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The Forbes Funds invests in research, just as we invest in organizations and
people, precisely because the findings allow all of us who are concerned not only about
“doing good” but also about “doing well” to act upon data and knowledge rather than
anecdote and occurrence.

Around here,we emphasize the word “applied,” for we have sought to implement programs
and have even adjusted our grantmaking practices based upon what our researchers have
uncovered.That said, what’s more critical is that you also take action.Whether you’re an
executive, trustee, grantmaker, or consultant, you will find relevant information among all
the 29 TROPMAN REPORTS (as well as the special essays published by The Forbes
Funds) that will advance your own practices. That’s certainly true of the three reports
published herein.

We encourage you to talk about the findings with colleagues; you will undoubtedly come
up with all sorts of ideas that may help you improve how you go about doing the
important work you do. We promise to do the same.

In service,
The Forbes Funds

THE FORBES FUNDS HELPS YOU SERVE THE COMMUNITY 
BY ENCOURAGING NONPROFITS TO WORK EFFECTIVELY, SMARTLY, AND COLLECTIVELY 

— IN A WORD, BETTER.

Gregg Behr

Diana Bucco

Amy Thomas

vivien luk

        



A BRIEF HISTORY

The Forbes Funds was established in 1982 to 

provide emergency financial assistance to nonprofit

organizations that were experiencing funding 

interruptions or short-term cash flow problems.

Under the leadership of our founding director,

Elmer J.Tropman,The Forbes Funds also provided

management consultation to small nonprofit 

organizations and conducted regional research to

identify unmet needs in the human service sector.

The Forbes Funds provided an important service during a particularly turbulent time

when many nonprofit organizations were struggling to adjust to a new domestic policy

agenda as well as to significant changes in federal and state funding priorities and 

procedures.

By the late 1980s, while continuing to provide loan guarantees, we shifted our emphasis

to long-term capacity-building in the nonprofit sector. During this time,The Forbes

Funds focused on helping nonprofits improve administrative skills and infrastructure,

with special emphasis on long-range planning and strategic management.Through our

grantmaking, we helped nonprofit organizations secure technical assistance to address

such matters as strategic planning, financial management, and board governance.

Beginning in 1996,The Forbes Funds advanced efforts to support management 

capacity-building and strategic planning, while also addressing such sector-wide issues 

as inter-agency partnerships and mergers.Additionally, we provided support for local

universities and colleges to train nonprofit staff and boards.

Beginning in 2001,The Forbes Funds embarked on an ambitious strategy to enhance the

management capacity of the nonprofit sector, especially human service and community

development organizations, through three complementary activities: grantmaking;

applied research; and sector leadership activities.

Today, we support capacity-building initiatives for human service and community 

development agencies; fund research critical to responsive, innovative, and sound nonprofit

management; and encourage and celebrate exemplary practices in the nonprofit sector.
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Applied Research about the Pittsburgh Region’s Nonprofit Sector
T R O P M A N R E P O R T S

Encouraging innovative thinking, leadership dialogue, and strategic management for the nonprofit sector

In 2003,The Forbes Funds surveyed the population of nonprofits in Allegheny County.
In 2006,The Forbes Funds again commissioned the Allegheny County Nonprofit
Benchmark Survey, and, upon receiving responses, called upon researchers from Carnegie
Mellon University not only to make sense of the data but also to contextualize the find-
ings against what we already know about the county’s nonprofit sector as well as what we
know about the state of things generally. Findings from the Nonprofit Benchmark Survey
demonstrate the resilience as well as the fraying of our region’s nonprofit sector.

The Past is Never Far Behind

Where you are going is too often a function of where you have been.Whether you are
talking about a person, a business, or a region, our accumulated experience is our bag-
gage, and it is always with us. For this region, that experience is our industrial heritage
and the economic trauma of the 1980s known as the collapse of Big Steel. While the
region is outperforming its historical peak in terms of steel production and other prod-
ucts, manufacturing — and the jobs that came with it — is no longer the driver of our
economy as it once was. (See Figure 1: Allegheny County Employment, 1970-2000.)
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Envisioning Pittsburgh’s nonprofit sec-

tor as innovative, informed, and

engaged, THE FORBES FUNDS advances

capacity-building within and among

the region’s nonprofit organizations.

The Copeland Fund 
for Nonprofit Management

To strengthen the management and policy-
making capacity of nonprofit 
human service organizations to serve 
better the needs of their communities.

MANAGEMENT ENHANCEMENT GRANTS

EMERGENCY GRANTS

COHORT GRANTS (PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT) 

The Tropman Fund 
for Nonprofit Research

To support applied research on 
strategic issues that are likely to 
have profound effects on nonprofit 
management and governance, 
especially among human service and com-
munity development organizations.

APPLIED RESEARCH PROJECTS

ANNUAL RESEARCH CONFERENCE

The Wishart Fund 
for Nonprofit Leadership

To encourage pioneering nonprofit leader-
ship by promoting public learning and dis-
cussion about issues critical to ethical and
effective management, as 
well as by celebrating exemplary practices.

LEADERSHIP FORUMS

FRIEDA SHAPIRA MEDAL

ALFRED W. WISHART, JR. AWARD

FOR EXCELLENCE IN NONPROFIT

MANAGEMENT
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Figure 1. Allegheny County Employment, 1970–2000
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The public sector responded to the collapse of Big Steel with
efforts to soften the blow and to rebuild. Oftentimes, local
governments are blamed for swelling their payrolls to accom-
modate dislocated workers. In 1970, there were 65,000 people
employed in state and local government in Allegheny County;
yet, by 1980, this figure was higher by only 835. In fact, by
1990, there were fewer than 60,000. Local governments did
not and could not increase payrolls enough to manage our
economic transition. It may be true that local governments
maintained payrolls too large for a declining population; yet,
whereas these jobs were 10 percent of total wage and salary
employment in 1970, the percentage has been falling ever
since. Indeed, if municipalities had maintained the 1970 share
of employment, there would now be an additional 16,200
workers in state and local government.

Of course, the public sector has other tools to employ besides
direct hiring. It can also contract for services through private
firms and nonprofits. More than 182,000 jobs were added in
service industries in Allegheny County between 1970 and
2000.Available data does not distinguish between for-profit
and nonprofit employment; however, many of the service sec-
tors that expanded during this time were industries typically
associated with nonprofits.Through the 1980s, hospitals,

healthcare, and social services served as our region’s primary
economic ‘shock absorber.’ In the early 1980s, Dr. Lester
Salamon led a study of the nation’s nonprofit sector that
included Pittsburgh as one of the study communities. He esti-
mated that the nonprofit service sector accounted for approxi-
mately $2 billion in expenditures in 1982. For context, con-
sider that the entire service sector then accounted for $10.1
billion of a $28 billion economy. By 2000, our economy grew
to nearly $75 billion with approximately $36 billion in servic-
es.According to a recent study by The Forbes Funds,
Allegheny County’s nonprofits now account for at least $10
billion in revenue, which would account for 28 percent of the
county’s service sector. While the county has lost jobs overall
since 2001, education and educational services, led by several
prominent nonprofits, has been one of the top three sectors
for employment growth.

The region’s nonprofit sector served as a shock absorber dur-
ing times of economic disruption. Nonprofits provided jobs
that sustained the population and, at the same time, provided
services for the dislocated and vulnerable. Our economy has
recovered better than most, if not all, regions that have experi-
enced this level of turmoil, and our nonprofits continue to
play their critical dual role. For this reason, it is important

Figure 2. ALLEGHENY COUNTY EMPLOYMENT CHANGE BY ZIPCODE, 1999–2004

AND POPULATION IN POVERTY, 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry,

Carnegie Mellon Center for Economic Development

lost more than 25%
lost 10% to 25%
lost under 10%
no change
grew less than 10%
grew 10% to 25%
grew more than 25%

50 people living in poverty
households in 2000
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that our region’s shock absorbers are in good condition for
the future. The region has not enjoyed significant levels of
growth, and what growth has occurred has been scattered.
Meanwhile, poverty has concentrated in pockets separated
from the emerging nodes of growth. (See Figure 2.)  These
trends will test the adaptability of our nonprofit sector in the
future.

STABILITY

The 2006 Allegheny County Nonprofit Benchmark Survey
provides some insight into the health of our nonprofit sector
and what role this shock absorber might play in the future.1

The nonprofit sector in Allegheny County displays several
signs of stability. Sixty-two percent describe themselves as
mature organizations, and 79 percent have experienced less
than a 20 percent swing in the number of participants over
the past three years.

In 1982, only 30 percent of nonprofits had revenues greater
than $500,000, an amount that equates to revenues above $1
million today when adjusted for inflation.According to the
2006 survey, nearly half of the respondents reported having

more than $1 million in revenues (including subsidiaries of
organizations over the $1 million mark).2 The rise in revenues
signals greater stability, although this increase is most likely
affecting the larger and more established nonprofits in educa-
tion and healthcare. Another sign of financial stability is that
60 percent have an operating cash reserve and the same per-
centage of respondents (31 percent) reported a deficit in 2006
and in 2003. Furthermore, 61 percent of the organizations
surveyed reported a surplus compared to only 47 percent in
2003. The estimated operating margin for the 2006 respon-
dents is estimated at 3.9 percent which compares to a 3.3 per-
cent margin in 2001.3

During the past two decades, most nonprofits have adjusted to
substantial changes in revenue sources. In the 1980s, govern-
ment contracts were the primary revenue source for nonprof-
its. Indeed, according to Salamon’s 1982 study, 60 percent of
the organizations relied on government contracts for 51 per-
cent of their revenue. (See Figure 3: Share of Nonprofit
Revenue by Source.) In 2006, more organizations (66 per-
cent) rely on government for a smaller share of their revenue
(33 percent). To be sure, government remains an important
funding source for many organizations; given the increasing

1 According to the IRS there are 2,674 nonprofit organizations in the region and nearly 1,700 in Allegheny County.These figures, however, count tax-
reporting entities that may in fact be part of larger organizations. For the purposes of estimating the total population vis-à-vis our response rate, we use
the lower, unduplicated figure of 1,600 nonprofit organizations in Allegheny County. Two hundred completed responses were received for a response
rate of 12.5 percent and a margin of error of +/- 6.5. Overall, the response to the 2006 Allegheny County Nonprofit Benchmark Survey was lower
than it was in 2003. One possible interpretation is that some organizations may have closed; more likely, however, many organizations – especially small
nonprofits – simply had less capacity for miscellaneous tasks such as completing surveys. The response rate was better from larger organizations than
from smaller organizations. Respondents reported $1.04B in revenues for the most recently completed fiscal year, a figure close to the $1.27B reported
by 2003 respondents.

1 Thirty-five percent of the 400+ 2003 respondents reported revenues over $1M. The data suggests that smaller revenue respondents were less likely to   
respond to the 2006 survey than larger revenue respondents. Furthermore, organizations with less than $25,000 in revenues are not required to file 
Form 990s and thus are likely to be under-represented in the survey.

1 De Vita et al. 2004. Charting the Resources of the Pittsburgh Region’s Nonprofit Sector. Washington, DC: Urban Institute. The 2001 data represents De Vita et  
al.’s analysis of Form 990 data. As a point of reference, 5 percent is often considered the threshold for a sustainable operating margin. Since 2000, infla
tion has averaged 2.6 percent and the August 2006 Consumer Price Index was 3.9 percent higher than the August 2005 level. (See Consumer Price 
Index Summary,August 2006. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Downloaded from http://www.bls.gov/news.release/cpi.nr0.htm.)

Figure 3. SHARE OF NONPROFIT REVENUE BY SOURCE

Government Program Fees Individuals Foundations Corporations

1982 2003 2006
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diversity of revenue bases, however, nonprofits should be more
financially stable than they were in 1982 (when primary
reliance on government contracts, coupled with significant
cuts in those contracts, jolted the system). For example, the
increase in program fees is an encouraging sign financially,
though such gains are offset by the volatile and relatively low
proportion of revenue from individual contributors.

FRAGILITY

Despite the many signs of stability in the nonprofit sector,
there are signs of fragility as well.Troublingly, the demand for
services is increasing. Fifty-eight percent of direct service
providers reported an increase in the number of clients served
during the past three years, while 34 percent reported steady
participation. Only 8 percent reported a decrease in participa-
tion levels. In response to these increased participation levels,
most organizations have increased staffing levels. (See Table 1:
Paid and Unpaid Staff Levels.) Most of the increase has
occurred in paid staff, although organizations that increased
paid staff often increased unpaid staff as well.The need for
high skill levels or certifications may require that services are
provided by paid staff.While unpaid staff generally comple-
ments paid staff, they generally cannot replace personnel with
the skills or certifications necessary to respond to increasing
demands for services.

