2 41.6 0.5 6.2 4.6 

  TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
 
Again, it may help if we look at the top three sources of donations for each type of charitable activity.  This is presented in Table 16.  
It shows that virtually all of the types of charitable organizations rely on individuals as their single most important source of 
donations.  The two exceptions are arts and humanities and public-society benefit organizations, which both rely most heavily on 
corporate donations.  It might be noted that individuals are the second most important source of donations for both of these, 
however.
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Table 16 

Top Three Sources of Donations for Each Type of Charitable Activity 
 
 
Arts and humanities 
 1) Corporations 42.2% 
 2) Individuals 33.3 
 3) Bequests received 8.4 
 
Education 
 1) Individuals 52.5% 
 2) Bequests received 12.5 
 3) Other sources 12.4 
 
Environment and wildlife 
 1) Individuals 41.4% 
 2) Bequests received 27.1 
 3) Corporations 26.5

Health 
 1) Individuals 50.9% 
 2) Corporations 15.9 
 3) Federations 13.5 
 
Human services 
 1) Individuals 37.2% 
 2) Federations 22.2 
 3) Corporations 18.4 
 
International 
 1) Individuals 58.4% 
 2) Other sources 41.6 
 3) Corporations 0.1

Public-society benefit 
 1) Corporations 84.0% 
 2) Individuals 10.1 
 3) Federations 4.0 
 
Religion 
 1) Individuals 64.1% 
 2) Federations 17.2 
 3) Bequests received 8.2 
 
Other uses 
 1) Individuals 45.2% 
 2) Bequests received 30.1 
 3) Corporations 10.6

 
 



 

 
 

33 
 

i.  Importance of Donations in Charitable Institutions’ Budgets 
 
In order to determine the importance of donations in the overall budget of charitable institutions, 
we asked agencies to report the portion of their total revenues that they received from seven 
key sources.  Aside from donations, these included funds received as fees from clients or 
customers, government grants or contracts, income from endowments, reimbursements from 
third parties such as insurance companies, special events such as golf outings (to the extent 
that these were not included in “donations” already reported), and “other.” Erie charities 
reported a wide variety of  income sources in “other,” such as rental income, interest on 
checking accounts, sales in affiliated shops, etc..  123 agencies reported data on their budgets, 
and their data are reported in Table 17.  It should be noted that these are simple averages of 
the percentages reported by the 123 charities; they are not the weighted averages or 
percentages of total budget dollars used by the agencies.  
 
 

Table 17 
Sources of 1995 Total Revenue for Charitable Institutions 

 

   

SOURCE OF REVENUE 

Percent of  

Total Revenue 

 Donations 41.1% 

 Client/customer fees 20.8 

 Government grants/contracts 18.7 

 Special events 6.2 

 Third party reimbursements 3.1 

 Endowment income 2.2 

 Other 7.8 

     Total 100.0% 

 
 
 
It is clear that donations play a key role, on average, for Erie charities.  It should also be 
mentioned that these averages conceal wide variations from organization to organization in 
their reliance on the various sources of revenue.  In fact, every one of the sources listed in the 
table was a crucial source of funds—nearly the sole source—for at least one organization.  In 
fact, the variety of funding types is so wide that future surveys should go into greater detail in 
this category to better delineate the differences among them. 
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j.  Volunteer Hours 
 
The survey results indicate that Erie residents were generous with their time as well as their 
money.  They donated 1,318,107 hours of volunteer time in 1995, to 116 agencies.  This 
amounts to over 25,300 hours volunteered per week on average in Erie county.  This is the 
equivalent of 633 people working full-time jobs for free, to further the cause of their chosen 
charities.  In 1995, the average wage rate in Erie county was approximately $12.04 per hour.14  
Valued at that wage rate, the 1.3 million volunteer hours represent contributions with a cash 
value of approximately $15,870,008. 
 
The survey did not ask agencies to break volunteer time down into the nine “uses” categories 
detailed above for donations.  But if we assume that the breakdowns reported there for money 
donations in each organization also apply to that organization’s volunteer hours, we can draw 
some inferences about the types of activities that draw volunteers’ efforts.  Of the 116 
organizations that reported receiving volunteers’ time, 115 reported a breakdown of their uses 
of donated funds.  These 115 received virtually all of the hours reported above; only 300 hours 
are not accounted for. 

