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Dear Friends,

A vigorous nonprofit sector needs many components to thrive, and one of the most essential is an ample
supply of generous donors. Several years ago, an index was launched which purported to rank every
state in the country on the basis of its residents’ charitable giving. This ‘Generosity Index’ has consistently
placed Massachusetts residents at or near the bottom of the ladder when it comes to their generosity.

From the outset, this assertion has seemed implausible to those of us who work in the Commonwealth’s
thriving philanthropic sector. However, over the years this Index has been widely circulated in the
media and in philanthropic circles, even though it has never been subjected to rigorous scientific
scrutiny—until now.

Last year, the Boston Foundation asked the nationally renowned Center on Wealth and Philanthropy at
Boston College, led by its Director, Paul G. Schervish, Ph.D., to undertake a comprehensive examination
of the facts. Dr. Schervish and Associate Director John Havens have researched and published extensively
on the issues of wealth and philanthropy, and this report, Geography and Generosity: Boston and Beyond,
presents a vastly different portrait of the patterns of giving that exist in this country.

The Center’s research shows that the methodology used to calculate the Generosity Index is severely
biased against high-income states such as Massachusetts, skewing results so utterly that even if every
resident of Massachusetts gave 1,000 times as much as they contributed in any given year, and the chari-
table giving of every other resident in the country remained unchanged, the state’s ranking still could not
rise even to the mid-point of the Index, let alone to the top. Using this approach, as long as Massachusetts
is a high-income state, it will remain near the bottom of the chart, no matter how much its residents give
to charity.

This report also examines the shortcomings inherent in using data from the Internal Revenue Service
alone to accurately calculate and compare individual generosity, and presents a new way to measure
charitable giving relative to income. Using this significantly more accurate measurement, researchers
determined that the residents of Massachusetts earned a place significantly higher—near the top one
year, and near average another—rather than at the bottom of the chart during the years studied.

In the end, the purpose for developing the new measures is not to create a new or even better index that
lists winners and losers. Rather, this report recommends moving away from a ‘winners and losers’” model
of national giving—with its implicitly scolding tone—and toward developing programs that generate
acts of generosity by individuals throughout the country. Since philanthropy is, by its very nature, volun-
tary, we need to figure out how to help people make charitable gifts that are both effective and significant,
and will benefit the donor and the community alike.

This report is the first in a series of studies sponsored by the Boston Foundation that will focus on the
practice of philanthropy in our region. It is our goal to provide timely and accurate information to deepen
our understanding of, and strengthen, the nonprofit sector that is such a vital part of our state’s future.

Sincerely,

Paul S. Grogan
President and CEO
The Boston Foundation
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Executive Summary

Over the past decade, increasing attention has been
focused on the relative generosity — or lack thereof —
of the residents of different states or regions in this
country. In particular, various reports published locally
and nationally have drawn sharply different conclu-
sions regarding the generosity of Massachusetts resi-
dents. The resolution of this issue holds profound
significance for the overall economy of the Common-
wealth, and especially for the state’s vital nonprofit
sector. This sector, which includes organizations rang-
ing from the Bay State’s leading universities and health
care institutions to the state’s numerous small, commu-
nity-based organizations, is larger than most industries
in Massachusetts, and also outnumbers the entire
public sector. So, which is it? Do Massachusetts resi-
dents contribute generously to the nonprofit organiza-
tions that are so integral to the civic life of their
communities, or not?

In 1994, Julian Wolpert, who is an expert in the social
geography of philanthropy and a Professor at the
Woodrow Wilson School at Princeton University, wrote
an authoritative report about generosity in this coun-
try. In his report, The Structure of Generosity in America,
Wolpert wrote, “American generosity varies signifi-
cantly within income, social and demographic groups
and from place to place in both levels and targeting of
contributions. Giving rates are higher where per capita
income is higher, the political and cultural ideology is
liberal rather than conservative, and where distress
levels and population numbers are lower.” Wolpert
uses a variety of measures of distress levels, but unem-
ployment, poverty, and population growth rates are
prominent among his indicators of distress. In
Wolpert's report, the Boston metropolitan area is in the
upper middle or upper range of various measures of
generosity; and given his general findings, one would
presume that Massachusetts would be among the more
generous states in the country.

However, a sharply different portrait of the giving
patterns of Massachusetts’ residents was painted by
the Generosity Index, a national giving index that was
launched in 1997. Under the direction of George E.
McCully, this index is calculated and published annu-
ally by the Catalogue for Philanthropy, based on data
from federal tax returns. McCully, a Massachusetts
resident who developed the Index and is President

of The Catalog Project, concluded in an article in
Connection’ that “1) New England and Massachusetts
lag behind the rest of the country in charitable giving
in relation to income and 2) we can well afford to give
more.” Indeed, the initial Generosity Index based on
tax data for 1995 rated the residents of Massachusetts
among the least generous people compared with the
residents of other states, just one year after the Wolpert
report was categorizing them in the upper half of
generous metropolitan areas. To be sure, Wolpert uses
a broader definition of generosity — one that includes
individual, corporate, foundation, and government
largesse — while McCully and other studies based on
federal tax returns restricted their analysis to the
generosity of residents filing itemized tax returns.
Nevertheless, Wolpert’s findings stand in stark
contrast to McCully’s conclusions, which have consis-
tently rated Massachusestts residents at the bottom of
the ladder for more than a decade.

Largely due to the Generosity Index, there is a wide-
spread perception that the residents of Massachusetts
are not generous regarding their charitable contribu-
tions. This perception has been promoted by newspa-
per articles and media presentations in which the
Generosity Index plays a prominent role, and has been
widely disseminated in philanthropic circles. From the
outset, the Generosity Index has ranked the residents
of Massachusetts at or near the bottom of its state rank-
ings in each of its well-publicized annual releases, and
this has fostered and reinforced the broad impression
that the residents of Massachusetts are not generous
regarding their charitable giving.

I McCully, George. 1999. “A New England Renaissance? Changing the Region’s Culture of Philanthropy.”

Connection: The Journal of the New England Board of Higher Education. Fall/Winter: 32-36.
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In September 2004, with funding from the Boston
Foundation, the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy at
Boston College began a two-year study, Geography and
Generosity: Boston and Beyond, focusing on individual
generosity for regions, states, and metropolitan areas
across the United States. This publication reports on
the first year of research.

Objectives

The general objective of the study is to evaluate the
generosity of the residents of the Boston metropolitan
area, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and the
New England region in relation to the residents of
other metropolitan areas, states, and regions of the
country. The two-year study examines the patterns of
giving within geographic areas, and relates differences
in these patterns to differences in household character-
istics and behaviors, and to socio-demographic varia-
tions among geographic regions, specifically their tax
burdens, cost of living, and church membership.

The specific objectives of the study are:

B To examine and evaluate the Generosity Index as a
general measure of the generosity of the population
of each state;

®m To acquire data and build datasets to conduct an
analysis of giving in relation to income by metropol-
itan area, state, and regions;

m To analyze the aggregate personal giving patterns of
metropolitan areas, states, and regions; and

m To produce profiles of the demographics, expendi-
ture patterns, and giving patterns of individuals for
metropolitan areas, states, and regions.

Summary of Findings

The first year of the study focused on an examination
of the Generosity Index, on an analysis of data from
income tax returns and consumer expenditure surveys,
and the development of an alternative measure of
generosity. This initial phase of the study, which is the
basis for this report, produced the following major
conclusions:

A Biased Generosity Index

A detailed examination of the Generosity Index found
that it is severely biased against high-income states
such as Massachusetts, and biased in favor of low-
income states such as Mississippi. The index is suffi-
ciently flawed that it is not a reliable indicator of
giving relative to income, and is an inadequate and
misleading measure to compare the generosity of the
residents of different states.

To illustrate its shortcomings, the Generosity Index
ranked the residents of Massachusetts 49th out of the
50 states in charitable giving in 2004. However, if the
incomes and charitable contributions of everyone in
the country remained unchanged, except that every
resident of Massachusetts gave twice as much to char-
ity, the ranking of Massachusetts would rise only to
23rd on the Generosity Index. Moreover, if the incomes
and charitable contributions of everyone else in the
country remained unchanged, except that every
resident of Massachusetts gave 100 times as much to
charity, the residents of Massachusetts would still be
ranked no higher than position 23. In fact, the Generos-
ity Index would rank the residents of Massachusetts in
position 23 even if they gave 1,000 times as much or
even 100,000 times as much as they contributed in 2002
(the base year for the 2004 index). A similar example
based on data from the Generosity Index in 2002 shows
that Massachusetts could not rise above rank 23 in that
year as well. As long as Massachusetts is a high-
income state, it can never attain rank 1 in the Generos-
ity Index. The index is similarly biased against the
residents of all relatively high-income states.

The mirror image also holds: the Generosity Index is
biased in favor of low-income states. The 2004
Generosity Index ranks Mississippi first in charitable
giving among the 50 states. Even if the residents of
Mississippi had given nothing to charity, their ranking
would not have fallen below position 26, assuming the
incomes and charitable donations of the residents of all
other states remained unchanged.

There are other problems with the Generosity Index: it
does not take account of state level differences in tax
burdens, cost of living, demographic characteristics, or
religious vs. secular donations. These shortcomings
tend to compound the intrinsic methodological bias
against the residents of high-income states such as
Massachusetts.

Understanding Boston



Massachusetts Residents:
Are They Generous or Not?