There are also signs that a group of direct service providers
are stretching to serve their clients. A minority of organiza-
tions face the uncomfortable situation of meeting increasing
demand with shrinking staff, while a larger group of organiza-
tions are providing the same level of service with reduced
staff. An even larger third set have increasing demands on the
same staff. In total, one-third of the respondents had activity
levels that may be exceeding capacity. (See Table 2: Staff and
Participation Levels.)  

Another signal of the sector’s fragility is an increase in the
average reported deficit from 2003 to 2006. The average
reported deficit was approximately $155,000 in 2003 versus
$256,000 in 2006. The average deficit for small-revenue

respondents was within the statistical margin for error, but the
deficit for larger organizations increased significantly. Given
expectations for greater stability among larger organizations,
rising deficits raise concerns. That said, these aggregate figures
mask important differences among the respondents and must
be treated with caution, particularly as different organizations
may have responded in each year and the weaker nonprofits
may have dropped out of the survey, or are no longer operat-
ing.

Among the nonprofits that are still operating, 60 percent are
reliant on “a few” funders or types of funders. Some previous
dependence on government contracts has shifted to founda-
tion grants. While the Pittsburgh region is blessed to have a
significant base of foundations for organizations to obtain
grants, these grants do not guarantee stability. The need to
balance organizational missions against the priorities of fun-
ders can lead organizations into a debilitating habit of “chas-
ing money.” Nonprofits must therefore continue to diversify
their revenue sources, as they have done, so that they are not
dependent on limited numbers of contracts or grants.

Challenges and Opportunities

When nonprofits are consumed by the demands of providing
services and securing funding, they cannot attend to adapting
to long-term trends.To be sure, the region has changed signif-
icantly during the past 30 years, and the nonprofit sector has
changed with it. The region’s economy is perhaps best
described as sluggish, especially compared to high perform-
ance regions in the South and West. Despite this sluggishness,
our standard of living remains high due to higher average
wages and lower rates of poverty than in the United States as
a whole. Moreover, the region has made significant gains in
reducing poverty; there are nearly 12,000 fewer individuals
below the poverty level in 2000 than in 1990. Out of more
than 400 census tracts in Allegheny County, there are 20 with
poverty levels above 50 percent in 1990, but only 15 of those
tracts by 2000.This progress should be celebrated.

Table 1. PAID AND UNPAID STAFF LEVELS

STAFF LEVEL
TREND

Increased

Decreased

Stayed about the same

Not applicable

Not reported

TOTAL

PAID STAFF

40 %

14 %

36 %

5 %

5 %

100%

UNPAID STAFF

34 %

11 %

43 %

5 %

7 %

100%
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Still, there is also need for caution, as the easy work appears to
be done. Future gains will be much more difficult, given the
changes in our economy and the current state of the nonprof-
it sector. The relative stability that has strengthened our non-
profit sector may turn to overconfidence, or even worse, an
unwillingness to adapt to the future challenges. The challenge
for our future is how our region mobilizes its significant and
diverse nonprofit and public resources to maintain or increase
residents’ standard of living.

As our economy has evolved, it has de-concentrated. Our
economic base is more dispersed than ever, with nodes of
growth throughout the region, but disconnected from each
other and isolated from pockets of people in need. We have
also transitioned from a highly specialized region dependent

on a few large industries to one of the more diverse metro-
politan economies.The benefit of economic diversity is that it
stabilizes our growth.This is one reason why the regional
economy did not grow as quickly during the boom of the
late 1990s, but it is also the reason we have not had as severe a
decline since 2001.As we move forward, our diverse industry
base will be a source of stability, but it will also make it more
difficult to identify common needs and solutions.
Furthermore, many of the region’s employers are now quite
small.These employers typically hire in small numbers and
have fewer resources to address communal needs.

Managing the dynamics of a diversified, decentralized econo-
my requires a different set of resources and skills. We have
always had a decentralized governance structure, with hun-
dreds of local governments, hundreds more authorities and
districts, combined with thousands of nonprofits. In the past,
however, we had an organizing logic provided by the domi-
nant industries and key firms that provided a point of regional
consensus. We now have to work much harder to find and
sustain regional consensus. The divisions have been exposed
by the regional conflicts over stadiums, public transit, and the
fiscal crisis in Pittsburgh.

A fundamental rethinking of our service delivery systems is
required. This has to start with a fresh examination of what
and where the regional needs are. There have been promis-
ing, yet isolated attempts to do just that. For example, one city

Table 2. STAFF AND PARTICIPATION LEVELS

full time staff

Decreased

Increased

Stable

Not Reported

TOTAL

participation
increased

4 %

35 %

17 %

1 %

57 %

stable

10 %

8 %

17 %

0 %

35 %

participation
decreased

2 %

1 %

3 %

1 %

6 %

not 
reported

0 %

1 %

1 %

0 %

1 %

total

15 %

45 %

37 %

3 %

100 %

which best characterizes your organization’s funding situation?

The organization has multiple funders, but relies mainly on one or two types of funders

The organization is highly dependent on a few funders, largely of the same type

The organization has multiple types of funders, and has secured long-term relationships

The organization has a solid base of diverse funding sources, has secured long-term relationships, and is insulated
from potential market instabilities through an endowment or other sustainable revenue-generating activities

Not reported

38 %

22 %

21 %

13 %

6 %

Table 3. FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS

Establishments in the

Pittsburgh MSA...

69% have less than 20 employees 

84% have less than 500 employees 

Only 16% have more than 500 employees 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Economic Directorate
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council member initiated an effort to re-examine the delivery
of services that would attempt to rationalize the use of public
facilities across the variety of taxing bodies — city, county,
school and state. There has been no disagreement with the
council member’s proposals but the level of progress has not
matched the level of agreement. In a separate and unrelated
initiative, Allegheny County’s Area Agency on Aging is
attempting to improve the delivery of senior services in the
county and align facilities and services with the nature and
location of need.These efforts have to be supported and repli-
cated, but even more, there must be an expanded and coordi-
nated effort to align services with need.

In this regard, both the stability and fragility of our nonprofits
pose barriers. The marginal nonprofits – those struggling
with increasing service burdens, decreasing staff, and rising
deficits – will not be able to take on these tasks. The stable
and secure nonprofits will have to be convinced that business
as usual will no longer suffice.

We need a coordinated effort to identify needs and align serv-
ices because the bulk of nonprofits are not able to do so inde-
pendently. There are two mechanisms by which any organi-
zation can maintain its relevance: client feedback and evalua-
tion.

Nearly half of our direct service nonprofits, however, are not
sufficiently engaged in gathering client feedback. (See Figure
4: Client Feedback Methods.) Twelve percent admit that they
collect no information about client satisfaction.The bulk of
nonprofits (35 percent) get at least voluntary feedback from
their clients, which is most likely the clients that are the most
and the least satisfied. Unfortunately, it is difficult to reconcile
these polar extremes into guidance for the organization.
A minority (nearly one-third) of the respondents use more
sophisticated survey and random procedure methods, which
provide the most accurate and useful information about
effectiveness.4

Beyond obtaining client satisfaction, an organization may for-
mally evaluate its relevance. Evaluations conducted by profes-
sional, external evaluators are preferred for their objectivity.
The good news is that 47 percent of the direct service
providers reported having their activities evaluated externally
(with or without internal evaluations). Internal evaluations
may have the benefit of being conducted by staff with deep
knowledge about the organization and its activities, but they
are also less likely to be objective.This situation is exacerbated
when the individuals involved are not trained evaluators.
Internal evaluations were used by 30 percent of respondents;
of that subgroup, only 19 percent indicated that at least one
evaluation was performed by a staff member who had
received professional training in evaluation.The remaining 81
percent indicated that evaluations were conducted by staff
affiliated with the program or other internal staff. Another 18
percent of these respondents indicated they had conducted no
evaluation on their activities or services.

While some solutions to aligning services may be internal to
organizations, others are external. Both 2003 and 2006
respondents were asked about their level of interaction with
other nonprofits, government agencies, or for-profits. For each
of these types of collaborators and competitors, the survey
asked about their communication as it related to several top-
ics: identifying community needs; obtaining funding/other
resources; and serving clients.Across the board, for every cate-
gory of interaction, the 2006 respondents were less likely to
report regular contact with their counterparts. (See Table 4:
Interaction Levels, 2003-2006.) Some of the decline may be
explained by differences in the organizations that responded
in 2003 versus those that responded in 2006. However, the
consistency of the decline argues for alternative explanations.
The competitive environment that is weakening the sector
may also be fraying the nonprofit fabric, reducing cooperative
activities. Another explanation may be that collaborators have

v o l u m e  5  :  s t u d y  # 1

Figure 4. CLIENT FEEDBACK METHODS

4 This includes 11 percent that specified random procedures and some of the 20 percent that selected “Other.” Reviewing the responses in the “Other”
category revealed that most of these organizations were using advanced methods of gathering client feedback.

how does your organization collect information on Client satisfaction?

Clients voluntarily send feedback about satisfaction

Each client receives a follow-up call, questionnaire or post-service interview

Other

We do not collect any information about client satisfaction

A random procedure is used to select clients for a follow-up call, questionnaire or post-service interview

Not reported

35 %

21 %

20 %

12 %

11 %

2 %

       



gone out of business. (Because only 3 percent have merged,
we can assume that collaborators have not been absorbed.)

To be sure, the good news is that the level of interaction
among nonprofits remains high. They are working together
to identify community needs (70 percent), to obtain funding
(57 percent) and to serve clients (82 percent). The reality is,
however, that our diverse region and its large and varied non-
profit sector will have to deepen those collaborations and
develop new models of delivering services if we are to contin-
ue moving forward.

THE DAYS AHEAD

The health of our nonprofit sector is vital to our region’s
future.We cannot expect that local or even state government
will address all of our needs.The fiscal crisis that hamstrung
the City of Pittsburgh is only a harbinger of the municipal
distress to come. Even before Pittsburgh’s bankruptcy, during

the boom years of 1998 and 1999 when government coffers
were overflowing, nearly one third of the communities in our
region were running deficits. The situation has not improved.
Whereas many of the deficits are small, as are the govern-
ments they drain, the deficits are persistent and growing.5

To date, Harrisburg has been unwilling or unable to figure
out a solution; and our regional divisions are mirrored and
writ large in the state capital.

So perhaps hope is well placed in the nonprofit sector. The
2006 Pittsburgh Nonprofit Summit, hosted by Grantmakers of
Western Pennsylvania and attended by more than 1,000 peo-
ple, laid out an ambitious agenda that initiated the process of
‘big thinking’ for the region’s well-being.This and past sum-
mits have created a much-needed forum for interaction
between and among nonprofit leaders and their funders. Still,
we have to go much further. The strains that are becoming
apparent in the capacity of individual organizations affect the
entire system much more deeply. Amidst our decentralized
network of nonprofits and governments, there is, as yet, no
significant cross-sector effort helping to set priorities and align
capacity with need.

If nonprofits are to meet the challenges of the future, they
ultimately cannot do so alone.We need a mechanism for
identifying and supporting our most effective organizations
and leaders in order to increase their capacities to act as
regional champions.We cannot wait for Harrisburg or the lat-
est international expert to solve our problems for us. This is
Pittsburgh.We have always taken pride in our skill at making
things. So, let’s make a future about which we will be proud.

v o l u m e  5  :  s t u d y  # 1
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Table 4. INTERACTION LEVELS, 2003–2006

DO YOU HAVE REGULAR CONTACT WITH...

... other nonprofits on identifying community needs?

... government agencies on identifying community needs?

... for-profit businesses on identifying community needs?

... other nonprofits on obtaining funding or other resources?

... government agencies on obtaining funding or other resources?

... for-profit businesses on obtaining funding or other resources?

... other nonprofits on serving clients?

... government agencies on serving clients?

... for-profit businesses on serving clients?

2003

83 %

64 %

38 %

67 %

68 %

60 %

85 %

64 %

47 %

2006

70 %

53 %

24 %

57 %

63 %

41 %

82 %

59 %

32 %

5 Paytas et al. 2004. Sinking Ships: Municipalities in Fiscal Distress. Pittsburgh, PA: Center for Economic Development.

2006 Nonprofit Summit

Conference Outcomes...