Table 18 
Uses of Volunteer Hours 

 

 

 

Uses of Volunteer Hours 

Number of 

Respondents 

Reporting* 

Amount of 

Volunteer 

Hours 

Percent of 

Volunteer 

Hours   

Percent of 

Money 

Donations 

Human services 60 885,115 67.2% 33.7% 

Health 35 145,043 11.0 15.3 

Education 23 141,050 10.7 36.9 

Arts, culture and 
humanities 

 
17 

 
96,048 

 
7.3 

 
6.3 

Religion 5 14,335 1.1 0.9 

International affairs 2 13,685 1.0 0.7 

Environment and wildlife 4 9,400 0.7 1.4 

Other 4 9,026 0.7 4.1 

Public/society benefit 6 4,105 0.3 0.7 

    Total** 115 1,317,807 100.0% 100.0% 

 
*Respondents could report more than one use, so this column does not sum. 
**Totals do not sum precisely due to rounding. 

 
Table 18 shows that over two-thirds of volunteer time was devoted to human services, 
compared with only about one-third of dollar donations.  Apparently people were even more 
willing to donate their time to human service organizations than their money. The reverse 
seems to be true for education purposes; nearly 37% of all donated funds were given for 
purposes of education, but only 11% of volunteer hours. This was also true for wildlife and 

                                            
14 This wage rate was calculated from data supplied to the author by the Pennsylvania Department of Labor and 
Industry, Bureau of Research and Statistics.  Data are derived from the ES-202 report on Pennsylvania’s insured 
employment, and are reported in “UC Covered Employment, Table 4: Average units, average employment, total 
wages, and average annual wage by county and industry, calendar year 1995.”  The average annual wage for Erie 
county in 1995 was $25,037.  Dividing this amount by 2,080 hours (52 weeks x 40 hours per week) equals $12.04 
per hour.  Note that this is a conservative estimate of the average hourly wage, since it assumes that all workers 
worked full time.  
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environmental purposes, which received 1.4% of  dollar donations but only 0.7% of time 
donations. 
 

 

Comparison of Erie and U.S. Volunteer Patterns 
 
Data on volunteering is collected at the national level by the Independent Sector, a coalition of 
philanthropic organizations that researches topics related to the non-profit sector.  Their 
publication Giving and Volunteering in the United States, Findings from a National Survey, 1996 
Edition  provides data that can be used for comparison with Erie findings.  Again, some 
adjustments are necessary to allow comparability between the two studies.  Their survey is of a 
sample of people and households, rather than of charitable institutions.  It also includes a 
broader range of categories for volunteering, but these can be aggregated or eliminated to 
create approximate comparability with the Erie study.15  The results are presented in Table 19 
and Figure 5. 

 
Table 19 

Uses of Volunteer Hours, Erie and U.S. 
 

 

Uses of Volunteer Hours 

Erie 1995 

(hours) 

 

% 

U.S. 1995 

% 

 Human Services 885,115 68.4 40.3 

 Health 145,043 11.2 15.1 

 Education 141,050 10.9 19.9 

 Arts, Culture and Humanities 96,048 7.4 7.0 

 International Affairs 13,685 1.1 1.9 

 Environment/Wildlife 9,400 0.7 8.1 

 Public/Society Benefit 4,105 0.3 7.7 

   TOTAL 1,294,446 100.0 100.0 

 
 
The human services sector was the focus of more volunteer work at both the national and local 
levels than any other sector, although by a significantly larger margin in Erie than nationwide.  
Volunteers donated 15% and 20% of their hours, respectively, to health and education at the 
national level.  While local volunteers also chose these sectors as #2 and #3, they donated 
approximately 11% of total hours to each of  them.  Environment and wildlife and public/society 
benefit organizations reported a significantly smaller share of volunteer hours at the local level 
than those reported nationally. 
 

                                            
15 Giving and Volunteering 1996, Table 1.6, p. 1-31.  Independent Sector’s categories of “human services”, 
“recreation” and “youth” are aggregated to compare with our “human services.”  Their categories “informal”, “other”, 
“political”, “private and community foundations”, “religion” and “work-related” are omitted from this section, as are the 
Erie categories of “religion” and “other”. 
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Figure 5 

Erie and U.S. Uses of Volunteer Hours 
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k.  Employment in Erie’s Charitable Sector 
 
We asked the charities to tell us their typical employment level in 1995.  Since not all 
employees work full time, we used the concept of “full-time equivalents” to measure 
employment.  In this method, a total of forty hours worked per week counts as one full-time 
equivalent (FTE) employee.  Thus two 20 hour-a-week employees would count together as one 
FTE, as would four people each working ten hours a week. 
 
126 of the survey respondents reported their employment levels, but sixteen of these had no 
employees at all.  The other 110 reported total employment of  9,441 full-time equivalent jobs in 
1995.  It should be mentioned that the actual number of people working for these charitable 
institutions is much greater than this, given the widespread use of part-time help in this sector.16  
For example, one organization reported a total of 30 employees as the government counts 
employment, but subsequent investigation revealed five full-time workers and 25 working about 
ten hours a week, for a total of only 11.25 full-time-equivalent jobs. 
 