Massachusetts residents have consistently ranked
at or near the bottom of the national ranking for
their charitable giving, according to the Generosity
¢ Index. Using data from 2000, the Index ranked :
Massachusetts residents at position 44; using
figures from 2002, they were placed in position 49.
However, a dramatically different portrait emerges
when the giving patterns of the residents of each
state are calculated by a method that eliminates the
bias against high-income states. Using more
. comprehensive measures developed by the Center
on Wealth and Philanthropy, researchers determined
that the residents of Massachusetts placed at posi-
tion 6 and position 11, respectively, in the same two
years. This research—based on unbiased, scientific
assessment—provides a more accurate portrait of
the giving patterns of residents of each state.

Shortcomings in the Use of Internal
Revenue Service Data

The Generosity Index is based on average values
calculated from the Internal Revenue Service data.
There are three major problems that come from using
state comparative measures based on average values
calculated from IRS data for tax filers.

First, average adjusted gross income is calculated for
one group of people (all tax filers), while the average
charitable contribution is calculated for another group
(only for tax filers who itemize their returns). Since the
two groups are not the same, analyses based on these
averages are measuring the charitable donations of one
group, not relative to their own income, but relative to
the income of the larger group.

Second, the use of such averages across states is ques-
tionable because the proportion of itemizers in a state
typically varies from less than 20% in some states, to
more than 40% in others. It is not clear that the average
contribution of the 21% of filers with itemized charita-

ble deductions in Mississippi is comparable to the
average contribution of the 37% of filers with itemized
charitable deductions in Massachusetts. For example,
the high cost of taxes, housing costs, mortgage interest,
and medical costs in Massachusetts may result in
higher rates of itemization and perhaps lower average
contributions in Massachusetts than in Mississippi.
Another example is that Massachusetts’ higher hous-
ing costs may take state residents more time to pay off,
and as a result, more people might itemize their tax
returns for longer periods of time, thereby inflating the
number of itemizing households with higher incomes
but less discretionary income available for charitable
contributions.

Third, tax returns do not measure the total income of
all the residents in each state; and itemized tax returns
do not reflect the total charitable contributions of either
all residents of the state or even all the tax filers. For
example, the IRS data only captures the income of
people who file tax returns, and it doesn’t include

the income of those who don’t have to file tax returns.
As a result, as noted above, the Generosity Index only
reflects the charitable deductions of 21% of the filers in
Mississippi, and 37% of the filers from Massachusetts.
It is thus inappropriate to characterize all the residents
of a state by measures and analyses that exclude signif-
icant numbers of residents of the state, exclude differ-
ent proportions for different states, and exclude them
for different economic reasons.

A New Way to Measure Generosity

The Center on Wealth and Philanthropy at Boston
College has developed a different methodology for
measuring charitable donations relative to income.
This methodology is based on shares rather than
averages. It measures the share of total charitable
contributions donated by the residents in each state,
relative to the share of income earned by the residents
of the state.

The income can be expressed in several ways. One
technique is to simply use the gross income. A second
way is to use the gross income, net of taxes. A third
approach is to use the gross income, net of taxes, and
adjusted for state differences in cost of living.

One benefit of measuring generosity based on shares is
that such measures capture both the contributions and
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the income of all the residents of the state, rather than
just those who filed and/or itemized their tax returns.
Moreover, the measures contain no bias in favor of, or
against, high-income or low-income states. Yet like the
Generosity Index, this new approach can still gauge
charitable contributions relative to the capacity of

the residents of each state to contribute.

Although the concept of shares is easy to understand,
it is not nearly as easy to measure. Nevertheless a
measurement tool has been developed based on data
from several sources. Charitable contributions for each
state are divided into two components: (a) itemized
contributions are still measured by the IRS itemized
charitable contributions for each state, but (b) charita-
ble contributions for non-itemizers are estimated by
an extension of the current methodology used by
Giving USA, the leading publication of comprehensive
statistics on national giving, to estimate charitable
contributions for non-itemizers nationally. Estimates
of gross income for the residents of each state are taken
from federal sources, primarily the Bureau of Census
and Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Using the alternative measure, a dramatically different
portrait of the generosity of Massachusetts residents
emerges. Using data from 2000, the residents of Massa-
chusetts place higher in the distribution of charitable
contributions relative to income than they fared when
measured by the Generosity Index based on gross
income; higher still when the measurement is based
on gross income net of taxes; and place at position 6,
near the top of the national distribution, when the
measurement is based on gross income net of taxes
and adjusted for cost of living. In 2002, the alternative
measure places the residents of Massachusetts at
position 11, based on gross income net of taxes and
adjusted for cost of living. This contrasts sharply with
the rankings of the Generosity Index, which placed
Massachusetts residents at positions 44 and 49 in
charitable giving, respectively, for the same years.

Interpreting the New Measures

The alternative method for measuring generosity
presented in this report is far from perfect. To begin
with, the alternative methodology presented in this
report is one of many that could have been developed.
A different, but also largely accurate, methodology
might have placed the residents of Massachusetts some-
what higher or somewhat lower than the measurements
used here. Designating a specific rank conveys more
certitude than a measure can, in fact, accurately achieve.
At most, it is possible to provide broad categories of
rankings that identify roughly where the residents of
Massachusetts and those of any other state stand,
relative to the residents of other states.

Secondly, although the Center on Wealth and Philan-
thropy has done its best to measure contributions,
taxes, and cost of living accurately, the data are not
perfectly precise; there is some degree of error and
omission even in federal data sources. This variation
is not believed to be large, but under certain circum-
stances, some variation could affect the detailed
ranking of any given state by a few levels.

Third, although the new measures are based on the
concept of charitable contributions relative to the
capacity to give, they do not directly measure generos-
ity as a personal attribute. Instead, they measure the
level of charitable giving, which is one expression of
generosity. People also may be generous in other ways,
such as cash gifts to relatives or donations of goods or
services. This report finds that there was a decline in
the share of charitable contributions among Massachu-
setts residents relative to their income between 2000
and 2002. This is not thought to show that the intrinsic
generosity of the residents of Massachusetts fell
substantially in a two-year period, but rather that the
expression of that generosity in the form of charitable
giving did fall. What is true for the residents of Massa-
chusetts holds for the residents of other states as well.
Fluctuations from year to year reflect fluctuations in
one expression of generosity, rather than the intrinsic
generosity of the residents of each state.

Fourth, the new measures do not reflect the variation
of contributions and the variation of income within
each state. There are a number of very generous resi-
dents in every state and at every level of income. There
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are also some ungenerous residents in every state and
at every level of income. The new measures focus on
the residents of each state as a group, and neglects the
variations of giving and of income within the state.
States that score high on these measures still have
some residents that are not very generous; and states
that are low on these measures still have some resi-
dents that are very generous. It is unfair, therefore, to
use any single index, including any of these measures,
to rank every resident of any given state as relatively
generous or relatively tightfisted.

Fifth, there are many psychological, social, and
economic factors that influence giving and that define
capacity to give, which have yet to be measured.
Examples include values and attitudes, frequency of
attendance at religious services, health status, marital
status, employment status, life cycle status, household
composition, educational attainment, and wealth as
well as income. The new method of measurement, like
the Generosity Index, neglects all of these factors,
which do affect charitable giving and which vary from
state to state. Were they properly taken into account, it
would generally affect each state’s rank if states could
be ranked at all. Since it neglects these factors, this
measurement can at most describe very roughly the
position of the residents of each state with respect to
charitable giving relative to income.

An array of factors including the number of house-
holds, income, taxes, cost of living index, and charita-
ble giving constitute a profile of giving in relation to
income for each state. The tables include the Center on
Wealth and Philanthropy’s alternative measure of the
share of giving relative to the share of income. In
general, the state’s share of total national charitable
contributions follows roughly the same pattern as its
share of their after-tax income. Adjusting for the cost of
living modifies the shares of income in terms of
purchasing power in several states, including Massa-
chusetts. Many of the differences between states are
small. As indicated in the above point, it is thought to
be inappropriate to conclude from small differences
that the residents of the affected states are more or less
generous (especially when measured only by charita-
ble giving) than each other.

The cost of living in Massachusetts is higher than in
most other states. In particular, the analysis of compo-
nents of cost of living by after-tax income shows a
pattern of high cost of housing, education, and health
care that affects middle and upper-middle income
residents of Massachusetts more than their peers in
most other states, and affects the levels of their
charitable contributions accordingly.

Moreover, the residents of Massachusetts and other
New England states donate lower than average propor-
tions of their total charitable contributions to religion,
and greater than average proportions to secular organi-
zations. Residents of Southern states exhibit the reverse
pattern: a lower cost of living, greater than average
proportions of total contributions to religion, and
smaller than average proportions to secular causes.

A New Approach to Promoting
Philanthropy

The myth of a valid ‘generosity index’ that can be used
to rank residents of each state on the basis of their
charitable giving should be laid to rest. Not only is it
methodologically flawed, but it is often used as justifi-
cation for chiding people into greater charitable giving.
Those who use the scolding model of fundraising
approach donors, implicitly or explicitly, with some
version of the following set of edicts that are cajoling,
guilt-based, admonishing, or demanding;:

B You are not giving the right amount,

B At the right time,

m To the right causes,

B In the right ways.