1. A set of priorities that nonprofit organizations can act
on in order to make a difference in the region in the
years ahead.

2. Strategies for strengthening the nonprofit sector in 
the region and building its capacity to work together
more strategically.

3. Reflections on the alignment of the nonprofit     
community priorities with those of business,
government, or citizens groups.

4. Action steps for nonprofit organizations to advance 
the region’s next renaissance.
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The 2006 Allegheny County
Nonprofit Benchmark Survey 

Additional Findings and Results

With 72 questions, 200 responses, and numerous cross-
tabulations for respondents’ answers, many additional
findings are available.The results of selected questions
are presented herein.1

A significant number of respondents do not use
program logic models (PLM). Fifty-nine percent
reported that no one had developed a PLM for what
they do. Developing a PLM is a healthy exercise that
allows any organization to clarify its goals and assess how
well its current activities are aligned to its goals. Direct
service providers were much more likely to have a PLM
than other respondents; still, more than half lacked one.

Respondents that had a program evaluation per-
formed by either an external evaluator or an
internal but formally trained evaluator were more
likely to report having a PLM. Correlation is not
causality, but the presence of formal evaluation training is
associated with the presence of PLMs.

Program fees were most likely to be cited as an
increasing funding source for respondents.
Foundation contributions were most likely to be
cited as a decreasing source of funding. Thirty
percent of respondents reported that program fees
increased over the last three years, followed by govern-

ment grants and contracts (23 percent), individual con-
tributions (21 percent), and foundation contributions (17
percent). On the other hand, 15 percent reported a
decline (8 percent a heavy decline) in foundation fund-
ing, making foundation funding the most likely source
of funding to shrink for respondents. Some respondents
also reported decreased levels of government funds, indi-
vidual contributions, and program fees, even as others
reported increases in these streams. These funding
stream dynamics indicate an ongoing selection process in
the local nonprofit ecosystem in which funders, individ-
ual donors, and fee-paying participants have pulled back
from some nonprofits, even while increasing their con-
tributions to others.2

Respondents expected fundraising, staff, and
communications/outreach/public relations to
pose the top 3 challenges over the next three
years. Seventy-seven percent of respondents expected
fundraising to pose a large or moderate challenge over
the next three years, followed by staff (53 percent) and
communication/outreach/PR (50 percent). Fewer
respondents viewed shifting community demographics
or program design and development as moderate/large
challenges. In fact only 9 percent saw changing commu-
nity demographics as a large challenge, an interesting
result given ongoing county demographic trends. The
numbers suggest that perennial nonprofit issues of sur-
vival and sustainability continue to dominate longer-
term concerns.

v o l u m e  5  :  s t u d y  # 1

1 Result table/charts are output from the zoomerang.com report function. Zoomerang was used to capture online responses and to enter all
survey data. Total responses per questions will vary, as some respondents declined to answer all questions or regarded some questions as not
applicable. Some percentage totals exceed 100 percent because multiple answers were allowed.

2 The relative magnitude of the funding gained/lost between “winners” and “losers” was not explored.

Has your organization merged with another
organization during the past 3 years?

Yes 6 3%

No 189 97%

Total 195 100%

Please indicate which of the following best 
describes the organization’s stage in its lifecycle:

Start-up 8 4%

Growth 58 31%

Mature 117 62%

Decline 7 4%

Total 190 100%

ADDITIONAL SURVEY RESULTS FOR 

SELECTED QUESTIONS

10
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What is your organization’s primary field of service?

Arts & culture 22 11%

Employment, jobs 6 3%

Civil rights, social action, advocacy 2 1%

Health, mental health, disabilities,

drug abuse 34 17%

Recreation, sports, leisure, athletics 8 4%

Food, agriculture, nutrition 2 1%

Youth development 12 6%

International 2 1%

Human services 39 20%

Education 34 17%

Environment 5 3%

Crime, legal 1 1%

Animals 3 2%

Community involvement,

capacity building 14 7%

Religious 6 3%

Philanthrophy, volunteerism, foundation4 2%

Other 49 25%

Would you describe your organization as either 
“faith-based” or “faith-related”?

Yes 39 20%

No 154 80%

Total 193 100%

Where does your organization carry out,
or perform, at least 50% of its activities?

City of Pittsburgh 60 31%

Northern Allegheny County 7 4%

Western Allegheny County 11 6%

Eastern Allegheny County 12 6%

Southern Allegheny County 13 7%

County-wide 52 27%

Multi-county 25 13%

State-wide 7 4%

Outside Pennsylvania 7 4%

Total 194 100%

Does your organization directly serve individuals
(clients/consumers) in the community?

Yes 160 82%

No 35 18%

Total 195 100%

How has the number of participants your organization
serves changed during the past 3 years?
Decreased (more than 20%) 1 1%

Decreased (between 5% and 20%) 11 7%

Stayed the same (within +/- 5%) 55 34%

Increased (between 5% and 20%) 72 45%

Increased (more than 20%) 21 13%

Total 160 100%

How does your organization collect 
information on client satisfaction?

We do not collect any information 

about client satisfaction... 23 12%

Clients voluntarily send feedback 

about satisfaction... 68 35%

Each client receives a follow-up call,

questionnaire or post-service interview... 41 21%

A random procedure is used to select 

clients for a follow-up call,

questionnaire or post-service interview... 22 11%

Other 39 20%

Total 193 100%

If your activities and/or services have been evaluated,
who conducted the evaluation activities?
No evaluations have been conducted... 36 19%

Internal staff affiliated with the 

evaluated program.... 85 45%

Other internal staff... 29 15%

Internal staff who have received  

evaluation training... 36 19%

External individuals or firms... 56 30%

External professional evaluators... 68 36%

What type of information do you collect about your organization’s activities or clients served?
(Top # is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom # is percent of total respondents selecting the option.)

Capture intake or eligibility
information about clients...

Monitor and collect data on
program inputs and activities...

Monitor and collect data on
program outputs...

Monitor and collect data on
program outcomes...

41
22%

28
16%

20
11%

28
15%

For no clients
or projects

14
8%

10
8%

11
6%

23
13%

For less than 25% of
clients and projects

For 25% – 50% of
clients and projects

For 50% – 75% of
clients and projects

For 100% of clients
and projects

12
7%

7
4%

7
4%

15
8%

23
13%

28
16%

25
14%

48
26%

93
51%

107
59%

121
66%

69
36%
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Has anyone ever developed a program logic 
model for one or more of your organization’s 
programs or services?

Yes 56 30%

No 111 59%

We’re working on it 22 12%

Total 189 100%

Does your organization officially review its 
performance indicators?

More than once per year 88 47%

Once per year 67 36%

Less than once per year 14 8%

Never 17 9%

Total 186 100%

Does your organization have an operating cash

reserve?

Yes 114 60%

No 76 40%

Total 190 100%

Does your organization conduct a review of its
finances/financial records by an external auditor 
annually?

Yes 176 90%

No 19 10%

Total 195 100%

Does your organization have written financial manage-
ment procedures that provide checks and balances for
ensuring expenditures are properly authorized?
Yes 165 86%

No 27 14%

Total 192 100%

Is the Executive Director/head of your organization
the person responsible for financial management or is
there another person responsible for this activity?
Executive Director/head 83 43%

Another staff person 81 42%

External bookminder/accountant 25 13%

Board member 32 16%

Other 8 4%

Does your organization have a written fund  
development plan?

Yes 71 37%

No 120 63%

Total 191 100%

Does your organization have a paid staff member 
other than the executive director (such as a develop-
ment director) who is responsible for fundraising?

Yes 71 37%

No 121 63%

Total 192 100%

12

Sources of revenue, %of total revenue, and % change from 3 years prior:
(Top # is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom # is percent of total respondents selecting the option.)

Program/service fees

Product sales/unrelated revenues

Corporate contribution

Foundation

Government grants/contract

United Way

Congregations/denominations

Other combined appeals

Individual contributions

Planned gifts/bequests

Endowment investment income

Other

8
6%

4
6%

7
7%

14
12%

7
5%

7
8%

3
6%

2
3%

6
5%

5
10%

7
8%

5
6%

Decreased
more than 20%

10
7%

5
8%

10
10%

15
13%

16
12%

15
18%

6
12%

13
21%

15
12%

0
0%

4
5%

6
8%

Decreased between
5% and 20%

Stayed the same
(within +/- 5%)

Increased between
5% and 20%

Increased 
more than 20%

63
46%

43
65%

56
58%

59
50%

57
45%

47
57%

38
75%

38
62%

64
52%

40
77%

49
58%

43
54%

40
29%

12
18%

12
12%

13
11%

28
22%

12
14%

3
6%

3
5%

24
19%

3
6%

14
16%

13
16%

15
11%

2
3%

12
12%

16
14%

20
16%

2
2%

1
2%

5
8%

15
12%

4
8%

11
13%

12
15%
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Which best characterizes your organization’s 
funding situation?

The organization is highly dependent 

on a few funders, largely of the same type... 43 23%

The organization has multiple funders, but 

relies mainly on one or two type of funders... 75 41%

The organization has multiple types of 

funders, and has secured long term funding 

relationships... 41 22%

The organization has a solid base of diverse 

funding sources, has secured long-term 

funding relationships, and is insulated from 

potential market instabilities through an 

endowment or other sustainable revenue-

generating activities ... 25 14%

Total 184 100%

Does your organization have a written mission 
statement?

Yes 188 96%

No 8 4%

Total 196 100%

Does your organization have a written ethics 

code or policy?

Yes 135 72%

No 52 28%

Total 187 100%

Does your organization have a current written 
strategic plan?

Yes, completed within the last year 78 40%

Yes, completed 2-3 years ago 37 19%

Yes, completed 4-5 years ago 17 9%

Yes, completed longer than 5 years ago 5 3%

No 57 29%

Total 194 100%

Prior to joining this organization, were you the
ED/CEO of any other nonprofit?

Yes 41 24%

No 131 76%

Total 172 100%

Prior to joining this organization, were you the
ED/CEO in the public or for-profit sectors?

Yes 24 14%

No 145 86%

Total 169 100%

Immediately prior to taking this job as Executive
Director, in which sector did you work?

Nonprofit 103 62%

Private/ For-profit 45 27%

Military 0 0%

Government (non-miliary) 14 8%

Foundation 3 2%

Other 1 1%

Total 166 100%

Please list how satisfied you are with the following aspect of your job:
(Top # is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom # is percent of total respondents selecting the option.)

Salary

Benefits

Hours/workload

Workplace environment

Relationship with your staff

Relationship with you board

Professional development  
opportunities

Opportunities to network with
other nonprofit EDs

Impact and meaning of your work

Job overall

6
4%

16
10%

9
5%

2
1%

1
1%

4
2%

5
3%

4
2%

2
1%

1
1%

Very
Dissatisfied

19
12%

13
8%

28
17%

6
4%

2
1%

6
4%

12
7%

19
12%

0
0%

5
3%

Dissatisfied
Neutral/
no opinion Satisfied

Very 
Satisfied

23
14%

20
12%

20
12%

15
9%

11
7%

22
13%

25
15%

27
17%

3
2%

4
2%

81
50%

68
42%

84
51%

62
38%

57
36%

62
37%

67
41%

63
39%

42
25%

79
48%

32
20%

44
27%

24
15%

79
48%

86
55%

72
43%

55
34%

50
31%

119
72%

76
46%

                       



v o l u m e  5  :  s t u d y  # 1

14

What education degree programs have you 
completed?
High school or GED 5 3%

Associate’s degree 8 5%

Bachelor’s degree 54 31%

Master’s degree 89 51%

PhD, MD or JD 17 10%

Other 0 0%

Total 173 100%

How long do you plan on staying in your 
current organization?

Less than one year 8 5%

1-3 years 30 18%

3-5 years 25 15%

More than 5 years 63 37%

Don’t know 45 26%

Total 171 100%

What is your gender?

Female 99 58%

Male 72 42%

Total 171 100%

What is your race/ethnicity?

African American/ Black 12 7%

Asian/ Pacific Islander 0 0%

Hispanic/ Latino 2 1%

White/ European 152 90%

Other, Please Specify 3 2%

Total 169 100%

Compared to about the same period three years ago,
has the number of paid staff:

Increased 79 42%

Decreased 27 14%

Stayed about the same 71 38%

Not Applicable 10 5%

Total 187 100%

Compared to about the same period three years ago,
has the number of volunteer staff:

Increased 66 36%

Decreased 21 12%

Stayed about the same 85 47%

Not applicable 10 5%

Total 182 100%

Is the head of your organization (e.g., the executive
director) a paid position?