Table 20 below shows the size distribution of respondents by employment.  Three of the 
agencies reported more than 500 employees, and another six had over 250 employees.  These 
nine large organizations accounted for only about seven percent of the agencies that answered 
this question, but for over three-quarters of the total employment reported.  Most of our 
respondents were small, however.  Over half had less than ten employees, and sixteen of these 
(or 13% of those who reported employment levels) had all-volunteer organizations. 

 
 

Table 20 
Distribution of Total Employment 

Across Survey Respondents 
 

Employment 

Size Range 

Number of 

Charities 

Percent of 

Charities 

Total 

Employment 

Percent of  

Total Empt. 

500+ 3 2.4       3,876  41.1 

251-499 6 4.8 2,394 25.4 

101-249 9 7.1 1,545 16.4 

51-100 9 7.1 654 6.9 

26-50 11 8.7 412 4.4 

10-25 22 17.5 371 3.9 

0.5-9 50 39.7 190 2.0 

zero 16 12.7 0 0.0 

 Total 126 100.0 9,441 100.0 

 
 
 
 

                                            
16 It should perhaps also be mentioned that this number is not directly comparable to the official government 
employment statistics for the area, since those numbers include people working at least one hour a week for pay or 
profit—quite different from our full-time standard. 
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l.  Endowments 
 
Finally, we asked Erie charities about their endowments.  Forty-eight Erie charities reported 
holding endowments totaling $103,148,402 in 1995.  These ranged in size from $400 to over 
$44 million, with 18 agencies each reporting endowments greater than a million dollars. Table 
21 below reports the distribution of endowment holdings with respect to size of the endowment.  
A few institutions held very large endowments, dominating the total.  Specifically, the top four 
agencies held over two-thirds of the total endowment money, and the top six accounted for 
three-quarters.  Fourteen charitable institutions held ninety percent of the total endowment pool 
reported.  Figure 6 demonstrates this in graphical form.  It shows the cumulative percentage of 
total endowments held by the 48 organizations, ranked by size of endowment.  The height of 
the line shows the total percentage of total endowments held by the number of charities 
reported on the horizontal axis.  If all of the organizations held endowments of equal size, each 
would contribute approximately 2% to the total.  This means the bars on the chart would rise in 
a straight line from the lower left corner to the upper right corner of the graph.  The fact that the 
bars on the graph approach 100% very rapidly indicates that most of the funds are held by the 
largest few organizations. 
 

Table 21 
Endowment Holdings 

  

 

 

Range 

 

Number  of 

Respondents 

 

Percent of  

Respondents 

Total  

Endowments 

(millions) 

 

Percent of 

Endowments  

$5 million+ 4 8.3 $69.56 67.43 

$1 million to $4.9 million 14 29.2 28.28 24.41 

$500,000 to $999,999 4 8.3 2.73 2.64 

$100,000 to $499,999 12 25.0 2.31 2.24 

$10,000 to $99,999 7 14.6 0.24 0.23 

$1 to $9,999 7 14.6 0.03 0.03 

Total 48 100.0 $103.15  100.00 
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Figure 6 

Cumulative Portion of Funds Held by 
Endowment-Holding Organizations 
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All 48 of the institutions reporting endowments also told us about their uses of donated funds.  If 
we again assume that this information applies to the endowments as well as to the 1995 
donations, we can estimate possible uses of these endowment funds. This is somewhat 
speculative, however.  It is entirely possible that a charitable organization will receive 
endowment funds that are specifically targeted for a particular use, which may or may not 
match the overall spending patterns of the charitable organization. The results are presented in 
Table 22.  (In this table, the smallest four categories were aggregated together.  The small 
numbers in these cases necessitates such aggregation in order to maintain confidentiality.) 

 
Table 22 

Estimated Purposes of Endowment Funds 
 

  

 

 USES 

Endowment 

Funds 

(millions) 

 

Number of 

Respondents* 

Percent of 

Endowment 

Funds 

Percent of 

1995 

Donations 

 Education    $ 57.04  16               55.3  36.9 

 Health     13.24  17               12.8  15.3 

 Human services     11.30  17               11.0  33.7 

 Arts and humanities     11.29  10               10.9  6.3 

 “Other”     10.13  4                 9.8  4.1 

 Other four categories 0.16 5 0.2 3.7 

   Total   $103.15  48             100.0  100.0 

  
   *Respondents could report more than one use, so this column does not sum. 
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Table 22 estimates that more than half of the endowment pool held by Erie charities is tied to 
educational purposes.  Health, human services, arts and humanities, and “other” each account 
for ten to thirteen million dollars, and ten to thirteen percent of the total endowment pool.  
Comparison of each sector’s share of the endowment pool with its share of 1995 donations 
implies that both education and arts organizations have been successful in attracting 
endowments at a greater rate than contributions.  Human services organizations, on the other 
hand, received 34% of donations in 1995, but only held 11% of endowments.   
 