By extension, it is important that the new indices
developed by the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy
are not used in conjunction with the scolding model in
the states and regions that would rank near the bottom

in a narrow and too-literal interpretation of these
indices.
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Instead, a more emotionally persuasive and effective
approach can be used as the basis of philanthropic
growth. It is known that each state has segments of its
population who contribute large amounts to charity,
and segments who contribute small amounts. Rather
than relying on a scolding model to change this
dynamic, energy should be focused on developing and
implementing practical programs to generate generosity.

The inclination model attends to the needs, motives,
and predilections of donors, helping them use their
financial resources to accomplish a socially positive
outcome on behalf of themselves and others. Instead of
imposing obligation, it elicits charitable giving by
working with donors in an atmosphere of liberty and
inspiration. Instead of stipulating a series of directives,
the inclination model poses a series of questions:

® What is important to do as an act of caring
for others?

® What can you do better through philanthropy than
through government or commerce? and

® What enables you to identify with the fate of others,
express gratitude for your own good fortune, and
achieve deeper personal happiness, effectiveness
and significance, for yourself and others, at the
same time?

In the end, this research —based on an unbiased
scientific assessment— will provide the philanthropic
community with the information it needs to achieve a
deeper, more nuanced understanding of individual
charitable giving and of the patterns of giving that
characterize a particular region. For organizations in
the nonprofit sector, having access to accurate informa-
tion and analysis like this can help them develop truly
effective strategies for fundraising, as they weather
challenging fiscal shifts and changing times. Individual
donors can be encouraged to use their resources to
make charitable gifts that are both effective and signifi-
cant, benefiting the donor and the community alike.

Understanding

Boston



Analysis

This report presents the results of the first year of work
of the study, Geography and Generosity: Boston and Beyond.
The work focused on an analysis of data for two specific
years: 2000 and 2002. The year 2000 was chosen because,
by happenstance, there exist many sources of data on
charitable giving for that year. The year 2002 was chosen
because the most recently released Generosity Index (for
2004) is based on data for 2002.

Table 1 summarizes charitable giving and income for
the residents of Massachusetts in 2000 and 2002. In
each category, it lists aggregate amounts and those
amounts as a percentage or share of the corresponding
national total.

The table indicates that Massachusetts contained about
2.56 million households in 2000, 2.4% of the total
number of households in the country. These house-
holds contributed $4.75 billion to charitable causes in
2000, or an average of $1,852 per household. These
contributions constituted 2.8% of all household charita-
ble contributions in the country.

As a group, the residents of Massachusetts earned
$196.1 billion in gross income, including interest, divi-
dends, rents, and capital gains in 2000. This gross
household income was 2.9% of the national aggregate

of all household income in 2000, and averaged $76,460
per household. If subtractions of the federal, state, and
local income taxes, Federal Insurance Contributions
Act, required retirement withholding, Medicare contri-
butions, property taxes, and sales taxes are made, the
residents of Massachusetts had remaining disposable
income of $131.2 billion in 2000.

The average after-tax income of Massachusetts resi-
dents in 2000 was $51,148 or 2.7% of the corresponding
after-tax income for the nation. If the after-tax income
is adjusted for cost of living based on the Missouri
Economic Research and Information Center (MERIC)
cost of living index for states, the purchasing power of
Massachusetts income is reduced to $106.9 billion in
aggregate in 2000. This is an average of $41,659 per
household, or 2.2% of the national aggregate after-tax
income adjusted for cost of living.

In 2002, even though there were 68,000 more house-
holds in Massachusetts than in 2000, Massachusetts
residents contributed $770,000 less to charity. Never-
theless, they contributed nearly $4 billion to charitable
causes in this year.

The period between 2000 and 2002 was characterized
by a declining stock market, recessionary growth in

TABLE 1

Charitahle Contributions and Income of Massachusetts Households for 2000 and 2002

Characteristic

Number of Households (HH)

Aggregate Charitable Contributions

Average Contribution Per HH

Aggregate Gross Income

Average Gross Income Per HH

Aggregate After-Tax Income

Average After-Tax Income Per HH

Aggregate After-Tax Income Adjusted for Cost of Living
Average After-Tax Income Adjusted for Cost of Living Per HH

Year 2000 Year 2002

Amount Share Amount Share
2.565 million 2.4% 2.633 million 2.4%
$4.751 billion 2.8% $3.980 billion 2.3%
$1,852 - $1,512 -
$196.1 billion 2.9% $180.2 billion 2.7%
$76,460 - $68,428 -
$131.2 billion 2.7% $127.3 billion 2.6%
$51,148 - $48,361 -
$106.9 billion 2.2% $107.3 billion 2.2%
$41,659 - $40,760 -

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy at Boston College.
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gross national product, and stagnating or declining
income. Massachusetts residents saw their gross
income fall by nearly $16 billion, their after-tax income
fall by nearly $4 billion, and their after-tax income
adjusted for cost of living remain nearly unchanged
between 2000 and 2002; and these figures are not
adjusted for inflation. The national totals were simi-
larly affected, but in general by lesser amounts. Conse-
quently the share of charitable contributions in
Massachusetts fell from 2.8% to 2.3% of the national
total, gross income fell from 2.9% to 2.7% of the
national total, and after-tax income fell from 2.7% to
2.6% of the national total. After-tax income adjusted for
cost of living remained at 2.2%.

In the year 2000, the national average charitable contri-
bution was $1,575 per household, and the total
national charitable contributions as a percentage of
national after-tax income was 3.5%. In Massachusetts,
the average charitable contribution was $1,852 per
household, and aggregate state charitable contribu-
tions as a percentage of state after-tax income was
3.62%. As a group, the residents of Massachusetts
appeared to have been above average in their charita-
ble contributions for this year. For this same year, the
Generosity Index indicated that, as a group, the chari-
table giving of the residents of Massachusetts relative
to their income ranked near the bottom of the distribu-
tion of states, in position 44 out of 50.

By the year 2002, the national average charitable
contribution had fallen to $1,557 and the total national
charitable contributions as a percentage of national
after-tax income was still 3.5%. In Massachusetts, the
average charitable contribution had fallen to $1,512 per
household, and aggregate state charitable contribu-
tions as a percentage of after-tax state income was
3.13%. The residents of Massachusetts gave slightly
below average amounts to charity in 2002. The
Generosity Index based on 2002 IRS data placed the
residents of Massachusetts 49 out of 50 in charitable
giving relative to their income.

Although charitable giving by Massachusetts residents
fell substantially between 2000 and 2002, the Generos-
ity Index ranked Massachusetts near the bottom of the
distribution of states in both years and only 5 ranks
lower in 2002 than it had been in 2000. As seen in the
next section, the Generosity Index is methodologically
seriously flawed.

The Generosity Index

The Catalogue for Philanthropy has calculated and
published the Generosity Index annually since 1997.
The Index ranks each state according to its average
charitable deductions in relation to its average
adjusted gross income as measured by IRS data for
each state two years prior to the release of the Index.
The 2002 Generosity Index is based on IRS data for
calendar year 2000; the 2004 Generosity Index is based
on IRS data for 2002; and the 2005 Index, based on IRS
data for 2003, is expected to be published in
November.

The objective of the index is to obtain a measure of
charitable contributions for each state relative to the
personal income of each state, using income as an indi-
cator of the capacity for giving. The index, by this way
of thinking, can serve as a benchmark to assess how
the residents of each state fare against other states
regarding their charitable giving relative to their
income.

The mechanics used in calculating the Generosity
Index are relatively simple. The calculations are based
on data published by the IRS each year for federal
income tax filers two years previously in each state.
The first step consists of calculating the average
adjusted gross income of all the filers in each state. The
averages are then ordered by magnitude and assigned
arank from 1 for the highest average adjusted gross
income, to 50 for the lowest adjusted gross income.
This rank is referred to as the “Having Rank.” The
second step consists of calculating the average item-
ized charitable deduction for filers with an itemized
charitable deduction. These averages are ordered by
magnitude and assigned a “Giving Rank” from 1 for
the highest average itemized charitable deduction, to
50 for the lowest. The third step consists of calculating
a score for the “Ranks Relation” by subtracting each
state’s “Giving Rank” from its “Having Rank.” These
scores are then ordered in magnitude and assigned a
new rank, from 1 for the highest score to 50 for the
lowest score. States with identical scores are ranked
alphabetically within the tied category. The ranking of
these scores is called the “Generosity Index.”