Yes, paid full-time salary 134 73%

Yes, paid part-time salary 20 11%

No, Not paid position 30 16%

Total 184 100%

Participation of ED/CEO, Paid/Volunteer Staff in
trainings or similar learning opportunities:

ED/CEO participated in Management 

and Administration training... 135 80%

ED/CEO participated in Fundraising-

related training... 94 56%

ED/CEO participated in Service 

delivery-related training... 113 67%

PAID STAFF participated in 

Management & Admin. training... 108 64%

PAID STAFF participated in 

Fundraising-related training... 76 45%

PAID STAFF participated in 

Service delivery-related training... 118 70%

VOLUNTEERS participated in 

Management & Admin. training... 31 18%

VOLUNTEERS participated in 

Fundraising-related training... 30 18%

VOLUNTEERS participated in 

Service delivery-related training... 61 36%

Is there a job description for each staff position or job position?
(Top # is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom # is percent of total respondents selecting the option.)

Paid staff

Volunteer Staff

155
81%

72
41%

Yes

14
7%

54
31%

No Not applicable

22
12%

48
28%

Does your organization conduct annual performance reviews for:
(Top # is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom # is percent of total respondents selecting the option.)

Paid staff

Volunteer Staff

144
76%

20
11%

Yes

23
12%

94
54%

No Not applicable

23
12%

81
35%
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Who handles human resource issues in your 
organization, such as monitoring personnel 
policies and procedures?

A professional HR specialist... 40 22%

The Executive Director... 86 46%

A middle manager who handles 

HR as well as other duties... 27 15%

A clerical support person who 

handles HR as well as other duties... 5 3%

Other 28 15%

Total 186 100%

How many times per year does the board meet?

None 1 1%

1 - 2 16 8%

3 - 4 52 27%

5 or more 123 64%

Total 192 100%

At board meetings, does someone regularly take  min-
utes and keep record of attendance?

Yes 191 99%

No 1 1%

Total 192 100%

What skill sets/qualities/backgrounds would you like
to see better represented in this organization’s board?
Accounting 38 21%

Computers/technology 59 32%

Finance/investment 49 27%

Communications/media/

marketing/PR 92 50%

Human resources 34 18%

Real estate 17 9%

Organizational development 48 26%

Member of target population 41 22%

Administration/management 10 5%

Entrepreneurship 41 22%

Funding ability 126 68%

Legal 31 17%

Research/evaluation 26 14%

Risk management 21 11%

Representative of your 

community’s diversity 78 42%

Other 22 12%

During the past 3 years, did any members of the
Board participate in any training or similar learning
opportunities to learn more about governance or roles
and responsibilities of Board members?
Yes 112 59%

No 79 41%

Total 191 100%

Does your organization engage in advocacy, such as
efforts to make the general public and policy makers
aware of problems or issues in your community?
Yes 134 69%

No 42 22%

Don’t know 6 3%

Not applicable 13 7%

Total 195 100%

Does your organization engage in lobbying, which
usually involves efforts to influence how law makers
vote on specific legislative proposals?

Yes 52 27%

No 121 63%

Don’t know 2 1%

Not applicable 18 9%

Total 193 100%

How satisfied are you with the following aspects of your organization’s board’s functioning?
(Top # is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom # is percent of total respondents selecting the option.)

Clarity of the board’s roles 
and procedures

Reviewing and setting organiza-
tion’s strategy and operations

Reviewing and approving 
financial statements

Hiring and evaluating the
Executive Director

Representing the organization 
to the public and representing 
the public’s needs and interests 
to the organization

Securing resources/
raising funds

Evaluating the organization’s 
overall effectiveness in achieving
its mission

6
3%

7
4%

0
0%

3
2%

10
5%

21
11%

7
4%

Very
Dissatisfied

25
13%

27
14%

16
8%

10
5%

36
19%

63
34%

29
15%

Dissatisfied
Neutral/
no opinion Satisfied

Very 
Satisfied

20
10%

22
12%

16
8%

46
25%

31
16%

34
18%

39
21%

95
49%

85
45%

84
44%

76
42%

72
36%

50
27%

81
43%

46
24%

50
26%

75
39%

47
26%

39
21%

20
11%

34
18%
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During the past 3 years, in what ways did this 
organization collaborate or partner with other 
nonprofit organizations?

Advocacy about an issue or topic 102 56%

Joint research or evaluation 49 27%

Joint conference 62 34%

Other joint programming 105 58%

Shared mailing list or email list 55 30%

Coordinated/joint 

communications effort 52 29%

Coordinated planning/ 

needs assessment 42 23%

Shared staff 48 26%

Pooled grantmaking 34 19%

Joint publications/ newsletter 16 9%

Joint workshop or similar event 66 36%

Joint fundraising 23 13%

Joint site visits 32 18%

Shared office space/equipment 52 29%

Earned income generating project 10 5%

Shared board members 21 12%

Other 18 10%

For the purpose of identifying community needs,
does your organization have regular contact with:
Other nonprofits 138 89%

Government agencies 103 66%

For-profit businesses 47 30%

Not applicable 4 3%

For purposes of obtaining funding or other resources,
does your organization have regular 
contact with:

Other nonprofits 111 67%

Government agencies 124 75%

For-profit businesses 80 48%

Not applicable 4 2%

For the purposes of serving clients or members, does
your organization have regular contact with:
Other nonprofits 161 91%

Government agencies 116 66%

For-profit businesses 63 36%

Not applicable 5 3%

For the purposes of community visibility and image,
does your organization regularly compete with:

Other non-profits 123 89%

Government agencies 17 12%

For-profit businesses 30 22%

Not applicable 8 6%

For the purposes of obtaining funding or other
resources, does your organization regularly compete
with:

Other non-profits 155 93%

Government agencies 30 18%

For-profit businesses 25 15%

Not applicable 5 3%

Given your organization’s current resources, please rate its capacity/ability to perform the following activities:
(Top # is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom # is percent of total respondents selecting the option.)

Developing and implementing new 
programs to meet community needs...

Using objective data and analysis to 
make important decisions...

Keeping up with important trends in 
our profession...

Experimenting with new programs or
approaches and trying new things...

Responding quickly to unexpected 
needs for services in the community...

Securing financial resources to ensure
uninterrupted programs and services...

Maintaining a high level of community
visibility and credibility for the 
organization...

Using information technology to 
improve our performance...

Generating unrestricted revenue that 
can be spent wherever we need it most...

Managing legal and liability issues...

26
13%

15
8%

31
16%

34
18%

28
14%

13
7%

34
18%

22
11%

14
7%

29
15%

Very
High

53
27%

56
29%

68
35%

62
32%

43
22%

45
23%

64
33%

52
27%

24
13%

62
32%

High

76
39%

73
38%

69
36%

60
31%

62
32%

87
45%

69
36%

72
37%

68
36%

64
33%

Moderate

20
10%

27
14%

13
7%

20
10%

30
15%

32
16%

18
9%

27
14%

52
27%

21
11%

Low

8
4%

10
5%

4
2%

10
5%

13
7%

8
4%

5
3%

13
7%

20
10%

7
4%

Very
Low

2
1%

3
2%

2
1%

1
1%

6
3%

2
1%

1
1%

3
2%

5
3%

3
2%

None

9
5%

10
5%

6
3%

6
3%

12
6%

7
4%

3
2%

4
2%

8
4%

7
4%

N/A
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For the purposes of serving clients or members, does
your organization regularly compete with:

Other nonprofits 115 86%

Government agencies 24 18%

For-profit business 44 33%

Not applicable 10 8%

Is your organization currently involved in one 
key partnership with another organization for 
any purpose?
Yes, secular nonprofit organization... 58 30%

Yes, faith-based nonprofit org..... 18 9%

Yes, religious congregation or 

denomination organization... 5 3%

Yes, government agencies 

or authority... 21 11%

Yes, business or other for-profit 

organization... 12 6%

Yes, educational institution... 17 9%

Yes, funding org. (e.g. foundation)... 9 5%

Yes, other... 0 0%

No... 50 26%

Don’t know... 2 1%

Total 192 100%

What is the primary purpose of the partnership?

To receive and make service 

recipient referrals... 13 9%

To develop and operate joint 

programming... 43 30%

To access new funding sources 

(funding alliance)... 9 6%

To recruit volunteers... 4 3%

To participate in advocacy,

awareness and education... 10 7%

To obtain in-kind donations... 2 1%

To assess community/ service 

recipient needs... 7 5%

Peer learning 

(learning circle, study group)... 5 4%

To access complementary 

skills/ knowledge... 6 4%

Other reasons for partnership... 42 30%

Total 141 100%

Which category best describes your position in the
organization?

CEO/ Executive Director 144 75%

Development Director 6 3%

Program Manager 2 1%

Program Assistant/Administrative Staff 6 3%

Other 35 18%

Total 193 100%

How long have you been in your current position?

Less than a year 22 11%

1 - 3 years 49 25%

4 - 6 years 43 22%

7 - 10 years 18 9%

More than 10 years 61 32%

Total 193 100%

During the next three years, how large of a challenge do the following issues present to your organization?
(Top # is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom # is percent of total respondents selecting the option.)

Staff...

Board governance...

Volunteer recruitment and management...

Executive leadership and transition...

Space/office...

Funding/fundraising...

Program design and development...

Communications/outreach/PR...

Technology/information systems...

Public policy changes...

Community (shifting demographics, etc.)...

Legal matters...

Other...

40
21%

53
28%

47
26%

72
38%

86
45%

8
4%

48
26%

26
14%

39
21%

46
25%

43
23%

80
43%

1
8%

Not a challenge

49
26%

53
28%

58
32%

45
24%

52
27%

37
20%

81
43%

69
36%

71
38%

59
32%

81
44%

83
45%

0
0%

Slight challenge Moderate challenge Large challenge

57
30%

60
31%

54
29%

46
24%

31
16%

48
26%

54
29%

65
34%

57
30%

45
25%

45
24%

17
9%

5
42%

44
23%

25
13%

25
14%

27
14%

21
11%

95
51%

4
2%

30
16%

22
12%

33
18%

16
9%

6
3%

6
50%
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1 Responses are based on the 84 percent that provided usable data for this question.

Program fees

Product sales and unrelated revenues

Corporate contributions

Foundation contributions

Government grants and contracts

United Way contributions

Congregations/Denominations

Other combined appeals

Individual contributions

Planned gifts/bequests

Endowment investment income

Other

5%

2%

4%

8%

4%

4%

1%

1%

3%

2%

4%

2%

5%

2%

5%

7%

8%

8%

4%

6%

8%

0%

2%

3%

33%

21%

29%

30%

32%

25%

19%

21%

34%

20%

26%

23%

21%

7%

7%

7%

13%

6%

2%

2%

13%

2%

6%

6%

9%

1%

7%

10%

10%

1%

1%

2%

8%

2%

5%

6%

27%

67%

49%

38%

33%

56%

74%

68%

34%

73%

57%

59%

Decreased
> 20%

Decreased
5 – 20%

Stayed the
Same +/- 5%

Increased
5 – 20%

Increased
> 20%

N/A

reported funding stream trends1

revenue source

Yes...

No...

We’re working on it...

155

54
35%

80
52%

21
14%

189

56
30%

111
59%

22
12%

Yes...

33

2
6%

30
91%

1
3%

No...

program logic model  vs.  direct service

total

Has anyone developed a program logic model for one of more of your organization’s programs or services?

Does your organization directly
serve individuals (clients/consumers)
in the community?

Yes...

No...

We’re working on it...

35

4
11%

27
77%

4
11%

189

56
30%

111
59%

22
12%

No evaluations
have been 
conducted

82

22
27%

51
62%

9
11%

Internal staff
affiliated with
the evaluated
program

29

10
35%

15
52%

4
14%

Other 
internal staff

36

22
61%

7
19%

7
19%

Internal staff
who have
received 
evaluation 
training

55

23
42%

25
46%

7
13%

External 
individuals 
or firms

67

31
46%

27
40%

9
13%

External 
professional
evaluators

program logic model  vs.  evaluation

total

Has anyone developed a program logic model for one or more of your organization’s programs or services?

If your activities and/or services have been evaluated,
who conducted the evaluation activities?