A perspective on the importance of endowment money may be gained by considering that 
investment of the $103 million endowment pool, even in relatively safe Federal Government 
securities17 at the current rate of return of 6.3%, would yield about $6.5 million in earnings per 
year, or about 18% of the total donations reported by Erie charities in 1995.  Such earnings 
represent a significant addition to the revenues of charitable institutions, and hence to their 
ability to serve their clientele. 

                                            
17 This example makes use of 1/24/97 yields reported in the Wall Street Journal for U.S. Treasury bonds and notes 
due in four to five years.  This period was picked simply to demonstrate the amounts involved; lower yields would be 
earned from shorter-term securities, and higher yields from longer-term or riskier securities. 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS 
 
There are several important conclusions that may be drawn from the data presented in this 
report. 
 
 

1.  There is a significant amount of funds devoted to the charitable sector in Erie county.   
  This study estimates that Erie charities received $65.9 million in donations in 1995, 

with another million dollars irrevocably committed.  Volunteers also donated $15.8 million 
worth of their time.  From a single year’s data, we cannot tell if this was a low, typical or high 
year for Erie’s charitable institutions; only future studies can determine that.  But these are 
clearly large amounts.  To help place them in perspective, consider that Erie County’s total 
Human Services budget for 1995 was $68.6 million.18   The Erie City School District’s 
budget was $73 million for academic year 1994-95, of which local sources contributed $36 
million.   And it would take over 2,600 people working full-time year-round at Erie’s average 
wage rate to earn the $65.9 million that was donated. 

 
 

2.  Erie county charities need to more effectively “make their case” to individual donors.  
  Of the donations received in 1995 for non-religious purposes, 63% came from 

individuals, either directly or through federations (like United Way) or employee service 
funds.  This is significantly lower than the 73% given by individuals at the national level.  
The significance of this finding is compounded by the high concentration of wealth held by 
Americans now over age 50.  Two Cornell economists, Robert Avery and Michael Rendall, 
are predicting the largest intergenerational transfer of wealth in history during the next 
twenty years.  As much as $12 trillion now in the hands of Americans over 50 will soon pass 
down to heirs, government and charities.  Erie charities must be prepared to deal with this 
opportunity. 

 
 

3.  The Erie charitable sector should focus more of its efforts on planned giving and 

endowments. 
  The charitable sector in Erie is large, but fragile in terms of its funding.  Over 200 

agencies employ over 9,400 FTE employees and serve numerous clients.  But they are 

highly dependent on government funding and donationssources which could evaporate 
quickly.  Only four agencies reported endowments of $5 million or more, and the eighteen 
charities with the largest endowments accounted for over 90% of the total charitable 
endowment pool in Erie county.  Agencies may increase their long-term stability by paying 
greater attention to planned giving and endowments, especially in light of the impending 
intergenerational transfer mentioned in the previous section. 

 
 

4.  Within Erie’s charitable sector, funds are used for somewhat different purposes than 

at the national level. 
  As compared with national data, Erie provides a higher proportion of its support to 
human services and education, perhaps at the expense of the arts and other uses. 

V.  HOW MIGHT THIS STUDY’S FINDINGS BE USED? 

                                            
18 Amount passed by ordinance for fiscal year 1994-95 for Mental Health/Mental Retardation, Drug and Alcohol 
Abuse, Children and Youth, and Juvenile Placement.  Statistics provided by County Government Finance Office. 
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a.   Donors 
 

Potential donors may wish to look at the current breakdown of “Uses of Donations” and 
determine if some sectors need more help.  Some donors may think that the share 
received by a particular type of charity is too low, and elect to do something about it by 
donating time, money or skills. 

Alternatively, larger shares of donations in selected sectors may indicate that something 
important and successful is happening there, of which a donor may wish to be a part. 

 
 

b.  Charitable Organizations 
 

The charitable organizations themselves may wish to compare their sector’s 
performance to the national benchmarks.  The typical resulting question would be, 
“Why is it different in Erie than at the national level?”   

If the local sector is receiving a larger share of total donations than its counterpart 
nationally, is it because local donors have different priorities than donors elsewhere?  If 
so, this information may point the direction for future expansion of activities. 