Table 2 presents the data for the 2002 Generosity Index
as published by the Catalogue for Philanthropy on its
web site.2 The data for number of returns, adjusted

2www.catalogueforphilanthropy.org/cfp/db/ generosity.php?year=2002
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TABLE 2

2002 Generosity Index (for All 2000 Returns by State)

Number of Avg.
Adjusted Itemized Percent Itemized
Gross Number Avg. Charitable Returns w/ of Charitable
Income (AGI) of Al “Having”  Contributions Charitable Itemized  Contributions  “Giving”  Ranks Generosity
State (Thousands) Returns Actual Rank (Thousands) Contributions Returns (Actual) Rank  Relation  Index
Mississippi $39,169,986 1,173,490 $33,379 49 $992,777 220,815 19% $4,496 6 43 1
Arkansas $39,706,308 1,118,468 $35,501 45 $972,444 226,955 20% $4,285 7 38 2
South Dakota $13,232,757 355,168 $37,258 43 $231,709 48,489 14% $4,779 5 38 3
Tennessee $103,065,689 2,567,239 $40,147 37 $2,376,171 488,615 19% $4,863 4 33 4
Louisiana $69,184,376 1,874,431 $36,910 44 $1,290,675 326,452 17% $3,954 13 31 5
Alabama $72,590,665 1,904,150 $38,122 41 $2,021,578 505,351 27% $4,000 11 30 6
Oklahoma $54,835,407 1,465,161 $37,426 42 $1,464,085 371,341 25% $3,943 14 28 7
Utah $40,270,370 941,941 $42,753 27 $1,994,649 340,250 36% $5,862 2 25 8
Nebraska $33,605,214 808,912 $41,544 33 $837,477 206,328 26% $4,059 9 24 9
South Carolina $69,543,225 1,802,441 $38,583 39 $1,863,301 499,736 28% $3,729 17 22 10
Idaho $22,571,641 559,316 $40,356 35 $607,742 165,413 30% $3,674 18 17 11
Texas $417,262,859 9,051,986 $46,096 20 $8,057,247 1,620,936 18% $4,971 3 17 12
Wyoming $11,020,031 235,165 $46,861 16 $335,352 36,915 16% $9,084 1 15 13
West Virginia $25,645,088 749,931 $34,197 48 $328,552 104,858 14% $3,133 33 15 14
North Dakota $10,734,751 302,805 $35,451 46 $154,574 48,730 16% $3,172 32 14 15
Florida $348,609,376 7,498,544 $46,490 18 $7,284,784 1,772,749 24% $4,109 8 10 16
Georgia $168,486,150 3,636,926 $46,327 19 $4,680,605 1,165,412 32% $4,016 10 9 17
North Carolina $156,022,380 3,636,450 $42,905 26 $4,080,142 1,115,886 31% $3,656 19 7 18
New Mexico $23,654,721 727,743 $32,504 50 $406,460 146,844 20% $2,768 44 6 19
Missouri $108,518,673 2,564,873 $42,310 29 $2,262,789 653,632 25% $3,462 24 5 20
Kansas $53,410,078 1,222,579 $43,686 25 $1,150,105 318,326 26% $3,613 21 4 21
Montana $14,523,091 424,238 $34,233 47 $281,955 108,114 25% $2,608 46 1 22
Indiana $119,553,756 2,837,446 $42,134 31 $2,360,846 715,167 25% $3,301 30 1 23
Kentucky $66,932,911 1,747,020 $38,313 40 $1,359,554 450,849 26% $3,016 40 0 24
Alaska $13,964,092 328,747 $42,477 28 $224,908 68,099 21% $3,303 29 -1 25
Towa $54,015,960 1,351,126 $39,978 38 $1,004,537 354,833 26% $2,831 42 -4 26
California $864,644,512 14,866,950 $58,159 4 $19,705,344 4,936,368 33% $3,992 12 -8 27
Ohio $231,057,462 5,575,138 $41,444 34 $4,279,901 1,534,837 28% $2,789 43 -9 28
New York $474,336,728 8,577,496 $55,300 5 $11,764,589 2,997,943 35% $3,924 15 -10 29
Vermont $12,631,980 299,374 $42,195 30 $218,913 75,435 25% $2,902 41 -11 30
Pennsylvania $262,961,485 5,806,137 $45,290 22 $4,988,496 1,601,201 28% $3,115 34 -12 31
Maine $24,373,577 605,633 $40,245 36 $403,444 159,429 26% $2,531 49 -13 32
Washington $149,598,272 2,772,555 $53,957 8 $2,805,064 791,620 29% $3,543 22 -14 33
Connecticut $117,733,713 1,671,688 $70,428 1 $2,356,831 630,213 38% $3,740 16 -15 34
Hawaii $23,929,238 572,178 $41,821 32 $445,856 173,238 30% $2,574 47 -15 35
Illinois $302,994,176 5,786,972 $52,358 10 $5,896,843 1,737,530 30% $3,394 25 -15 36
Maryland $139,962,577 2,563,423 $54,600 7 $3,780,939 1,080,067 42% $3,501 23 -16 37
Virginia $171,060,148 3,338,199 $51,243 11 $3,820,362 1,137,412 34% $3,359 27 -16 38
Oregon $70,282,309 1,562,323 $44,986 23 $1,588,603 524,760 34% $3,027 39 -16 39
Nevada $48,858,407 953,895 $51,220 12 $942,285 281,639 30% $3,346 28 -16 40
Colorado $112,909,487 2,096,280 $53,862 9 $2,392,524 705,208 34% $3,393 26 -17 41
Delaware $18,646,960 378,169 $49,309 14 $399,200 124,232 33% $3,213 31 -17 42
Arizona $98,821,479 2,152,615 $45,908 21 $2,115,208 696,756 32% $3,036 38 -17 43
Massachusetts $202,426,170 3,109,575 $65,098 2 $3,965,265 1,096,285 35% $3,617 20 -18 44
Michigan $217,648,365 4,619,837 $47,112 15 $4,505,383 1,475,734 32% $3,053 37 -22 45
Minnesota $120,028,441 2,386,078 $50,304 13 $2,669,159 869,570 36% $3,070 36 -23 46
Wisconsin $116,346,242 2,596,868 $44,803 24 $2,152,322 839,008 32% $2,565 48 -24 47
New Jersey $253,293,576 4,067,441 $62,273 3 $4,918,897 1,590,491 39% $3,093 35 -32 48
Rhode Island $23,015,194 494,475 $46,545 17 $385,798 162,560 33% $2,373 50 -33 49
New Hampshire $34,469,347 629,189 $54,784 6 $495,702 183,604 29% $2,700 45 -39 5
United States $6,307,009,049 130,122,204 $48,470 - $136,654,153 37,678,477 29% $3,627 - - -

Source: Catalogue for Philanthropy, based on IRS data for 2000.
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gross income, charitable contributions (actually item-
ized charitable deductions), and number of itemized
returns with charitable contributions (actually the
number of returns with an itemized charitable deduc-
tion) are taken from the data for tax returns filed in
2000 from the state, as produced and published by the
Statistics of Income Division of the IRS. The Generosity
Index is calculated for each state as indicated in the
preceding paragraph. Although the table contains a
column for the number of itemized returns with a
charitable deduction as a percentage of the total
number of returns filed in each state, this information
is not used in the calculation of the Generosity Index.

The table indicates that in 2002, Mississippi was
ranked first among the 50 states on the Generosity
Index; Massachusetts was ranked 44th; and New
Hampshire was ranked 50th.

These rankings do not take into account regional vari-
ations in tax burdens, cost of living, church/temple/
mosque membership, or demographic characteristics
from one state to another. Adjustments for these kinds
of factors do have an impact on disposable income
and its allocation to charitable causes, as is shown in
subsequent sections. It should be noted that the
Generosity Index is based on adjusted gross income
for tax filers, without regional variations in the cost of
living or tax burden.

The Generosity Index is also calculated on the basis of
tax returns, rather than the number of adult persons,
families, or households. This is because the IRS data is
presented only for tax returns. Nevertheless, this poses
a problem: each tax return is counted equally with all
other tax returns in the calculation of averages. Thus,
for example, the tax returns of teenaged children filing
for a refund of withholding from a summer job count
equally with the tax returns of their parents, and
would tend to lower the average adjusted gross
income. To the extent that the proportions of such filers
differ from state to state, they will lower averages by
different amounts from one state to another, and
muddy the “Having Rank.”

A more important problem with the Generosity Index
is that the average adjusted gross income is calculated
for all tax filers, but the average charitable contribution
is calculated only for tax filers who have claimed an
itemized charitable deduction. These are different
groups of people in each state. It is not clear from the

IRS data what the average adjusted gross income is for
returns with an itemized charitable deduction. Thus
the index does not compare the average adjusted gross
income of all filers with an estimate of their charitable
giving, nor does it compare the average adjusted gross
income of just the filers who have an itemized charita-
ble deduction with an estimate of their giving. Instead,
there is a comparison of differently defined groups.

The IRS does publish its data for different classifica-
tions of adjusted gross income in each state. The Cata-
logue for Philanthropy calculates the Generosity Index
for returns within categories. The categories are not
adjusted for differences in regional cost of living and
tax. The returns in any given category do not represent
the same after-tax purchasing power from one state to
another. In this sense, the returns within each category
are not comparable.

In addition to this problem, within each adjusted gross
income category there is the same type of disconnect
between average adjusted gross income and average
itemized charitable contribution. This disconnect is
especially strong among filers with low adjusted gross
income where few filers itemize their returns. But even
among the highest category ($200,000 or more), the
proportion of filers with itemized charitable deduc-
tions varies from 60% in Wyoming to 96% in
Minnesota, and the disconnect problem remains an
issue even among states in the high-income category.