                          



Applied Research about the Pittsburgh Region’s Nonprofit Sector
T R O P M A N R E P O R T S

Encouraging innovative thinking, leadership dialogue, and strategic management for the nonprofit sector

Allegheny County is home to approximately 1,600 financially-active nonprofit organi-
zations, including 357 human service providers that deliver a range of health and social
services.1 Past research has suggested that Pittsburgh’s nonprofits, as a group, are facing
important organizational and program challenges as they plan for the future. De Vita &
Twombly’s study of nonprofit human service organizations in the county (2003) found
that, in 2000, nearly 40 percent of these providers had expenses that exceeded their rev-
enues. In a paper discussing the future of nonprofits in the region, Paul C. Light (2005)
listed additional challenges: difficulty responding to rapid environmental changes, chal-
lenges achieving gender and racial diversity in boards, and precarious financial situations.

While these challenges on the service supply side are worrisome, less is known about
the demand for human services in Allegheny County, and how it may be impacted.
Using client and provider data from the Allegheny County Department of Human
Services (DHS),The Hill Group (2005) examined service usage for each DHS Program
Office (e.g., Office of Behavioral Health,Agency on Aging, etc). Campos, Inc., in 2004,
contrasted the opinions of Allegheny County residents and nonprofit executives about
the most serious problems at the community level. Neither one of these studies, howev-
er, asked consumers directly about the utilization of services at the household level.

To address this gap,The Forbes Funds commissioned the OMG Center for
Collaborative Learning to conduct a study of the human service needs of households in
Allegheny County. Specifically, OMG’s research focused on service use of residents of
distressed and non-distressed areas, and attempted to contrast service usage with the
array of human services which are currently available.The study also looked at whether
or not households were successfully accessing the services they needed, and explored
barriers to service receipt and client satisfaction with services.

This report summarizes the findings of the study and addresses the following research
questions:

1. What are the human service utilization patterns of households in distressed areas    
of Allegheny County and of county residents as a whole?
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how is the region doing?
Human Service Use and Service Availability in
Allegheny County, PA

Marcela Gutiérrez-Mayka and Elisa Bernd,

The OMG Center for Collaborative Learning

1 A “financially-active” nonprofit refers to a charitable organization that, because it has receipts in excess of
$25,000, files a Form 990 with the Internal Revenue Service.
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2. Are residents, especially those who may have higher    
service needs, accessing available services? If not, what are 
some of the barriers they may experience? How satisfied 
are they with the services received?  

3. What types of human services are provided by Allegheny 
County nonprofits? How do the variety of services being 
provided compare to the services that are used and/or 
needed?

4. What are the broader implications for those engaged in
developing strategic directions for this sector?

The report is organized in four sections. Section I provides a
brief overview of the methodology employed; Section II pres-
ents the results from the household survey; Section III
addresses challenges to using the 2006 Allegheny County
Nonprofit Benchmark Survey and presents an alternative
analysis based on De Vita and Twombly’s data on nonprofit
human service providers in Allegheny County; Section IV
offers a summary and some recommendations based on find-
ings from the study.

I. METHODOLOGY

OMG designed, administered, and analyzed a telephone sur-
vey of a random sample of county residents about their serv-
ice utilization patterns. Initially, OMG had also planned to
derive answers to some relevant questions about service avail-
ability from data collected by the 2006 Allegheny County
Nonprofit Benchmark Survey.This attempt, however, failed
mainly due to a low response rate and concomitant non-
response bias.These challenges, and OMG’s use of alternative
data, are discussed later in this report.

OMG’s Allegheny County Household Survey (ACHS)

OMG contracted with the research firm Reed Haldy
McIntosh & Associates (RHM) to conduct a telephone survey
of 400 households in Allegheny County.The survey was
designed to examine human service utilization patterns,
unmet needs, barriers to access and satisfaction levels, especial-
ly among residents of distressed areas.According to the
Allegheny County Department of Human Services,“dis-
tressed areas” are Census tracts with elevated levels of poverty,
percentages of single female-headed households, school drop-
out rates, and male unemployment.2 Based on that definition,
about 5 percent of the county’s neighborhoods can be consid-
ered “distressed.” (See Appendix A for a map of Allegheny
County’s distressed areas.)  The study used a stratified
Random Digital Dialing (RDD) sample of 300 households
living in distressed areas and of 100 households in non-dis-

tressed areas.The sample was weighted to correct for the dis-
proportionate selection of households in distressed areas.3 In
this study, heads of household — or the most knowledgeable
adult aged 18 years and older — were the proxy respondents
for their household members with regard to service utilization
and related questions.

II. FINDINGS FROM THE OMG ALLEGHENY

COUNTY HOUSEHOLD SURVEY

2.1 Description of Sample and Service Utilization

Demographic characteristics of the survey sample 

Of the 400 households in the study, 54 percent lived within
the Pittsburgh city limits. (See Table 1.) Sixty-five percent of
the respondents were females, and 81 percent self-identified as
white.The median household size was two people, and 23
percent of the households had children 17 years and under
present.Almost all of the households headed by a single par-
ent (7 percent) were headed by women.

The sample was made up mostly of adults 45 years old and
older, with a high percentage of respondents having attended
and/or completed post-secondary education.About half of
the respondents were employed either part or full time, and a
little over a fourth of them were retired. Four percent report-
ed being unemployed, which is close to the county’s unem-
ployment rate of 5 percent.4 Forty percent of respondents
refused to provide household income information. For the
remaining 60 percent, the median monthly household income
reported from all jobs was $2,000.

The study sample compares very well with Allegheny County
figures from the 2000 Census, especially with regards to race
composition, employment status, and household structure. For
example, according to the Census, 84 percent of the county’s
population is white, and 13 percent is African-American.
Census figures also show that, in 2000, 4 percent of the popu-
lation aged 16 and over were unemployed.About 8 percent of
the county’s households were single-parent arrangements,
compared to 7 percent in OMG’s sample.

Members of households living in non-distressed areas (n=100)
shared very similar demographic characteristics with the entire
county as well. For example, 85 percent of the respondents in
those areas self-identified as white, and 3 percent were unem-
ployed at the time of the study. (See Table 1.) Households in
distressed areas (n=300), however, had a significantly higher
percentage of African-American heads of household com-
pared to the non-distressed areas and to the rest of the coun-
ty; they also had a higher percentage of unemployed heads of
household. Moreover, in comparison with non-distressed

2 See The Hill Group (2005) Tropman Report.
3 Refer to Appendix B for the methodology.
4 Bureau of Labor Statistics unemployment rate, 2005 annual average, retrieved from ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/la/laucnty05.txt
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Table 1. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

Females

Age Cohort   18 – 24
25 – 34
35 – 44
45 – 54
55 – 64
65 and older

Race     White
African-American
Other (incl. mixed race, Hispanic)

Employment in labor force (FT/PT)
unemployment
retired
student, homemaker disabled, other

Education less than high school
high school graduate or GED
some college or technical school
completed 2-yr. college/tech. school
completed 4-yr. college
some grad school or better

Household Structure (with children)
under 12 only
12 – 17 only
under 12 & 12 – 17
number of children (Mean)
single parents (as % of hh w/child.)

Household Size (Median)
1 person
2 people
3 people
4 or more

Lives within Pittsburgh City Limits

DISTRESSED
(N=300)

72 %

6 %
11 %
15 %
24 %
17 %
27 %

58 %
* 36 %

6%

56 %
7 %

22 %
15 %

9 %
30 %
17 %
9 %

19 %
15 %

30 %
15 %
9 %
6 %
0.58
11 %

2
27 %

33.7 %
16 %
23%

** 74 %

64 %

2 %
9 %

14 %
25 %
25 %
25 %

85 %
8 %
6%

49 %
3 %

29 %
20 %

5 %
36 %
10 %
15 %
14 %
20 %

21 %
14 %
2 %
5 %
0.36
6 %

2
36 %
32 %
15 %
17%

51 %

65 %

3 %
9 %

14 %
25 %
24 %
25 %

81 %
13 %

6%

50 %
4 %

28 %
19 %

6 %
35 %
11 %
14 %
15 %
19 %

23 %
14 %
3 %
5 %
0.40
7 %

2
35 %
32 %
15 %
18%

54 %

NON-DISTRESSED
(N=100)

TOTAL

(N=400)1

households, a higher percentage of households in distressed
areas reported having children aged 17 and under present.
Similarly, single-parent household arrangements were more
predominant in distressed areas than in non-distressed areas or
in the county as a whole.

Service Utilization

The study findings show that about 28 percent of Allegheny
County residents used human services in the last 12 months.
A total of 20 percent of county residents reported using one
service and 8 percent reported using two or more. When
service utilization by members of households in distressed
areas was compared to that of households in non-distressed

1 Weighted * p < 0.01 ** p < 0.001
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areas, the analysis revealed a strikingly different picture. (See
Figure 1.) A total of 43 percent of respondents from distressed
areas used services in the past year, including 20 percent who
were multiple-service users. More than three times as many
residents in distressed areas said someone in their household
had used multiple services. Both single and multiple-service
use differences were statistically significant,5 revealing a higher
reliance on services by households located in distressed areas
of the county.

An analysis of the mean number of services used per house-
hold showed a similar pattern.The mean number of services

used per household for all of Allegheny County was 0.5 over-
all. However, households in distressed areas showed a signifi-
cantly higher mean number of services utilized compared to
non-distressed households (0.86 for those in distressed com-
munities and 0.38 for those not).6

Service utilization also differed significantly by race. More
than two-thirds (68 percent) of those from homes with an
African-American head of household reported using at least
one service. (See Figure 2.)7 This was true for only 22 percent
of those households headed by respondents who identified as
white.8

Figure 1. percentage of households using services by number of services (n=394)

5 p < 0.01
6 Mean difference is statistically significant at 0.01 (p < 0.01)
7 p < 0.01
8 p < 0.01

White 
(n=308)

0

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

African-American 
(n=50)

Other 
(n=24)

no services

single services

multiple services
78%

16%

6%

32%

40%

28%

67%

29%

4%

Figure 2. service utilization by respondent’s race (n=382)

19%

no services single services multiple services

57%

23%

20%

Distressed Areas (N=295)

75%

6%

Non-Distressed Areas (N=99)

        



9 p < 0.001
10 Refer to Appendix C for the service definition.
11 p < 0.05

Service utilization also differed by other important demo-
graphic variables.A significantly higher proportion of respon-
dents who were single parents, or who had children 17 or
younger present, reported that someone in their household
had used at least one service, compared to their counterparts
without children or in two-parent homes.9

Types of Services Used 

An analysis of service type10 showed that the most-used
services in distressed areas were Housing, Employment, and
Education services, followed by Food services. (See Table 2.)
Additionally, about 20 percent of respondents from house-
holds in distressed areas reported they had used Hotlines/
Counseling as well as Physical and Mental Health Services.

Looking at Allegheny County as whole, analyses revealed sig-
nificant differences in the types of services used when com-

parisons were made by race and other socio-demographic
characteristics.11 More heads of household who self-identified
as African-American compared to whites reported that some-
one in their household had used Educational/Recreational
services (15 percent vs. 7 percent), Housing or Shelter services
(20 percent vs. 4 percent), and Employment Programs (20
percent vs. 2 percent). Compared to other household arrange-
ments, significantly more members of households headed by a
single parent reported they used Food or Meal Assistance in
the past 12 months (19 percent vs. 4 percent).

Identity of Service Users 

Householders surveyed for this study were asked to report
who received services in their household. (See Figure 3.) As
would be expected, Food and Meal service use were identi-
fied for substantial percentages of homes with young children
or senior citizens.
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Figure 3. identity of service users by type of service

TABLE 2. TYPES OF SERVICES

SERVICES MOST USED BY HOUSEHOLDS IN DISTRESSED AREAS   (n=129)

Housing/Shelter

Employment

Education/Recreation

Food

Hotlines/Counseling

Physical/Mental Health

Childcare

Other

36 %

35 %

34 %

27 %

22 %

21 %

11 %

10 %

Education
(n=33)

0

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Housing
(n=27)

Food
(n=21)

children under 12

adults 18 to 64

adults 65 and older

3%

36%

18%

42%

2%
14%

68%

17%

6%

40%

44%

11%

children 12 to 17

             



12 n= 367 and n=380, respectively.
13 n =373 and n=379, respectively
14 Average percentage across all services.
15 n=93 (excludes respondents who used “Other” services).
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Services such as Housing, Educational/Recreational,
Employment (not shown), and Mental/Physical Health (not
shown) were used mainly by adults ages 18 to 64. Child Care
programs were used only by children and youth (not shown).
Youth ages 12 to 17 years had the smallest usage share in vir-
tually all service types.