On the other hand, a larger than average share of donations may indicate that agencies 
in that sector are particularly successful in fundraising.  Perhaps other sectors can take 
a lesson from them. 

If an agency’s goal is to increase funding, the “sources of donations” tables may contain 
some suggestions as to directions to investigate.  In what areas is the agency’s 
funding below the typical proportion?  Section III(h) of this report, “Sources by Uses” 
gives detailed data which should provide an especially useful, detailed basis for 
comparison of an agency’s funding with others in its sector, and to other sectors 
locally. 

If a sector’s revenue share is significantly less than local or national averages, it may 
imply an opportunity that has been untapped as yet.  Individual charities may also wish 
to compare their own patterns with those of their sector locally or nationally. 

A charitable organization may also find an opportunity in the area of volunteerism 
through the examination of its own patterns of time (volunteers’ hours) donations 
compared to those of other charities, and compared to the money donations it 
receives.  If an organization is receiving a smaller share of the pool of volunteer hours 
than of the money pool, it may wish to ask if potential donors are being provided 
opportunities to donate their time.  People who are willing to give money may also be 
willing to give time.   

Alternatively, those who would like to help but cannot afford the money may be willing to 
donate hours. 

And organizations which draw disproportionate donations from the volunteer pool may 
wish to ask their volunteers why they are so willing to donate their time and energy.  
Their answers may help elucidate selling points that may be used in soliciting money 
contributions. 

The data on endowments indicate that relatively few local charities have an endowment 
fund in place.  On the other hand, those that make use of them seem to be quite 
successful.  Implementing an endowment plan is clearly a long-term approach.  Given 
the benefits, local charitable organizations may decide to investigate endowments.  
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There are obviously several successful agencies locally that may be willing to offer 
advice in that department.   

 
 

c.  The Community At Large 
 

Broad community interest organizations (such as federations and foundations) may wish 
to use information in this report in assessing tomorrow’s plans and goals.  Comparison 
of local charities’ sources and uses of funds with national standards should help focus 
attention where it may be needed. 

Local government is obviously a major participant in many of the areas discussed in this 
report, both as a source of revenue for the agencies and as an alternate provider of 
services.  How do the government and private charitable sector fit together?  Do they 
typically complement each other, or do they compete?  Information on sources and 
used of funds may be helpful in exploring such questions. 

The data from this study may also serve as a benchmark for comparison in future years.  
The AAFRC has developed a time series of data for the nation going back at least 
three decades.  In their annual Giving USA, the focus typically is on the rate of change 
in philanthropic giving from year to year, as well as intersectoral shifts in giving 
patterns.  Future studies of Erie’s philanthropic sector may permit such analysis at the 
local level. 

It is hoped that this study will serve as a springboard for furtherand broaderdiscussion 
of other issues related to the role of the charitable sector in Erie.  For example, we 
know of at least two hundred charitable organizations in Erie county.  Would the 
community be better served if there were 400? …or 100?  This leads us back to the list 
of key questions presented in the first section of this report.  While some of those 
questions are answered by this study, there is a clear need for work on others.  The 
challenge awaits. 
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Appendix A 

 

THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

AND COVERLETTER
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Appendix B 

 

NATIONAL TAXONOMY OF EXEMPT ENTITIES  
  

ARTS, CULTURE AND HUMANITIES 
 Arts, culture, humanities activities 
  -arts & culture (multipurpose activities) 
  -historical societies & related historical activities 
  -humanities 
  -media & communications 
  -museums 
  -performing arts 
  -visual arts 
 
 

EDUCATION 
 Educational institutions and related activities 
  -adult/continuing education 
  -elementary & secondary education (preschool-

grade 12) 
  -graduate/professional schools 
  -higher education 
  -libraries 
  -student services & organizations 
  -vocational/technical school 
 
 

ENVIRONMENT/WILDLIFE 
 Environment quality, protection 
  -botanic/horticulture activities 
  -environmental beautification & open spaces 
  -environmental education & outdoor survival 
  -natural resource conservation & protection 
  -pollution abatement & control 
 
 Animal-related activities 
  -animal protection & welfare 
  -humane society 
  -specialty animals & other services 
  -veterinary services 
  -wildlife preservation & protection 
  -zoos & aquariums 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adapted from: 
 AAFRC, Giving USA 1995.