The difference among states in the proportion of
returns with itemized charitable deductions poses
another problem in interpreting the results and in
applying those results to all the residents in a state.
From Table 2 one can see that in 2000 these proportions
varied from 14% each for South Dakota and West
Virginia, to 42% for Maryland. In general, there is a
trend for low-income states to have small proportions
of itemized returns, and high-income states to have
high proportions. The charitable contributions made
by the non-itemizing filers in any state is not known,
and the proportion of non-itemizing filers varies from
state to state. Moreover, it isn’t known if filers in states
with high housing mortgage costs, high medical costs,
and high tax burdens may be itemizing not so much to
deduct their charitable contributions (which may be
modest), as much as to deduct these other high-cost
expenditures. To the extent that the charitable contri-
butions of such filers are modest, they will lower the
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TABLE 3

2004 Generosity Index (for All 2002 Returns by State)

Ad?l‘Jlsgt.ed Number of Itemized Percentage
Gross Number Avg. Charitable Itemized Charitable of Returns
Income (AGI) of Al “Having”  Contributions Charitable Contribution ~ “Giving” Ranks with  Generosity
State (Thousands) Returns Actual Rank (Thousands) Returns (Actual) Rank Relation ICDs Index
Mississippi $39,276,788 1,163,632 $33,754 50 $1,080,565 240,993 $4,484 5 45 20.7% 1
Arkansas $39,715,629 1,119,779 $35,467 47 $1,032,965 240,033 $4,303 6 41 21.4% 2
Oklahoma $54,424,386 1,467,056 $37,098 43 $1,612,434 391,670 $4,117 8 35 26.7% 3
Louisiana $69,727,266 1,879,337 $37,102 42 $1,420,335 360,480 $3,940 10 32 19.2% 4
Alabama $72,426,176 1,882,572 $38,472 38 $2,190,609 529,601 $4,136 7 31 28.1% 5
Tennessee $101,500,024 2,552,002 $39,773 34 $2,572,904 529,810 $4,856 3 31 20.8% 6
South Dakota $12,779,534 355,903 $35,907 44 $202,398 54,026 $3,746 14 30 15.2% 7
Utah $39,423,340 960,559 $41,042 31 $2,025,736 362,027 $5,596 2 29 37.7% 8
South Carolina $68,445,936 1,795,379 $38,123 40 $2,051,163 535,617 $3,830 12 28 29.8% 9
Idaho $21,442,787 569,742 $37,636 41 $597,676 176,870 $3,379 20 21 31.0% 10
Wyoming $10,475,902 239,081 $43,817 21 $256,727 40,389 $6,356 1 20 16.9% 11
Texas $401,751,780 9,225,845 $43,546 23 $8,333,066 1,835,627 $4,540 4 19 19.9% 12
West Virginia $26,136,779 748,020 $34,941 48 $353,656 113,565 $3,114 31 17 15.2% 13
Nebraska $31,906,769 803,528 $39,708 35 $759,636 222,048 $3,421 19 16 27.6% 14
North Dakota $10,733,301 301,040 $35,654 46 $161,253 51,618 $3,124 30 16 17.1% 15
North Carolina $152,403,787 3,637,647 $41,896 27 $4,311,715 1,204,607 $3,579 15 12 33.1% 16
Kansas $51,521,243 1,221,254 $42,187 25 $1,194,460 340,765 $3,505 18 7 27.9% 17
Florida $339,491,975 7,737,769 $43,875 20 $7,464,893 1,975,563 $3,779 13 7 25.5% 18
Georgia $163,998,240 3,660,481 $44,802 17 $5,025,901 1,276,491 $3,937 11 6 34.9% 19
Kentucky $66,574,767 1,742,319 $38,210 39 $1,470,536 478,716 $3,072 33 6 27.5% 20
Montana $14,508,848 429,570 $33,775 49 $325,734 115,746 $2,814 43 6 26.9% 21
Missouri $105,860,068 2,559,015 $41,368 29 $2,326,377 707,328 $3,289 24 5 27.6% 22
New Mexico $28,889,078 804,851 $35,894 45 $535,699 184,601 $2,902 40 5 22.9% 23
Alaska $14,315,881 335,663 $42,650 24 $241,169 71,667 $3,365 21 3 21.4% 24
Indiana $117,164,165 2,819,025 $41,562 28 $2,427,814 766,316 $3,168 29 -1 27.2% 25
New York $454,581,808 8,613,811 $52,774 5 $12,436,008 3,113,999 $3,994 9 -4 36.2% 26
Towa $52,588,982 1,326,994 $39,630 36 $1,064,719 381,979 $2,787 44 -8 28.8% 27
Ohio $224,730,731 5,476,906 $41,032 32 $4,551,169 1,610,682 $2,826 42 -10 29.4% 28
California $773,757,798 15,088,701 $51,281 6 $18,366,448 5,234,659 $3,509 17 -11 34.7% 29
Maryland $139,952,530 2,589,664 $54,043 4 $4,116,078 1,152,864 $3,570 16 -12 44.5% 30
Illinois $284,862,974 5,736,078 $49,662 10 $6,202,302 1,845,432 $3,361 22 -12 32.2% 31
Maine $23,937,245 613,485 $39,018 37 $380,972 170,970 $2,228 50 -13 27.9% 32
Delaware $18,547,348 384,072 $48,291 13 $424,940 130,774 $3,249 27 -14 34.0% 33
Washington $136,898,218 2,792,618 $49,021 11 $2,760,209 839,834 $3,287 25 -14 30.1% 34
Vermont $12,213,742 301,531 $40,506 33 $188,394 79,891 $2,358 47 -14 26.5% 35
Oregon $66,243,037 1,572,789 $42,118 26 $1,596,034 556,615 $2,867 41 -15 35.4% 36
Hawaii $24,160,873 584,605 $41,329 30 $491,150 176,830 $2,778 45 -15 30.2% 37
Virginia $172,802,273 3,392,047 $50,943 7 $4,097,753 1,225,645 $3,343 23 -16 36.1% 38
Arizona $97,085,990 2,220,325 $43,726 22 $2,253,139 767,174 $2,937 38 -16 34.6% 39
Nevada $48,235,748 1,004,398 $48,025 14 $992,927 319,650 $3,106 32 -18 31.8% 40
Pennsylvania $254,140,528 5,777,043 $43,991 18 $5,069,866 1,684,729 $3,009 36 -18 29.2% 41
Michigan $205,569,466 4,555,320 $45,127 16 $4,649,230 1,539,839 $3,019 35 -19 33.8% 42
Colorado $103,649,900 2,082,241 $49,778 8 $2,405,550 752,743 $3,196 28 -20 36.2% 43
Connecticut $107,637,662 1,663,015 $64,724 1 $2,177,039 663,832 $3,280 26 -25 39.9% 44
Minnesota $116,040,244 2,380,987 $48,736 12 $2,697,057 913,172 $2,954 37 -25 38.4% 45
Wisconsin $113,637,876 2,584,251 $43,973 19 $2,168,776 881,990 $2,459 46 -27 34.1% 46
New Jersey $240,924,251 4,072,512 $59,159 2 $5,083,211 1,682,022 $3,022 34 -32 41.3% 47
Rhode Island $22,881,097 498,227 $45,925 15 $392,683 171,067 $2,295 49 -34 34.3% 48
Massachusetts $174,588,374 3,075,666 $56,764 3 $3,345,883 1,142,584 $2,928 39 -36 37.1% 49
New Hampshire $31,498,470 633,516 $49,720 9 $462,817 200,205 $2,312 48 -39 31.6% 50
United States $5,956,061,614 129,031,871 $46,160 - $138,349,775 40,045,355 $3,455 - - 31.0% -

Source: Catalogue for Philanthropy, based on IRS data for 2002.
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average charitable deduction in those states —muddy-
ing the meaning of average deductions from one state
to another. In this way, the differences in the propor-
tions of filers who itemize further cloud the meaning of
average charitable deductions as an indicator of chari-
table giving by the residents in the state.

The most problematic issue with the Generosity Index
is a serious methodological flaw in the calculation of
the index. For one thing, the ranking of averages
ignores much of the information contained within the
averages, such as the degree of difference between any
two states on income and charitable giving. More
importantly, when the Generosity Index subtracts the
giving rank from the having rank, it becomes impossi-
ble for high income states ever to be ranked much
above the middle, or for low income states ever to be
ranked much below the middle. This also means that
the highest income state can never achieve a top rank-
ing, and the lowest income state can never end up at
the bottom of the index.

To see how this works, consider the Massachusetts
row in Table 2. Its “Having Rank” is 2. The average
itemized contribution in Massachusetts is $3,617. Its
“Giving Rank” is 20, its “Ranks Relation” score is —18,
and its Generosity Index rank is 44.

Suppose incomes and giving remained constant in all
states, except that everyone in Massachusetts gave
three times as much, with the result that the itemized
charitable deductions in Massachusetts increased to
$10, 851. Now Massachusetts’ “Having Rank” would
still be 2, but its “Giving Rank” would be 1, and its
“Ranks Relation” score would also be 1. The “Ranks
Relation” score of every state whose “Giving Rank”
was above 20 would be reduced by 1 because its
“Giving Rank” would be reduced by 1. When the new
“Ranks Relation” score was itself ranked, the Generos-
ity Index for Massachusetts would be 23, up from its
original 44, but not number 1, even though everyone is
Massachusetts had tripled their charitable donations.

Continuing with this example, suppose incomes and
giving remained constant at their original level in all
states, except that everyone in Massachusetts gave ten
times as much, with the result that itemized charitable
deductions in Massachusetts increased to $36,170. Its
“Having Rank” would still be 2, its “Giving Rank”
would still be 1, and its Generosity Index would
remain at 23. Even if the residents of Massachusetts

gave 100 or 1,000 times more, its Generosity Index
would remain at 23 because its “Giving Rank” could
never exceed 1. This example demonstrates the bias in
the calculation of the Generosity Index against high-
income states, such as Massachusetts.

Table 3 presents the data for the 2004 Generosity Index.
It is analogous to Table 2, except the IRS data upon
which it is based are for federal tax returns filed in 2002.