Services that Households Considered Using

In order to identify potential service needs, the survey asked
respondents who said they had not used a specific service
whether they had considered using it.About 5 percent of
those who did not use Educational/Recreational services and
Employment services said they had actually considered using
them.12 Two and 3 percent of the households that did not use
Housing services or Food services, respectively, said they had
considered using those services.13 Those who had considered
using a service but did not follow through offered the follow-
ing explanations: they did not meet age or financial criteria;
they experienced specific barriers such as childcare or con-
flicting schedules; they were already getting help from school
or church; they did not know how to access a service; they
were postponing their decisions to seek services until a later
time.

3. Satisfaction with Human Services Received 

Satisfaction Level of Service Users 

Householders who reported any service utilization in their
household were asked how satisfied users were with the serv-
ices received, and the reason why that was the case.A majority
(72 percent) of respondents who utilized services reported
being very satisfied or extremely satisfied14 with the service(s)
received.

Satisfied service users emphasized that services delivered
immediate results. For example, those using Housing services
were able to find a house or to receive rapid assistance with
related issues.A majority of respondents also stated that their
service needs were met one way or another.Those reporting
high satisfaction levels also appreciated the ability of programs
to deliver what was promised. Other reasons for satisfaction
included the quality of the service received, and service ability
to provide referrals.

4. Households’ Ability to Access Human Services 

Barriers to human service utilization in
Allegheny County

Most respondents who reported service use in the past 12
months also said they got the help they needed. In fact, only
22 percent15 mentioned that they were unable to get help
with the service(s) needed. Reasons these heads of household
mentioned as a barrier to service utilization were the cost of
services, age and income eligibility criteria used by providers,
location and hours of operation, and language barriers.

The number of respondents reporting inability to get services
was small within specific service types.“Housing and Shelter
services” was the category that a greater number of individuals
reported being unable to get compared to all other services.

III. Discussion of Human Service Provision in

Allegheny County  

An original intention of this study was to compare the provi-
sion of services reported by respondents to the 2006
Allegheny County Nonprofit Benchmark Survey to the uti-
lization and need for services reported by respondents to the
OMG ACHS.This goal proved to be unachievable due to the
low response rate to the Nonprofit Benchmark Survey, which
was mailed to all 1,667 organizations registered as nonprofits
in Allegheny County, but was returned by only 196.The low
response created a non-response bias which further put into
question the representativeness of the respondent pool.To
illustrate this,Table 3 compares the percentage of respondents
to the Nonprofit Benchmark Survey who stated they provid-
ed services in three selected human service categories to the
actual percentage of all providers in the county within those
categories reported in De Vita and Twombly’s study (2003).As
can be seen, the respondents to the Nonprofit Benchmark
Survey seemed underrepresented in the Housing and
Employment categories and overrepresented in the
Physical/Mental Health category.

Given the reasons cited above, OMG researchers decided to
turn to the De Vita and Twombly’s providers’ study results as a
source of comparison data for the household survey of service
utilization and need, and to answer the research questions
posed about potential gaps in services.

Table 3. HUMAN SERVICES

human service
categories

Housing/Shelter

Employment/Work Readiness Programs

Physical/Mental Health

nonprofit benchmark
survey (N=120)

8 %

4 %

20 %

De vita & twombly’s
study (n=357)

26 %

9 %

8 %

                      



As previously mentioned, the concentration of service users of
all types was highest in distressed areas, most of which are
located within the city of Pittsburgh. Thirty-six percent of
distressed areas’ respondents stated they had used Housing/
Shelter services, 35 percent used Employment services, and 21
percent used Physical/Mental Health services in the past year.
(See Table 2.) Per De Vita and Twombly’s census (see Table 4),
27 percent of all human service providers within the city sup-
ply Housing Assistance, 11 percent supply Work Readiness
Programs, and 8 percent Physical/Mental Health services.16

A closer examination of these numbers suggests that, while
services available may be adequate to meet the needs of city
residents, this may not be the case for residents in other parts
of the county. For example, 64 percent of Allegheny County’s
Physical/Mental Health service providers, 66 percent of the
Housing Assistance providers, and 78 percent of Work
Readiness providers are concentrated in the city.This leaves
the rest of the county with a much smaller share of organiza-
tions in each of these services categories to meet the needs of
residents.

Depending on the service capacity, location, availability of
transportation, and other characteristics of provider organiza-
tions, as well as on the socio-demographic make-up of com-
munities, supply outside the city limits may fall short.Without
more in-depth research of nonprofits serving this region,
however, it is not possible to conclude that this represents a
real gap in service availability or that other types of human
services may be inadequately supplied.

IV. Summary and Recommendations

OMG’s study of Allegheny County residents’ human service
needs and of service availability has identified some important
utilization patterns and areas where additional research on
service provision is needed. Not surprisingly, findings indicate
that where people live in the county and some household
socio-demographic characteristics play a role in service utiliza-
tion. For example:

• There is a significantly higher use of services by house
holds located in distressed areas of the county.The      

services most used in these areas are Housing, Employment,
Educational/Recreational, and Food services.

• More African-American households use services compared 
to whites, especially Educational/Recreational services,
Housing/Shelter services, and Employment programs.

• Single-parent households and those with children 17 or 
younger make significantly higher use of services, especially 
of Food and Meal services, than their counterparts without 
children or in two-parent homes.

• Youth, ages 12 to 17 years, had the smallest usage share in 
virtually all service types.

The study also found that most respondents did not have
many complaints about the services they received, and few
mentioned barriers that kept them from using services they
had sought. Finally, a preliminary examination of the human
service provision in Allegheny County suggests that, while
there may be sufficient capacity among Housing Assistance,
Work Readiness/Employment and Physical/Mental Health
providers to meet the service needs of Pittsburgh residents,
these types of nonprofits may be stretched too thin to supply
adequate coverage to the rest of the county.

It should also come as no surprise that distressed areas have
higher numbers of residents who use human services com-
pared to other areas where these conditions do not apply.The
good news is that, for residents of the city of Pittsburgh, the
availability of these services seems to be adequate and their
assessment of the service quality is positive. However, this
study suggests that given the pattern of multiple service uti-
lization observed, especially among single-parent households
and households where children under 17 years of age are
present, Pittsburgh-based providers may want to examine how
they can simplify access by removing barriers, streamlining
resources, and eliminating redundancy.The Hill Group (2005)
study has already pointed to the opportunity for greater serv-
ice integration and cohesiveness in Allegheny County, and
provided a set of sector-level recommendations. OMG further
suggests that nonprofits in the city look at their own individ-
ual organizational and their cross-sector capacities to deliver
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16 Due to different definitions of “human services,” OMG had to narrow this comparison to the service categories in De Vita & Twombly’s study that
most closely matched its own.

Table 4. DISTRIBUTION OF NONPROFIT HUMAN SERVICE PROVIDERS 

IN PITTSBURGH AND REST OF THE COUNTY     (per DeVita & Twombly, 2003)

human service
categories

Housing Assistance & Community Development Orgs.

Employment/Work Readiness Programs

Physical/Mental Health

Other Services

pittsburgh
(N=226)

27 %

11 %

8 %

54 %

rest of the county
(n=131)

24 %

5 %

8 %

63 %

               



effective comprehensive/integrated services or a continuum of
services through such approaches as: single point of entry (i.e.,
intake) into the human service system; co-location arrange-
ments; single case management agreements; sharing of client
data, information and referral; and consistent eligibility
requirements whenever possible.The sector may take advan-
tage of existing provider networks or create new ones to work
more collaboratively. Furthermore, nonprofits may want to
draw from the extensive literature on successful service inte-
gration models that exists around the country for examples
that can be replicated in Pittsburgh. Finally, private and public
funders of nonprofits ought to work more aggressively to
remove disincentives to service integration in Allegheny
County.

The other predictable finding confirmed by this study – that
young adolescents use the least number of human services of
all age groups – ought to get special attention from providers
and researchers. More focused studies of this group are needed
to better understand what services are already available to
them, and whether or not these services are in fact meeting
their specific needs.While traditional youth-serving organiza-
tions may be the most obvious type of agency to lead this
effort, other nonprofits, such as mental health providers, sub-
stance abuse providers, and arts institutions, also need to be at
the table.Another strategy suggested to encourage greater
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service use and fit to youth needs is to promote youth partici-
pation in nonprofit decision-making through Youth Advisory
Councils and/or board membership.There are numerous
examples of effective youth outreach and involvement pro-
grams that could be adapted to Allegheny County

Finally, OMG’s preliminary observations about the nonprofit
sector’s capacity to address the needs of residents outside the
city of Pittsburgh raise a set of questions of their own worth
pursuing in greater depth:Are residents of different areas of
the county experiencing equal access to services available? Are
human service providers in rural areas experiencing backlogs,
waiting lists, high staff turnover, under-utilization, financial
difficulties, board vacancies, or any other capacity issues that
would impact their ability to meet the demand for services? If
so, what resources are available to these human service
providers? Are funders helping or hindering the development
of this segment of the nonprofit human service sector? The
Allegheny County Nonprofit Benchmark Survey is a good
place to start looking for answers to these questions, but low
response rates limit its usefulness.A more in-depth investiga-
tion of a larger sample of households in selected non-dis-
tressed areas — with more focused questions about need –
should provide additional insight into the full state of the
region.
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FIGURE 1: DISTRESSED AREAS IN ALLEGHENY COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

(BY MUNICIPALITY)

NOTE: Tracts with a score of 3 or 4 exhibit the highest degree of distress.
Tracts with a score of 0 show no signs of distress.
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Data and Methodology — OMG’s
Allegheny County Household Survey

OMG contracted with the research firm
ReedHaldyMcIntosh & Associates (RHM) to conduct a
telephone survey of 400 households in Allegheny
County.The survey was designed to examine human
service utilization patterns, unmet needs, barriers to
service utilization and satisfaction with services, especial-
ly among residents of distressed areas.The study used a
stratified Random Digital Dialing (RDD) sample of 300
households living in distressed areas and of 100 house-
holds in non-distressed areas.The sample was weighted
to correct for the disproportionate selection of house-
holds in distressed areas. Heads of household — or the
most knowledgeable adult aged 18 years and older —
were the proxy respondents for their household mem-
bers with regards to service utilization and related ques-
tions.The survey took on average 10 minutes to com-
plete.The survey instrument was pre-tested in May,
2006, and interviews were conducted between June and
July, 2006.

The survey included questions on human service use
and consideration in the previous 12 months, who in
the household had used services, whether or not the
person(s) who needed service was/were able to get it,
and reasons why services could not be used if that was
the case.A list of nine human services was read to
respondents1 who also had the option of reporting
“other” services, in which case they had to specify.The
survey also asked about service users’ satisfaction with
services received.The final section of the survey covered
socio-demographics such as household composition, age,
employment status, race, education, and income.2

Sampling Details. In addition to correcting for the dis-
proportionate selection of households in distressed areas,
the sample weighting also corrects for the fact that, due
to sampling limitations, a larger proportion of the house-
holds in the sample ended up being classified as “resi-
dents of distressed areas” compared to the actual propor-
tion.According to the Allegheny County Department of
Human Services,“distressed areas” are Census tracts with
high poverty level, high percentage of single female-
headed households, high school drop-out rate, and high
male unemployment3. Based on that, about 5% of the
county’s neighborhoods can be considered “distressed.”

The ideal for sampling the “distressed areas” would have
been to sample by census tract using those tracts previ-
ously defined as distressed. However, there is no tele-
phone sampling source that pulls by census tracts, so
RHM approximated the census tracts by pulling work-
ing blocks that correspond to those areas.An important
note is that working block boundaries do not corre-
spond exactly to census tract boundaries. This means
that the sampling captured all of the “distressed” neigh-
borhoods as defined by the census tracts, but also includ-
ed some households that are outside of the "distressed
neighborhood" boundaries, thus inflating the actual
number of households that live in a distressed area.This
resulted in 17% of the households being classified as part
of the “distressed” neighborhoods, compared with the
actual county percentage of 5%.The weighting reflects
this difference and corrects for it.

As shown on table 1 of this study, the sample from dis-
tressed neighborhoods included many people with rela-
tive high levels of education, and people without young
children. It can be assumed that this is strictly due to
probability sampling. Standard efforts were made to
include everyone in the sample, including 5 call-backs.

Definition of Human Services Used in the OMG
Allegheny County Household Survey

1. Food or Meal Assistance, including emergency food cupboards or 
pantries, soup kitchens, Meals on Wheels or other food deliveries,
and excluding food stamps.