HEALTH 
 Health-general and rehabilitative 
  -emergency medical services 
  -health care financing/insurance programs 
  -health support services 
  -health treatment, primarily outpatient 
  -hospitals, nursing homes and primary medical care 
  -public health & wellness education 
  -reproductive health care 
  -rehabilitative medical services 
 
 Mental health, crisis intervention 
  -addiction prevention and treatment 
  -crisis intervention 
  -mental health treatment and services 
  -half-way houses (mental health)/transitional care 
  -psychiatric/mental health-primary care 
 
 Disease/disorder/medical disciplines (multipurpose) 
  -allergy-related diseases 
  -birth defects and genetic diseases 
  -cancer 
  -diseases of specific organs 
  -medical disciplines/specialties 
  -nerve, muscle & bone diseases 
  -specific named diseases 
 
 Medical research 
  -(same listing as under previous heading) 
 
 

HUMAN SERVICES 
 Public protection: crime/courts/legal services 
  -administration of justice/courts 
  -correctional facilities & prisoner services 
  -crime prevention 
  -legal services 
  -police & law enforcement agencies 
  -protection against/prevention of neglect, abuse, 

exploitation 
  -rehabilitation of offenders 
 
 Employment/jobs 
  -employment assistance for the handicapped 
  -employment procurement assistance 
  -labor-management relations 
  -labor union/organization 
  -vocational guidance & training (such as on-the-job 

programs) 
  -vocational rehabilitation 
 
 Human Services, continued... 
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HUMAN SERVICES (continued) 
 Food, nutrition, agriculture 
  -agricultural services aimed at food procurement 
  -farmland preservation 
  -food service/free food distribution 
  -nutrition promotion 
 
 Housing/shelter 
  -homeless, temporary shelter 
  -housing development/construction 
  -housing owners/renters organizations 
  -housing search assistance 
  -housing support services 
  -low-cost temporary shelters such as youth hostels 
 
 Public safety/disaster preparedness and relief 
  -civil defense & preparedness programs 
  -disaster prevention, such as flood control 
  -disaster relief (U.S. domestic) 
  -safety education 
 
 Recreation, leisure, sports, athletics 
  -amateur sports 
  -camps 
  -Olympics & Special Olympics 
  -physical fitness & community recreation 
  -recreation/pleasure or social clubs 
  -sports training 
 
 Youth Development 
  -agricultural development (such as 4-H) 
  -big brothers/sisters 
  -business development, Junior Achievement 
  -citizenship programs 
  -religious leadership development 
  -youth centers (such as boys club) 
 
 Human service-other/multipurpose 
  -centers promoting independence of specific groups 

(such as senior or women's centers) 
  -children & youth services 
  -emergency assistance (food, clothing) 
  -family services 
  -multipurpose service organizations 
  -personal social services 
  -residential/custodial care 
 
 

INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 
 International 
  -exchange programs 
  -foreign policy research & analyses (U.S. domestic) 
  -international development 
  -international human rights 
  -international relief services (foreign disaster relief) 

   -peace & security

PUBLIC/SOCIETY BENEFIT 
 Civil rights/civil liberties 
  -civil liberties 
  -equal opportunity & access 
  -voter education/registration 
 
 Community improvement/development 
  -business services 
  -community coalitions 
  -community/neighborhood development 
  -community service clubs (such as Junior League) 
  -economic development, urban and rural 
 
 Philanthropy and voluntarism 
  -community funds and federated giving 
  -philanthropy associations/society 
  -private foundations, funds (e.g. women's funds) 

and community foundations 
  -voluntarism promotion 
 
 Science 
  -biological sciences 
  -engineering/technology 
  -physical/earth sciences 
  -scientific research & promotion 
 
 Social sciences 
  -interdisciplinary studies, such as black studies, 

women's studies, urban studies, etc. 
  -social science research/studies 
 
 Public affairs/society benefit 
  -consumer rights/education 
  -government & public administration 
  -public policy research, general 
  -public utilities 
  -transportation systems 
 
 

RELIGION 
 Religion/spiritual development 
  -Christian churches, missionary societies and 

related religious bodies 
  -Jewish synagogues 
  -other specific religions 
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Appendix C 

 

SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 

 
The following organizations took time from their busy operations to respond to our survey.  It is 
clear that this was no small task in many cases, given the amount and detail of data that we 
requested.  Furthermore, many also took follow-up phone calls and patiently answered 
questions about their survey responses, to help us better understand their operations and 
finances.  Without their participation this project would literally not have been possible.  We 
offer our sincere thanks (and our hope that they will continue to participate, if this survey turns 
into an ongoing series.)  We also hope that others will decide to join the list in the future.  
Please feel free to contact the author with information on other agencies that may be added to 
our list. 
 