The issues and problems raised with the Generosity
Index and its calculation are generic and hold with
respect to both the 2002 and 2004 index. In a broad
sense, the patterns of data in Table 3 are similar to
those in Table 2. The exact value of the Generosity
Index for any given state differs because the values

of the data differ. However, once again Massachusetts
ranks near the bottom of the distribution of states,
having fallen to position 49. Once again the calculation
of the index is biased against high-income states like
Massachusetts. In this set of data, Massachusetts could
again not rise above rank 23 in the Generosity Index,
no matter how much its residents donated to charity.

Internal Revenue Service Data

Several of the issues that have been raised concerning
the Generosity Index trace back to limitations in the
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) data. Other studies
based on this published data face similar limitations.
One problem is that average adjusted gross income
and average itemized charitable deductions refer to
different groups, which is a characteristic of the IRS
data. Another problem is that significantly different
proportions of filers itemize in different states, which is
also characteristic of the IRS data. The further problem
that the data does not include all adults, families, and
households in each state is the result of not everyone
filing a tax return.

Most of these limitations make the interpretation of
comparisons of means of adjusted gross income and
of itemized charitable deductions more difficult. The
means are somewhat ambiguous, because it is not
certain that the denominators refer to comparable
groups or, worse, it is known that they do not.

Total values are less ambiguous. Total adjusted gross
income in each state is, in fact, the total adjusted gross
income of everyone filing a federal income tax form
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from that state. Total itemized charitable contributions
are, in fact, total contributions for all filers that itemize
in the state. With respect to itemized charitable contri-
butions, however, the state differences in the propor-

tions that itemize do pose a problem of comparability.

Alternative Methodology

The Center on Wealth and Philanthropy analysis of
the limitations of both the Generosity Index and of the
IRS data led to the development of a new approach to
measuring giving relative to income —one based on
state totals as shares of national totals. By estimating
the total income and total charitable contributions for
each state, it is possible to then calculate the share of
total income in each state and the share of total contri-
butions made by the residents in each state. A ratio of
the share of contributions to the share of income indi-
cates how the giving of all the residents in a state is
related to their income.

The alternative methodology, like all other indices of
giving, suffers shortcomings of one sort or another
because no single measure can capture the complexity
of giving and the psychological, social, and economic
forces motivating it. Measuring giving relative to
income is even more complex.

The alternative methodology, however, produces a
measurement that does have some positive properties:

B It encompasses all the residents of each state;

B It is not biased with respect to high-income or low-
income states; and

B Itis comprehensive, since it is based on total
incomes and total contributions within each state.

Income

There is no one universal concept of income. Rather,
there are gray areas of what should be included or
excluded from the definition of income. One of these
gray areas involves employers’ contributions to Social
Security and other programs that benefit their employ-
ees. The Bureau of Economic Analysis includes these
benefits in its definition of personal income, while the
Bureau of Labor Statistics excludes them from its defi-
nition of money income.

This analysis uses only monetary income supple-
mented by capital gains as its definition of gross
money income. This decision was made in order to
approximate the amount of funds that could poten-
tially be allocated to charity by individuals and house-
holds. Therefore, items like employers’ contributions
to retirement and health insurance programs were
excluded from this definition of income.

In measuring this income by state for any given year,
the Current Population Survey (CPS) total household
income was used and summed up for all households
in the state. The CPS includes wages and salaries, self-
employment income, unemployment compensation,
worker’s compensation and disability, interest, divi-
dends, rents, royalties, trusts, Social Security, retire-
ment income, SSI, public assistance and welfare,
veteran’s benefits, survivor’s income, income from
financial assistance, educational stipends, and other
miscellaneous sources of income. The CPS does not
include income from realized net capital gains. There-
fore, net realized capital gains from IRS returns were
used to augment the CPS money income estimates for
each state. It should be noted that net capital gains for
persons not filing federal income tax returns have not
been captured, but this is thought to be a small amount
per state. The CPS does not include employers” contri-
butions to programs that benefit their employees,
imputed rents or other estimates of the value of use of
assets, nor were they included in this measurement.

Table 4 contains information about the number of
households in each state, their CPS money income,
their net capital gains income, and their total gross
income for calendar year 2000. The table indicates that
in 2000 there were 108.29 million households nation-
ally, with CPS money income of $6.18 trillion, realized
capital gains of $582 billion, and gross income of $6.77
trillion.

In 2000, there were 2.57 million households in Massa-
chusetts with CPS money income of $166 billion, real-
ized capital gains of $30 billion, and gross money
income of $196 billion. In terms of shares, Massachu-
setts had 2.4% of all households, 2.7% of CPS money
income, 5.2% of realized capital gains, and 2.9% of
gross household income.

As a group, Massachusetts residents had a dispropor-
tionately higher share of gross income than their share
of households, which is characteristic of high-income
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TABLE 4

Households and Gross Money Income by State, 2000 (2000 Dollars)

Households CPS Money Income IRS Capital Gains Gross Money Income
Number Amount Amount Amount
State (Thousands)  Share (Millions) Share (Millions) Share (Millions) Share
Alabama 1,733 1.6% $80,134 1.3% $4,221 0.7% $84,355 1.2%
Alaska 228 0.2% $14,802 0.2% $790 0.1% $15,592 0.2%
Arizona 1,928 1.8% $105,485 1.7% $8,413 1.4% $113,898 1.7%
Arkansas 1,079 1.0% $44,455 0.7% $2,339 0.4% $46,794 0.7%
California 11,941 11.0% $767,733 12.4% $111,831 19.2% $879,564 13.0%
Colorado 1,700 1.6% $106,049 1.7% $12,780 2.2% $118,830 1.8%
Connecticut 1,353 1.2% $91,279 1.5% $14,547 2.5% $105,827 1.6%
Delaware 301 0.3% $19,182 0.3% $1,320 0.2% $20,502 0.3%
District of Columbia 255 0.2% $15,838 0.3% $2,168 0.4% $18,006 0.3%
Florida 6,545 6.0% $343,683 5.6% $42,853 7.4% $386,536 5.7%
Georgia 3,090 2.9% $170,269 2.8% $12,651 2.2% $182,920 2.7%
Hawaii 408 0.4% $25,658 0.4% $1,741 0.3% $27,399 0.4%
Idaho 498 0.5% $25,191 0.4% $2,120 0.4% $27,311 0.4%
linois 4,698 4.3% $282,725 4.6% $29,189 5.0% $311,914 4.6%
Indiana 2,428 2.2% $131,122 2.1% $6,235 1.1% $137,357 2.0%
Towa 1,164 1.1% $60,682 1.0% $3,126 0.5% $63,808 0.9%
Kansas 1,090 1.0% $57,559 0.9% $3,365 0.6% $60,925 0.9%
Kentucky 1,598 1.5% $78,440 1.3% $3,798 0.7% $82,238 1.2%
Louisiana 1,690 1.6% $72,703 1.2% $3,987 0.7% $76,690 1.1%
Maine 546 0.5% $25,884 0.4% $2,337 0.4% $28,220 0.4%
Maryland 2,086 1.9% $149,527 2.4% $11,294 1.9% $160,822 2.4%
Massachusetts 2,565 2.4% $165,771 2.7% $30,344 5.2% $196,114 2.9%
Michigan 3,849 3.6% $228,281 3.7% $13,270 2.3% $241,551 3.6%
Minnesota 1,952 1.8% $130,541 2.1% $9,403 1.6% $139,944 2.1%
Mississippi 1,099 1.0% $48,733 0.8% $1,966 0.3% $50,699 0.7%
Missouri 2,213 2.0% $125,376 2.0% $7,447 1.3% $132,823 2.0%
Montana 359 0.3% $15,724 0.3% $1,355 0.2% $17,079 0.3%
Nebraska 672 0.6% $36,368 0.6% $3,039 0.5% $39,407 0.6%
Nevada 760 0.7% $44,548 0.7% $6,730 1.2% $51,278 0.8%
New Hampshire 500 0.5% $33,324 0.5% $4,110 0.7% $37,433 0.6%
New Jersey 3,223 3.0% $221,650 3.6% $22,328 3.8% $243,978 3.6%
New Mexico 669 0.6% $28,899 0.5% $1,111 0.2% $30,010 0.4%
New York 7,308 6.7% $428,588 6.9% $51,219 8.8% $479,807 7.1%
North Carolina 3,166 2.9% $156,052 2.5% $10,236 1.8% $166,289 2.5%
North Dakota 265 0.2% $11,696 0.2% $663 0.1% $12,358 0.2%
Ohio 4,536 4.2% $246,935 4.0% $13,143 2.3% $260,078 3.8%
Oklahoma 1,363 1.3% $64,734 1.0% $3,123 0.5% $67,857 1.0%
Oregon 1,376 1.3% $79,127 1.3% $6,496 1.1% $85,624 1.3%
Pennsylvania 4,852 4.5% $273,485 4.4% $20,041 3.4% $293,527 4.3%
Rhode Island 427 0.4% $25,058 0.4% $2,098 0.4% $27,157 0.4%
South Carolina 1,577 1.5% $79,906 1.3% $4,182 0.7% $84,087 1.2%
South Dakota 303 0.3% $14,100 0.2% $1,170 0.2% $15,271 0.2%
Tennessee 2,270 2.1% $114,419 1.9% $6,907 1.2% $121,326 1.8%
Texas 7,530 7.0% $415,684 6.7% $35,288 6.1% $450,971 6.7%
Utah 731 0.7% $43,133 0.7% $2,959 0.5% $46,092 0.7%
Vermont 254 0.2% $13,697 0.2% $1,280 0.2% $14,977 0.2%
Virginia 2,741 2.5% $174,968 2.8% $12,783 2.2% $187,752 2.8%
Washington 2,330 2.2% $133,232 2.2% $16,212 2.8% $149,445 2.2%
West Virginia 744 0.7% $30,383 0.5% $1,071 0.2% $31,454 0.5%
Wisconsin 2,104 1.9% $122,652 2.0% $8,710 1.5% $131,362 1.9%
Wyoming 193 0.2% $9,302 0.2% $1,956 0.3% $11,257 0.2%
United States 108,290 100.0% $6,184,769 100.0% $581,746 100.0% $6,766,515 100.0%