2. Housing or shelter services, including emergency, domestic-violence
or homeless shelters, or LIHEAP, utility assistance, or other services 
to help one maintain stable housing.

3. Hotlines, support groups, or counseling, including for parenting 
help, caregiver support, legal services, sexual abuse, crime victims,
domestic violence, mental health, substance abuse, or other reasons.

4. Educational or recreational activities such as literacy, GED, English 
as a Second Language, adult continuing education courses or after
school programs for children that take place at the YMCA, commu
nity centers, or other nonschool locations.

5. Employment programs, including job training, job search, job    
mentoring or job placement.

6. Physical and mental health care at community health clinics (not 
from private physicians or hospitals), including reproductive health
care and pregnancy counseling, or drug and alcohol detox or reha
bilitation.

7. Day programs, including care for people who are elderly, or who 
have mental illness, develop mental disabilities or mental retardation.

8. Mentoring programs, such as Big Brothers/Big Sisters.

9. Childcare programs that are not connected to a school.
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1 Please refer to Appendix C for the list and definition of services.
2 Please refer to Appendix D online for a copy of the survey instrument.
3 Please see The Hill Group (2005) Tropman Report.
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Applied Research about the Pittsburgh Region’s Nonprofit Sector
T R O P M A N R E P O R T S

Encouraging innovative thinking, leadership dialogue, and strategic management for the nonprofit sector

Five years ago,The Forbes Funds provided support for a new research series exploring
challenges and strategic opportunities in nonprofit management in the Pittsburgh
region.The intention of this research was to determine what works in strengthening
nonprofits’ organizational capacity and management abilities, as well as what may be the
barriers or service gaps in building nonprofit capacity.As part of this research series, in
2004,The Forbes Funds commissioned Judith L. Millesen, at Ohio University, and
Angela L. Bies, at Texas A&M University, to conduct a comprehensive analysis of
Pittsburgh’s capacity-building “industry.” This “Pittsburgh study” offered detailed find-
ings about the degree to which Pittsburgh’s “industry of consultants, firms, management
support organizations, and academic centers offer accessible, quality services to the 1,600
nonprofit organizations in Allegheny County.”1 With ongoing support from The Forbes
Funds, Drs. Bies and Millesen also conducted continuing analyses during 2005, which
explored the incentive to engage in capacity building (Millesen & Bies, 2005) and the
role of ‘learning’ in building nonprofit performance (Bies & Millesen, 2005).

During 2005-06, a replication study was conducted in and around Austin,Texas.2 A key
purpose of the study was to help afford a comparative analysis of the nonprofit sectors
in two metropolitan regions with differing environments, economies, and capacity-
building industries.With support from The Forbes Funds, the Bremer Foundation, and
the Minnesota Council on Nonprofits, a third replication study is planned for 2006-07
in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area.The Texas replication study shared the Pittsburgh
study’s focus on understanding the characteristics of effective capacity-building initiatives
through an examination of a series of questions related to who (the capacity builders) is
doing what (the kinds of support services provided) for whom (what types of nonprofits
are engaging in capacity-building initiatives) and to what end (whether capacity-build-
ing initiatives produce desired organizational change).The core research purpose
remained to describe and analyze several aspects of the capacity-building environment,
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1 This report, “An Analysis of the Pittsburgh Region’s Capacity-Building ‘Industry,’ ” is available online at
http://www.forbesfunds.org/docs/TexasAMUniversityFullReport_TR04.pdf

2 This report, “An Analysis of the Nonprofit and Volunteer Capacity-Building Industries in Central Texas,” is
available online at http://rgkcenter.utexas.edu/research/capacitystudy/finalreport.pdf.The Austin study
was co-led by Dr. Bies at Texas A & M University and Dr. Sarah Jane Rehnborg at the Lyndon B.
Johnson School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas at Austin, in collaboration with 23 graduate
students at the two universities.
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including the quantity, accessibility, and quality of capacity-
building services, characteristics of effective capacity building,
and challenges and barriers to implementing capacity-building
interventions. Both the Austin study and the Pittsburgh study
offered implications for practice and suggested directions for
future research into capacity building’s effectiveness and influ-
ence in the sector.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This study addressed the following four research questions:

1. What characterizes the local capacity-building landscape 
in Pittsburgh versus Austin, and which services do non-
profit organizations in each region most utilize?

2. What is the quality and accessibility of the capacity-
building “industry” in each region, including consultants,
management support organizations, and academic     
institutions?

3. How do capacity-building programs and services lead to 
nonprofit organizational change or improvement?

4. What role does the funding community play in promot-
ing organizational change through capacity building?

METHOD, DATA SOURCES, AND MEASURES

Both the Pittsburgh and Austin studies relied on a four-stage
multi-method research design to gather in-depth quantitative
and qualitative data related to the research questions.The
Austin study additionally collected data about the capacity of
nonprofit organizations to engage volunteers and to respond
to disaster in the wake of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita.The
four parts of each mixed-method study included:

Archival Data: The researchers conducted               
environmental scans of their respective regions and 
reviews of  published materials from local stakeholders.
In Austin, a thorough review of the literature on capacity 
building was added as well.

Interviews: The Pittsburgh study included 34 interviews
with capacity builders serving Pittsburgh nonprofits and 
four with senior executive staff members from area      
foundations.The Austin study involved 28 one-on-one 
interviews with capacity builders and nine with funders.

Focus Groups: Additional qualitative data for the 
Pittsburgh study was derived from five focus groups with 
nonprofit executives to learn more about their          
experiences with capacity building.The Austin study 
involved four focus groups with nonprofit executive 
directors, as well as three separate focus groups with   
volunteer managers.

Surveys: The Pittsburgh study gathered survey data from
202 nonprofit leaders in Allegheny County, while the 
Austin study collected similar surveys from 188 nonprofit
executive directors in 10 Central Texas counties.A      
separate survey for volunteer managers was distributed in 
Texas and yielded 50 responses.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Differing Contexts for Capacity-Building

The two research projects occurred within vastly different
social, economic, and political milieus.As a high-technology
hub in one of the most rapidly growing areas in the nation,
Austin and the larger 10-county region in Central Texas have
nearly 300,000 more residents than the area studied in and
around Pittsburgh, a city in recent economic and population
decline. Nonetheless, Pittsburgh, as an established former
industrial giant, has more nonprofits and philanthropic organi-
zations per capita than the Texas region studied and its local
community-based organizations appeared, from the data in the
two studies, to be comparatively thriving.

Despite that overall community wealth is greater in Austin
than in Pittsburgh, the Pittsburgh respondents’ nonprofit
organizations had larger operating budgets, longer track
records, and more staff than their Austin counterparts. In
Pittsburgh, only 25 percent of respondents reported budgets
of less than $300,000, while in Austin nearly half had annual
expenditures below that level. One Austin organization out of
every four in the study said they operated with no paid staff,
and many more reported operating with only one staff mem-
ber — a sharp contrast to Pittsburgh, where more than half of
all nonprofits had six or more full-time staff.When compared
to their Pittsburgh counterparts,Austin nonprofit executives
were 50 percent more likely to be female, 40 percent less like-
ly to have graduate degrees, and nearly twice as likely to earn
annual salaries below $50,000. In both communities, study
participants represented a range of service areas, mirroring the
diversity of the regions they represented. However, Pittsburgh
survey respondents, living in an area with a poverty rate
roughly 40 percent higher than in Austin, were more likely
to be human service providers, while those we surveyed in
Texas’ state capital hailed more frequently from advocacy
organizations.

In terms of perspectives on critical issues related to nonprofit
capacity building, study participants in both regions expressed
concerns about divisions within their community (i.e., urban
versus rural challenges in Texas; racial and geographic frag-
mentation in Pittsburgh), declining funds for nonprofits, a lack
of collaboration among organizations, and the need for more
streamlined services and programs in the sector. In ranking the
areas they considered to be of most critical importance for
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Adaptive Capabilities
Pittsburgh

Austin

Leadership Capabilities
Pittsburgh

Austin

Management Capabilities
Pittsburgh

Austin

Technical Capabilities
Pittsburgh

Austin

                              



34.4 %
68.8 %

13.3 %
44.6 %

26.4 %
63.3 %

26.1 %
57.9 %

35.8 %
20.2 %

19.2 %
21.2 %

21.8 %
16.4 %

23.1 %
19.1 %

26.0 %
38.0 %

24.3 %
5.3 %

24.3 %
5.8 %

25.4 %
4.7%

44.4 %
13.3 %

22.2 %
12.2 %

19.4 %
9.5 %

13.9 %
13.8 %

41.9 %
12.2 %

20.9 %
15.4%

20.9 %
8.5 %

16.3 %
7.4 %

33.7 %
7.9 %

27.6 %
8.5 %

17.8 %
6.9 %

20.9 %
6.3 %

29.5 %
1.0 %

27.3 %
2.6 %

20.8 %
2.1 %

22.4 %
3.1 %

18.7 %
19.6 %

9.6 %
19.6 %

24.2 %
18 %

47.6 %
26.6 %

32.3 %
3.7 %

31.3 %
5.8 %

18.2 %
3.1 %

21.2 %
4.2%

capacity-building assistance,Austin survey participants said the
areas where they most needed help, in order, were: (1) increas-
ing responsiveness to clients and consumers; (2) showing
accountability to funders and clients; and (3) raising funds.To
put this in context, nearly half of the Austin respondents also
said that their funding sources required them to respond to
higher levels of accountability, but that funders provided little
in the way of financial or technical assistance incentives to
ensure such compliance. Pittsburgh study participants’ top
concerns were different: (1) building sustainable organizations;
(2) raising funds; and (3) providing board development.The
emphasis on sustainability in Pittsburgh may reflect challenges
local organizations face in a competitive and crowded non-
profit marketplace but may also be signs of the increased roles
that nonprofits are being called on to play.

Who Provides Capacity-Building Services?

Both Pittsburgh and Central Texas have diverse capacity-
building “industries” made up of academic institutions, man-
agement support organizations, consultants, and peer-net-
working groups. Based on Paul Connolly and Peter York’s
model of “four core capabilities essential to any nonprofit,” we
asked organizations in both regions about the adaptive, leader-
ship, management, and technical capacity-building services
they had received in the past.

In both communities, the most common sources of capacity-
building assistance were internal resources (such as guidance
from board members or staff), private consultants, and peer
exchange. Pittsburgh nonprofit executives, however, were sig-
nificantly more likely to have identified past experiences
working with outsiders, such as consultants, management sup-
port organizations, state or national associations, or university-
based instructors, nearly across the board. For example,
Pittsburgh survey respondents were between six and 10 times
as likely to have relied on a university-based course for capac-
ity-building support and up to 30 times as likely to have
worked with a nonprofit consultant.The responses suggest
Pittsburgh nonprofits have a greater exposure to, and more
diverse options for, capacity-building services than Austin
organizations, which more typically must rely on resources
internal to their agencies to support capacity building.

What Characterizes Capacity Building in Each
Region?

Perhaps because they had such limited experiences with
external capacity-building assistance, many Austin study par-
ticipants were not able to tell us which types of capacity-
building services they had previously utilized.Those who
answered the question in Austin were likely to report having
sought some of the same types of capacity-building assistance
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Table 1. WHO PROVIDES CAPACITY-BUILDING SERVICES IN PITTSBURGH & AUSTIN?
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most utilized in Pittsburgh, such as guidance with board
development/governance, program evaluation, strategic plan-
ning, finance, budgeting, and accounting. In general,Austin
organizations were more likely to have reported seeking assis-
tance with items they felt would help lead them to resources,
such as marketing, fundraising, and evaluation. In this way,
more Austin organizations appeared to be at the beginning of
a capacity-building continuum — attempting to achieve the
capacity to begin building their capacity — while Pittsburgh
organizations were more likely to be farther along the contin-
uum, performing functions that could immediately help their
agencies improve and develop. For example, Pittsburgh non-
profits were more likely than their Austin counterparts to
invest in areas related to organizational efficiency or sustain-
ability, such as technology support and social entrepreneurship.

Nonprofit leaders in Pittsburgh had a much easier time than
Austin study participants assessing the adequacy of capacity-
building resources in their region. Most in Pittsburgh had
generally favorable notions about the services available to

them, while in Austin the most frequent answer to questions
about the quality, quantity, or accessibility of local capacity-
building services was “I don’t know.”With regard to quantity
of providers, the majority of Pittsburgh study participants stat-
ed that an adequate number of capacity-building service
providers were available, but only one in three Austin study
participants could indicate likewise.