 
Achievement Center 
American Cancer Society  
American Heart Association 
American Lung Association of NW PA 
ACES, Inc. 
American Red Cross--Greater Erie County 
 Chapter 
American Red Cross--Corry Chapter 
Arthritis Foundation, Erie Branch 
Bayfront NATO--Martin Luther King Center 
Booker T. Washington Center 
Boys and Girls Clubs of Erie 
Boy Scouts of America 
Carpenters for Christ 
Catholic Charities--Counseling & Adoption 

Services 
Chosen, Inc. 
City Mission New Life Center 
Community of Caring 
Community Blood Bank of Erie County 
Community Country Day School 
Community Health Net 
Community House Inc. 
Community Resources for Independence, 

Inc. 
Community Shelter Services  
Corry Area Food Pantry 
Corry Area Historical Society 
Corry Area Hospice 
Corry Area Little League, Inc. 
Corry Higher Education Council 
Corry Regional Health Systems 
Corry Public Library 
Cystic Fibrosis Association of Erie County 

Discovery Square 
Dr. Gertrude A. Barber Center  
Edinboro University of PA   
Emmaus Ministries 
Enchanted Forest Productions 
Erie Area Fund for the Arts 
Erie Art Museum 
Erie Center for the Blind 
Erie Center on Health and Aging 
Erie Community Foundation 
Erie Conference on Community 

Development 
Erie County Foster Parent Association 
Erie County Historical Society 
Erie Family Center 
Erie Historical Museum and Planetarium 
Erie Homes for Children & Adults Inc. 
Erie Humane Society 
Erie Independence House, Inc. 
Erie Philharmonic Inc. 
Erie Playhouse 
Erie Summer Festival for the Arts 
Erie United Methodist Alliance 
Erie Youth for Christ/Campus Life & Youth 

Guidance 
Erie Zoological Society 
ExpErience Children’s Museum 
Family Health Council Inc. 
Family Services 
Firefighters’ Historical Museum 
First Night Erie 
Friends of L’Arche, Inc. 
Friends of the Erie County Library, Inc. 
Gannon University 
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Gannondale 
GECAC 
Greater Erie Eye and Organ Bank 
Greater Erie Area Habitat for Humanity 
Hamot Medical Center 
Harborcreek Youth Services 
Hispanic-American Council 
Horizon House 
Hospice of Metropolitan Erie, Inc. 
Hospitality House for Women 
Housing & Neighborhood Development 

Services 
Human Development of Erie 
Lake Erie Fanfare 
Lakeshore Community Services Inc. 
Library 21 Campaign 
LOVE INC. (Lake City) 
Lupus Foundation of America 
March of Dimes-NW PA Chapter 
Maria House Projects 
McCord Memorial Library 
Mercy Center for Women 
Mercy Center of the Arts 
Mercy Center on Aging 
Mercyhurst College 
Metro Erie Meals on Wheels 
Metro Health Center 
Multiple Sclerosis Society and Clinic 
National Multiple Sclerosis Society 

(Western New York/N.W. PA Chapter) 
Neighborhood Art House 
Nesting Inn 
North East Food Pantry 
North East Historical Society 
Northwestern Legal Services

Northwest PA Cleft Palate Institute 
Penn Lakes Girl Scout Council 
Penn State-Erie, The Behrend College 
Perseus House, Inc. 
Presque Isle Partnership 
Protection From Abuse 
Rape Crisis Center, Erie County 
Salvation Army - Corry 
Salvation Army-Temple 
Sarah A. Reed Children’s Center 
Sarah A. Reed Retirement Center 
Second Harvest Food Bank of Northwest
 PA 
Serenity Hall of Crossroads Hall 
Shriner’s Hospitals for Crippled Children--

Erie Unit 
Sisters of Mercy Motherhouse 
Sisters of St. Joseph 
St. Martin Center 
St. Mary’s Home of Erie 
St. Patrick’s Haven Inc. 
St. Paul’s Neighborhood Free Clinic 
St. Vincent Health Center 
Stairways 
Union City Memorial Hospital 
United Fund of the Corry Area 
United Way of Erie County 
Veterans Affairs Medical Center 
Victim Witness Services 
Villa Maria Center 
Visiting Nurse Assn. of Erie County 
Women’s Care Center 
WQLN Channel 54 
YMCA - Corry 
YMCA of Greater Erie-Downtown 
YWCA--West Ridge Road 
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THE ECONOMIC RESEARCH INSTITUTE OF ERIE 

 

The purpose of Penn State-Erie's Economic Research Institute of Erie (ERIE) is to collect, 
analyze, interpret and disseminate data and information on the Erie regional (Erie County) 
economy.  Established in late 1982, the Institute is an applied research unit of Penn State-Erie's 
School of Business.  The Institute's research results are published and distributed in the ERIE 
Technical Reports series and through articles in the regional media.  The Institute also compiles 
bibliographies of data and other information relevant to the Erie area.  These bibliographies are 
periodically updated as new sources of information are brought to the attention of Institute staff 
members.  Institute Technical Reports, articles and bibliographies are available to the general 
public; see the following page for a partial listing of titles and ordering information. 
 