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on data from the Current Population Survy and the IRS Statistics of Income
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TABLE 5

Households and Gross Money Income by State, 2002 (2002 Dollars)

Households CPS Money Income IRS Capital Gains Gross Money Income
Number Amount Amount Amount
State (Thousands)  Share (Millions) Share (Millions) Share (Millions) Share
Alabama 1,814 1.6% $90,837 1.4% $2,027 0.9% $92,864 1.4%
Alaska 226 0.2% $14,598 0.2% $309 0.1% $14,907 0.2%
Arizona 2,081 1.9% $113,745 1.8% $3,604 1.6% $117,349 1.8%
Arkansas 1,110 1.0% $50,729 0.8% $1,293 0.6% $52,022 0.8%
California 12,665 11.4% $814,457 12.6% $32,896 14.8% $847,352 12.7%
Colorado 1,774 1.6% $109,890 1.7% $5,381 2.4% $115,271 1.7%
Connecticut 1,314 1.2% $91,533 1.4% $5,130 2.3% $96,662 1.5%
Delaware 317 0.3% $19,635 0.3% $492 0.2% $20,127 0.3%
District of Columbia 284 0.3% $18,185 0.3% $776 0.4% $18,961 0.3%
Florida 6,796 6.1% $360,996 5.6% $20,596 9.3% $381,592 5.7%
Georgia 3,298 3.0% $177,041 2.7% $5,790 2.6% $182,832 2.7%
Hawaii 421 0.4% $26,403 0.4% $725 0.3% $27,127 0.4%
Idaho 489 0.4% $24,473 0.4% $825 0.4% $25,299 0.4%
linois 4,878 4.4% $277,680 4.3% $11,638 5.3% $289,318 4.3%
Indiana 2,401 2.2% $130,585 2.0% $3,077 1.4% $133,661 2.0%
Towa 1,199 1.1% $61,590 1.0% $1,362 0.6% $62,952 0.9%
Kansas 1,065 1.0% $59,513 0.9% $1,442 0.7% $60,955 0.9%
Kentucky 1,640 1.5% $83,100 1.3% $1,654 0.7% $84,755 1.3%
Louisiana 1,718 1.5% $80,029 1.2% $1,715 0.8% $81,744 1.2%
Maine 546 0.5% $26,773 0.4% $910 0.4% $27,683 0.4%
Maryland 2,087 1.9% $155,054 2.4% $3,735 1.7% $158,789 2.4%
Massachusetts 2,633 2.4% $171,611 2.7% $8,578 3.9% $180,189 2.7%
Michigan 3,947 3.5% $226,064 3.5% $4,506 2.0% $230,570 3.5%
Minnesota 2,001 1.8% $138,511 2.2% $3,609 1.6% $142,120 2.1%
Mississippi 1,082 1.0% $46,650 0.7% $958 0.4% $47,608 0.7%
Missouri 2,224 2.0% $126,604 2.0% $3,089 1.4% $129,693 1.9%
Montana 385 0.3% $16,619 0.3% $772 0.3% $17,391 0.3%
Nebraska 687 0.6% $36,915 0.6% $1,164 0.5% $38,079 0.6%
Nevada 798 0.7% $45,741 0.7% $3,541 1.6% $49,283 0.7%
New Hampshire 500 0.4% $34,734 0.5% $1,282 0.6% $36,016 0.5%
New Jersey 3,228 2.9% $233,793 3.6% $6,965 3.1% $240,758 3.6%
New Mexico 706 0.6% $33,080 0.5% $825 0.4% $33,905 0.5%
New York 7,490 6.7% $441,828 6.9% $20,259 9.1% $462,086 6.9%
North Carolina 3,305 3.0% $168,886 2.6% $4,477 2.0% $173,364 2.6%
North Dakota 269 0.2% $12,579 0.2% $284 0.1% $12,863 0.2%
Ohio 4,487 4.0% $252,483 3.9% $5,352 2.4% $257,835 3.9%
Oklahoma 1415 1.3% $67,867 1.1% $1,369 0.6% $69,236 1.0%
Oregon 1,418 1.3% $75,974 1.2% $2,698 1.2% $78,672 1.2%
Pennsylvania 4,870 4.4% $289,350 4.5% $7,185 3.2% $296,534 4.5%
Rhode Island 431 0.4% $24,836 0.4% $697 0.3% $25,533 0.4%
South Carolina 1,560 1.4% $77,410 1.2% $1,911 0.9% $79,321 1.2%
South Dakota 299 0.3% $14,097 0.2% $561 0.3% $14,658 0.2%
Tennessee 2,319 2.1% $120,449 1.9% $3,454 1.6% $123,903 1.9%
Texas 7,842 7.0% $450,720 7.0% $13,893 6.3% $464,613 7.0%
Utah 726 0.7% $41,326 0.6% $1,288 0.6% $42,614 0.6%
Vermont 264 0.2% $14,231 0.2% $549 0.2% $14,781 0.2%
Virginia 2,804 2.5% $180,015 2.8% $5,760 2.6% $185,775 2.8%
Washington 2,428 2.2% $146,883 2.3% $5,902 2.7% $152,785 2.3%
West Virginia 727 0.7% $29,985 0.5% $449 0.2% $30,434 0.5%
Wisconsin 2,207 2.0% $123,948 1.9% $3,914 1.8% $127,862 1.9%
Wyoming 204 0.2% $9,916 0.2% $987 0.4% $10,903 0.2%
United States 111,382 100.0% $6,439,951 100.0% $221,655 100.0% $6,661,605 100.0%

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on data from the Current Population Survy and the IRS Statistics of Income
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states. They had a disproportionately higher share of
CPS money income, but nearly twice as large a share
of realized capital gains.

Within the New England states, Connecticut, Massa-
chusetts, and New Hampshire all shared the distinc-
tion of having a greater share of gross household
income than their share of households. Rhode Island,
Maine, and Vermont did not.

The contents of Table 5 are analogous to those of Table
4, except they pertain to calendar year 2002. Table 5
indicates that in 2002 there were 111.38 million house-
holds nationally with CPS money income of $6.44 tril-
lion, realized capital gains of $222 billion, and gross
income of $6.66 trillion. It is noted that in the midst of
this period of economic downturn and recessionary
growth, CPS money income grew larger from its
amount in 2000, but capital gain income dropped
substantially, with the result that gross household
income fell slightly lower.

In 2002, there were 2.63 million households in Massa-
chusetts with CPS money income of $172 billion, real-
ized capital gains of $8.6 billion, and gross money
income of $180 billion. In terms of shares, Massachu-
setts had 2.4% of all households, 2.7% of CPS money
income, 3.9% of realized capital gains, and 2.7% of
gross household income. It is noted that the gross
household income fell for Massachusetts residents
from its 2000 level primarily due to a very large drop
in realized capital gains. It not only lost capital gain
income, but its share of a decreased national total
capital gain income also declined.

All the New England states had downturns in their
gross household incomes between 2000 and 2002,
although only Massachusetts, Connecticut, and New
Hampshire residents suffered a downturn in their share
of income between 2000 and 2002, due to disproportion-
ate reductions in capital gains income in those states.

Taxes and Medicare Payments

There are a variety of taxes and payments to social
programs that are paid by individuals. When calculat-
ing the total taxes paid by state, this analysis started
with taxes and payments that are usually withheld
from wage and salary income: federal income tax, state
income tax, individual payments to FICA, individual

mandatory retirement payments from government
employees, and individual Medicare contributions. In
addition to these taxes, estimates were also made for
residential property taxes and sales taxes. For all these
taxes, only payments made by individuals were
included, not payments made by businesses or
employers.

In measuring taxes, calculations have been based on
aggregated data drawn from federal sources. Federal
income tax was drawn from the IRS Statistics of
Income Division. State and local income taxes and
sales tax revenues were drawn from the Governments
Division of the Census Bureau. Social Security and
Medicare revenues were taken from earnings and
employment data published by the Social Security
Administration. Property taxes were calculated based
on data from the Current Population Survey
conducted jointly by the Bureau of the Census and
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and sales taxes were
estimated based on data from both the Governments
Division of the Bureau of the Census and the Current
Population Survey.

Since the data from the Social Security Administration
combined revenues received from both employees and
employers for both Social Security and Medicare, and
since both employers and employees paid an equal
rate, estimates were made of the employees’ contribu-
tion as half the total amounts reported for each state.

Property taxes were estimated, based on the amount
reported in the CPS, adjusted by a correction factor.
Within each state, the correction factor reflected the
proportion by which respondents in the CPS had
under- or over-reported the combination of federal
income tax, state income tax, FICA payments, and
federal retirement program contributions, as compared
with the amount of these revenues reported by govern-
ment sources.