Commonly, nonprofit leaders in both communities expressed
concerns about the relative inaccessibility of services, noting,
for example, that they lacked knowledge about how to access
capacity-building assistance.The two studies found the same
percentage of survey respondents — 43 percent — agreed
with the statement that they had “no idea how to select a
capacity-building provider.” In Pittsburgh, while some study
participants indicated they would like more guidance with the
process of selecting a capacity-building provider, more respon-
dents seemed to indicate they had resources available for find-
ing such services than was the case in Austin. For example,
many Pittsburgh nonprofit leaders acknowledged that The
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3 For a thorough presentation of the statistical analysis and related quantitative findings, please see the technical report associated with this Tropman Report,
which is available on The Forbes Funds website, www.forbesfunds.org.

Table 2. types of capacity-building assistance 

pittsburgh & austin nonprofits receive

type of assistance utilized

Board Development/Governance

Program Evaluation

Information Technology Systems

Strategic Planning

Finance, Budgeting,Accounting

Resource Development/Fundraising

Marketing/Public Relations

Program Development

Executive Leadership Development

Facilities Planning

Organizational Assessment

Human Resource Development

Collaborations/Partnering

Accountability, Ethics

Advocacy

Volunteer Management

Operational Management

Legal Methods/Litigation

Social Entrepreneurship/Venture Capital

pittsburgh study

66.3%

64.8%

62.4%

61.9%

55.9%

53.0%

47.5%

47.5%

44.1%

43.6%

41.9%

40.1%

34.7%

31.9%

28.7%

27.7%

25.2%

21.3%

20.8%

austin study

71.3%

68.6%

56.4%

64.4%

69.2%

68.1%

69.2%

61.2%

48.9%

42.6%

48.4%

41.0%

53.2%

51.6%

35.1%

57.5%

51.1%

30.9%

13.3%
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Forbes Funds and local university-based centers provided
helpful “clearinghouse” services to at least begin their process
of locating a capacity-building provider.

With regard to quality, Pittsburgh nonprofit leaders had more
confidence in the professionalism and effectiveness of capaci-
ty-building services available in their region than Austin study
participants, who primarily expressed a lack of knowledge
about provider quality. In both regions, study participants
expressed a feeling that quality, particularly of consultant serv-
ices, may be uneven, and nonprofit leaders wished for a
resource to help them assess capacity-builders’ quality, prior to
entering into a service arrangement.

Which Nonprofits Engage in Capacity Building?

In both communities, study participants noted that an organi-
zation’s capacity-building needs depend on a range of factors,
from the agency’s size to its stage in development to its mis-

sion focus and leadership. In Austin, those with whom we
spoke felt that the most successful capacity-building initiatives
occurred within organizations led by strong executives with
good access to peer networks. In Pittsburgh, study participants
described the organizations that benefited most from capacity
building as those that had found a good match in a capacity
builder, i.e., someone who built a relationship in partnership
with their agency and tailored his or her services to the orga-
nization’s particular needs.

Several barriers prevented organizations from engaging in
capacity building.The surveys in both regions found that the
primary barrier to capacity building was finding a way “to
break free from day-to-day operations to focus on capacity
building.” Pittsburgh study participants were more likely to
identify lack of support from organizational leadership, such as
resistant board members, and lack of training opportunities for
mid-level managers as barriers, whereas Austin study partici-
pants were more likely to identify the barrier of a lack of
funding or time for capacity-building activities.
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Table 3. THE CAPACITY-BUILDING LANDSCAPE IN PITTSBURGH & AUSTIN

General Observations on 
Capacity-Building Resources:

Programs in the area have demonstrated they can achieve results.

Nonprofit CEOs have great access to capacity-building research,
publications, and tools.

There is an adequate number of consultants and trainers who
“get it,” who are able to meet organizations where they are, with
their current needs.

Academic Programs and Resources:

Nonprofit management degree programs offered at local 
universities are of high quality.

Research conducted at local universities on nonprofit issues is
important to nonprofit capacity.

Consulting Services:

Capacity-building consultants in the region offer high quality
services.

There are too few capacity-building consultants in the region.

Workshops/Trainings:

There should be more capacity-building workshops.

Peer Learning:

There should be more opportunities to interact with peers for the
purposes of learning about capacity-building practices.

I find it really useful when I interact with peers for the purposes
of learning about capacity building.

pittsburgh  
% who
agreed

45 %

37 %

25 %

61 %

70 %

41 %

57 %

48 %

34 %

58 %

11 %

21 %

19 %

70 %

59 %

53 % 36 % 47 %

74 %

79 %

66 %

73 %

19 %

21 %

26 %

36 %

20 %

52 %

35 %

54 %

austin  
% who
agreed

austin  
% who 
didn’t know
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There were also prevalent feelings in both communities that
too many nonprofits are unwilling or fearful to admit they
need help, lack the capacity to begin building their capacity,
or need access to resources before they can begin thinking
strategically about the kinds of assistance they need. In
Pittsburgh, study participants indicated being fearful to seek
help because it requires a level of honesty about internal
problems, and such disclosure is especially uncomfortable in
relationships with funders underwriting capacity-building. In
Austin, however, where most capacity-building support comes
from nonprofits themselves rather than through specific grants
funds, many organizations were seen to be unwilling to dedi-
cate the resources necessary to build capacity.Austin organiza-
tions, additionally, exhibited far less familiarity with the con-
cept of capacity building and, thus, lacked not only resources
but also knowledge and awareness to begin a capacity-build-
ing initiative.

How Does Capacity-Building Produce
Organizational Change?

Because nonprofits operate in a complex environment influ-
enced by a web of factors, nonprofit organizations and capaci-
ty builders themselves often make only limited attempts to
link capacity-building interventions and organizational
change. Nonetheless, both regional studies found evidence
that quality capacity-building activities foster organizational
change by promoting more strategic thinking, encouraging
nonprofit investment in ongoing learning and professional

development, and allowing organizations to learn when they
may need help.We heard in both regions that, when organiza-
tions have the ability and determination to implement capaci-
ty-building plans and capitalize on learning that occurs in
capacity-building engagement, they thrive.

Nonprofits’ feelings about how capacity building affected their
bottom line differed substantially in the two regions.
Pittsburgh nonprofits, perhaps due to their greater awareness
of capacity-building services, were significantly more likely
than the Austin agencies surveyed to agree with statements
such as “capacity building is central to achieving our mission”
or “the capacity-building process is critical to our organiza-
tion’s success.”Twice the percentage of survey respondents in
Pittsburgh as in Austin indicated that funders require them to
participate in capacity building.Austin nonprofit representa-
tives frequently indicated capacity building becomes a priority
only during times of organizational crisis.

Capacity builders in Pittsburgh were more likely to assess the
impact of their work on organizational change than those in
Austin. Pittsburgh capacity builders offered a number of testi-
monials about complex mechanisms they were using to assess
the effectiveness of their services through impact evaluations,
formal longitudinal studies of clients’ experiences, and assess-
ments built into their contracts. In Austin, by contrast, capaci-
ty-builder self-assessment was rare, and some capacity builders
admitted that, with few funders asking for evaluations of
capacity-building activities, the emphasis on rigorous, ongoing
evaluation faltered.
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table 4. BARRIERS TO CAPACITY-BUILDING IN PITTSBURGH & AUSTIN

Lack of funding is
the biggest barrier.

We simply do not 
know what types 

of capacty-building 
resources are available. 

Austin Study

Pittsburgh Study

There is limited 
training/development 
for mid-level managers

It is difficult to break 
free from day-to-day 

operations to build capacity.

59% agree

54% agree

51% agree

55% agree

41% agree

63% agree

80% agree

82% agree
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IMPLICATIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

This study provides nonprofit practitioners, capacity-building
providers, and funders with a detailed comparison of current
capacity-building needs, practices, and barriers in two varied
nonprofit contexts, those of the Pittsburgh and Austin areas.
As anticipated, the analysis revealed largely divergent perspec-
tives on the adequacy of the capacity-building industries in
Pittsburgh and Austin, particularly as related to the quantity,
access, and quality of capacity-building providers, with
Pittsburgh’s sector being seen as quite robust.The results illu-
minate key differences in capacity-building engagement and
effects that may be associated with such factors as local
resources, organizational age, size, and staffing, as well as more
complex factors that relate to organizational and sectoral life
cycle or maturity differences, such as organizational readiness
for capacity-building, difference in learning and collaborative
practices, quality of capacity-building relationships, and incen-
tives. Several summary recommendations emerge as particu-
larly relevant for the Pittsburgh region, and are listed below.

1. Build on existing, shared understanding of definitions 
and roles of nonprofit capacity-building in Pittsburgh 
region.

2. Improve accessibility of capacity-building resources.

3. Develop centralized mechanisms for access to objective 
information on capacity-building resources.

4. Improve nonprofits’ consumer savvy and ability to 
engage in effective capacity-building relationships.

5. Leadership involvement is essential in capacity-building 
engagement.

6. Advocate for investment in general operations and 
capacity building.

7. Promote linkages between capacity building and     
organizational change and improvement versus “one-
shot” or “band-aid solutions”.

8. Improve capacity for executive leadership transition 
planning.

9. Promote collaboration among nonprofit leaders, capacity
builders, and funders to improve capacity and the    
capacity building industries.
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TABLE 5. CAPACITY-BUILDING ORIENTATION 

IN PITTSBURGH & AUSTIN NONPROFITS

Funders require 
that we engage in 
capacity building.

The capacity-building 
process is central to 

our organization’s success.

Austin Study

Pittsburgh Study

Capacity building was/is
central to achieving

our mission.

20% agree

40% agree

66% agree

73% agree

60% agree

75% agree
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(Urban Institute)

Study #3: An Analysis of the Pittsburgh Region’s Capacity-Building Industry:
Who Is Doing What for Whom and to What End? (Millesen & Bies)

Study #4: High Performance in Nonprofit Organizations in the Greater 
Pittsburgh Area (Consulting Group, Inc., and Eastern Michigan University)

Study #5: Assessing Social Return on Investment for Social Enterprises in 
the Pittsburgh Region (Olszak Management Consulting, Inc.)

The Tropman Reports listed below can be found at www.forbesfunds.org.

                         



T R O P M A N R E P O R T S2003
Study #1: The Precarious Billion Dollar Sector — Nonprofit Human Services in 

the Pittsburgh Metropolitan Area (Urban Institute)

Study #2: Strategic Restructuring — A Tool for Improving Organizational
Effectiveness (LaPiana Associates, Inc.)

Study #3: Identifying Financing Opportunities for Pittsburgh-based Social Enterprises
(Community Wealth Ventures)

Study #4: The Use of Modern Quality Assurance in Nonprofit Management
(Community Quality Institute)

Study #5: The Challenge of Nonprofit Leadership — A Comparative Study of
Nonprofit Executives in the Pittsburgh Region (University of Pittsburgh
GSPIA)

Study #6:The 2002 Wage and Benefit Survey (Bayer Center for Nonprofit
Management)

Study #7: The Insurance Muddle — Addressing Healthcare Costs for Nonprofit 
Sector Employees (Dewey & Kaye and Triad)

Study #8: Diversity Within and Among Nonprofit Boards in Allegheny County, PA
(University Center on Social and Urban Research)

T R O P M A N R E P O R T S2002
Study #1: Capacity-Building in the Nonprofit Sector — A Comparison of Resources

and Practices in Pittsburgh and Denver (Jane Hansberry)

Study #2: How do Nonprofits Compare with For-Profit Providers? An Application 
of Customer Value (Tripp, Umbach & Associates)

Study #3: Leveraging Human Capital — How do Nonprofits in Pittsburgh Recruit
and Manage Volunteers? (First Side Partners)

Study #4: New Economy Entrepreneurs — Their Attitudes on Philanthropy 
(Campos Market Research)

Study #5: Profit-Making in Nonprofits — An Assessment of Entrepreneurial Ventures
in Nonprofit Organizations (Olszak Management Consulting, Inc.)

Study #6: Recruitment and Retention of Managerial Talent — Current Practices and
Prospects for Nonprofits in Pittsburgh (University of Pittsburgh)

Study #7: Social Services in Faith-Based Organizations — Pittsburgh Congregations
and the Services They Provide (Buchanan Ingersoll)

Study #8: Staying Ahead of the Curve — An Assessment of Executive Training Needs
and Resources in Pittsburgh (Tripp, Umbach & Associates)

Study #9: Strategic Planning — Positioning Identity,Values and Aspirations 
(Katz Graduate School of Business)
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