The Institute's ongoing research program is made possible through the support and cooperation 
of several groups both within and outside the University.  Financial support for the establishment 
of the Institute was provided in part by a grant from the Manufacturer's Association of Northwest 
Pennsylvania.  Unrestricted support has also been provided by Penelec and the Signature 
Management Group.  Additional support in the form of data contributions or funding for 
commissioned studies has been provided by various agencies and groups, including the Erie 
Conference on Community Development, Erie Community Foundation and the United Way of Erie 
County.  The University provides staff salaries, library and travel support, research facilities, partial 
support for student research assistants, and state of the art computer hardware and software.  
 
The Institute has been designated one of five Research Affiliates of the Pennsylvania State Data 
Center. 
 
The Institute's continuing research program has resulted in an improved understanding of the 
regional economy and its linkages to the national economy.  In addition, it has resulted in an 
enhanced awareness of the Erie regional economy among national and international audiences.  
This stems from the more than 30 technical paper presentations made by Institute staff members 
at national and international conferences.  Among these are presentations in Amsterdam, 
Cambridge (England), Marseille, Montreal, Paris, Quebec City, Reading (England), Toronto, 
Wellington (New Zealand), and Vancouver, as well as numerous major U.S. cities.  Articles based 

on the Erie economy, written by members of the Institute staff, have appeared in Economic 

Development Quarterly, Environment and Planning A, the International Journal of 

Forecasting, the Journal of Forecasting, Regional Studies, Systems Research, the 

Pennsylvania Economic Review and other academic journals. 
 
 

 

 INSTITUTE PROFESSIONAL STAFF 

 
Barry R. Weller, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor of 

Economics 
Director 

James A. Kurre, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor of 

Economics 
Associate Director 

Kenneth Louie, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor of 

Economics 
Research Associate 



 

 
 

53 
 

 

 PUBLICATIONS OF  

 THE ECONOMIC RESEARCH INSTITUTE OF ERIE 

 
Institute Technical Reports, Bibliographies, and Miscellaneous Publications are available at a cost of $5.00 
per report to cover the cost of duplication and mailing.  Send checks and orders to the Economic 
Research Institute of Erie, Penn State-Erie, School of Business, Station Road, Erie, PA 16563-1400.  
Telephone (814) 898-6107.  Please make checks payable to "The Pennsylvania State University." 
 
 

 Technical Reports 

 
#1 Impact of the National Business Cycle on Regional Employment: A Study of the Erie SMSA, by Barry 

Weller.  December, 1983, 25 pages. 
 
#2 A Shift-Share Analysis of the Erie Economy: 1970-1980, by James Kurre.  December, 1983, 24 

pages. 
 
#3 Forecasting Erie Regional Employment Cycles: A Leading Indicator Approach, by Barry Weller.  April, 

1985, 27 pages. 
 
#4 The Effect of Individual Industry Employment Cycles on Erie Regional Employment Stability, by 

James Kurre and Barry Weller.  April, 1985, 27 pages. 
 
#5 Recent Developments in Business Forecasting:  A Survey of Methods and an Application to the Erie 

Economy, by Barry Weller.  April, 1987, 60 pages. 
 
#6 Cyclical Adjustments in Wages, Employment, and Hours Worked in the Erie Economy, by James 

Kurre.  April, 1987, 24 pages. 
 
#7 Property Tax Reassessment in Erie County: Is It Needed and What Would Its Effects Be? by James 

Kurre.  March, 1990, 24 pages. 
 
#8 "Tell Me Your Industries and I'll Tell Your Fortune": A Study of Income Levels in the Erie Economy, by 

James Kurre, Kenneth Louie, and Barry Weller, with Adrienne Shrawder.  September, 1991, 38 
pages. 

 
 

 Bibliographies 
 
#1.3 ERIE Data and Publications Collection.  October, 1994, 25 pages. 
   This listing of the resources of ERIE is also a good guide to data available for Pennsylvania 

and the nation, as well as the local area. 
 
#2 Occupational Data Sources for Erie, Pennsylvania.  April, 1991, 10 pages. 
 
 

 Miscellaneous Publications 
 
The Cost of Living in Rural Pennsylvania, by James Kurre.  Prepared for the Center for Rural 

Pennsylvania, June 1992.  81 pages.  (Presents cost of living estimates for all 67 counties of the 
state.  Available free from the Center for Rural Pennsylvania, phone: (717) 787-9555.) 