The Census of Governments reports the total sales tax
revenues collected within each state, but the amount of
this total paid by individuals was not separately iden-
tified. The total property tax revenues collected within
each state are provided. This analysis calculates the
proportion of estimated property taxes paid by indi-
viduals as a percentage of total property tax revenues
received by each state, and used this fraction applied
to total sales tax revenues as an estimate of sales taxes
paid by individuals. An investigation of various other
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state sources of information concerning their sales tax
revenues was made, but it was found that the informa-
tion was inconsistent among the states. Consequently,
the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy used its initial
estimate for sales taxes.

Table 6 presents data concerning taxes paid by residents
in each state in calendar year 2000 by type of tax. The
last column of the table indicates that the residents of
Massachusetts paid nearly $65 billion in all taxes and
Medicare payments; this constituted 33.1% of their gross
income. Although the residents of Massachusetts consti-
tuted 2.4% of all households, their taxes constituted
3.4% of all taxes nationally. Moreover, with the excep-
tion of sales taxes, the residents of Massachusetts paid

a disproportionately large share of each type of tax.

Table 7 presents data similar to Table 6, but for 2002.
The last column of this table indicates that the resi-
dents of Massachusetts paid $53 billion in all taxes and
Medicare payments in 2002; this constituted 29.3% of
their gross income. Most of the decline in taxes came
from reduced federal and state income taxes from 2000
to 2002. Regardless of the reduction in taxes, the 2.4%
of households in Massachusetts still paid a dispropor-
tionately large 3.1% of all such taxes paid nationally. In
addition, in 2002 the residents of Massachusetts contin-
ued to pay disproportionately large shares of each type
of tax except for sales taxes.

In both 2000 and 2002, the out-of-pocket and out-of-
paycheck tax burden on the residents of Massachusetts
as a percentage of their gross income was among the
highest five states in the nation.

Three Measures of Income

In this report, three concepts and corresponding
measures of aggregate household income are
presented: gross household income, gross household
income after taxes, and gross household income after
taxes expressed in terms of purchasing power (that is,
adjusted for cost of living).

In the prior two sections, gross income and total tax
data for each state for 2000 and for 2002 were given.
In this section, calculations are made for the other two
measures of income for states: household income after
taxes, and household income after taxes adjusted for
cost of living.

Table 8 presents the data for the calculation of after-tax
household income in 2000. Gross household income in
column 4 of Table 8 is replicated from Table 4. Total
taxes in column 6 of Table 8 is replicated from Table 6.
Column 8 of Table 8 merely subtracts total taxes from
gross household income to arrive at after-tax house-
hold income. The final column of this table lists the tax
burden in terms of total taxes as a percentage of gross
household income.

Table 8 shows that in 2000, Massachusetts’” tax burden
was nearly a third of its gross income. After taxes, the
income of Massachusetts residents fell from $196
billion gross income before taxes, to $131 billion after-
tax income. Their share of national household income
fell from 2.9% for gross income, to 2.7% for after-tax
income, but this was still disproportionately larger
than their 2.4% share of households. Even after taxes,
the residents of Massachusetts enjoyed a dispropor-
tionately large amount of after-tax income, as
compared with their share of households in 2000.

Table 9 corresponds to Table 8, except that it pertains
to 2002. It indicates that the tax burden for Massachu-
setts residents fell to about 29% of their lower gross
income in 2002. This was mainly due to lower federal
and state income tax revenues, and to the progressive
nature of the federal and state income tax codes. In
Massachusetts, gross household income before taxes
was $180 billion, and $127 billion after taxes. Its share
of national income before taxes was 2.7%, and after
taxes it was 2.6%, both figures still disproportionately
higher than its 2.4% share of households.

Although the residents of Massachusetts paid a dispro-
portionately high amount of taxes, its residents as a
group retained a disproportionately high share of total
income both before and after taxes, both in 2000, a year
culminating a period of high economic growth, and in
2002, a year of economic distress.

After-tax household income adjusted for cost of living
is the third concept and measure of income considered
in this analysis. To adjust for cost of living, the meas-
urement uses the state level cost of living index
calculated by the Missouri Economic Research and
Information Center (MERIC). The MERIC index is
simply the average value of the ACCRA indices for
participating metropolitan areas within each state in a
given year. Although ACCRA is no longer an acronym,
it formerly stood for the American Chamber of
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TABLE 8

Households, After-Tax Income & Tax Burden by State, 2000 (2000 Dollars)

Households Gross Money Income Total Taxes After-Tax Income Average  Tax Burden
Number Amount Amount Amount After-Tax  (Taxes as % of

State (Thousands) ~ Share (Millions) ~ Share (Millions) ~ Share (Millions) ~ Share HH Income  Gross Income)
Alabama 1,733 1.6% $84,355 1.2% $19,108 1.0% $65,247 1.3% $37,654 22.7%
Alaska 228 0.2% $15,592 0.2% $3,335 0.2% $12,256 0.3% $53,646 21.4%
Arizona 1,928 1.8% $113,898 1.7% $25,246 1.3% $88,652 1.8% $45,991 22.2%
Arkansas 1,079 1.0% $46,794 0.7% $10,770 0.6% $36,024 0.7% $33,381 23.0%
California 11,941 11.0% $879,564  13.0% $274,724  14.5% $604,840 12.4% $50,654 31.2%
Colorado 1,700 1.6% $118,830 1.8% $33,325 1.8% $85,505 1.8% $50,297 28.0%
Connecticut 1,353 1.2% $105,827 1.6% $40,760 21% $65,067 1.3% $48,108 38.5%
Delaware 301 0.3% $20,502 0.3% $5,155 0.3% $15,347 0.3% $50,958 25.1%
District of Columbia 255 0.2% $18,006 0.3% $6,616 0.3% $11,390 0.2% $44,598 36.7%
Florida 6,545 6.0% $386,536 5.7% $97,930 52% $288,606 5.9% $44,095 25.3%
Georgia 3,090 2.9% $182,920 2.7% $48,532 2.6% $134,388 2.8% $43,484 26.5%
Hawaii 408 0.4% $27,399 0.4% $6,315 0.3% $21,084 0.4% $51,707 23.0%
Idaho 498 0.5% $27,311 0.4% $5,862 0.3% $21,449 0.4% $43,042 21.5%
linois 4,698 4.3% $311,914 4.6% $94,917 5.0% $216,997 4.5% $46,185 30.4%
Indiana 2,428 2.2% $137,357 2.0% $32,527 1.7% $104,830 2.2% $43,178 23.7%
Iowa 1,164 1.1% $63,808 0.9% $14,564 0.8% $49,244 1.0% $42,313 22.8%
Kansas 1,090 1.0% $60,925 0.9% $15,218 0.8% $45,707 0.9% $41,921 25.0%
Kentucky 1,598 1.5% $82,238 1.2% $18,663 1.0% $63,576 1.3% $39,783 22.7%
Louisiana 1,690 1.6% $76,690 1.1% $23,480 1.2% $53,210 1.1% $31,489 30.6%
Maine 546 0.5% $28,220 0.4% $7,156 0.4% $21,065 0.4% $38,607 25.4%
Maryland 2,086 1.9% $160,822 2.4% $41,928 2.2% $118,893 2.4% $56,995 26.1%
Massachusetts 2,565 2.4% $196,114 2.9% $64,925 3.4% $131,189 2.7% $51,148 33.1%
Michigan 3,849 3.6% $241,551 3.6% $65,879 3.5% $175,672 3.6% $45,641 27.3%
Minnesota 1,952 1.8% $139,944 2.1% $36,712 1.9% $103,232 2.1% $52,884 26.2%
Mississippi 1,099 1.0% $50,699 0.7% $9,265 0.5% $41,434 0.9% $37,705 18.3%
Missouri 2,213 2.0% $132,823 2.0% $29,374 1.5% $103,449 2.1% $46,749 22.1%
Montana 359 0.3% $17,079 0.3% $3,818 0.2% $13,261 0.3% $36,927 22.4%
Nebraska 672 0.6% $39,407 0.6% $9,400 0.5% $30,007 0.6% $44,657 23.9%
Nevada 760 0.7% $51,278 0.8% $13,586 0.7% $37,692 0.8% $49,598 26.5%
New Hampshire 500 0.5% $37,433 0.6% $9,306 0.5% $28,127 0.6% $56,259 24.9%
New Jersey 3,223 3.0% $243,978 3.6% $83,576 4.4% $160,403 3.3% $49,772 34.3%
New Mexico 669 0.6% $30,010 0.4% $6,770 0.4% $23,240 0.5% $34,717 22.6%
New York 7,308 6.7% $479,807 7.1% $172,615 9.1% $307,192 6.3% $42,035 36.0%
North Carolina 3,166 2.9% $166,289 2.5% $45,357 2.4% $120,932 2.5% $38,201 27.3%
North Dakota 265 0.2% $12,358 0.2% $3,006 0.2% $9,352 0.2% $35,315 24.3%
Ohio 4,536 42% $260,078 3.8% $69,796 3.7% $190,282 3.9% $41,945 26.8%
Oklahoma 1,363 1.3% $67,857 1.0% $15,078 0.8% $52,778 1.1% $38,730 22.2%
Oregon 1,376 1.3% $85,624 1.3% $21,038 1.1% $64,585 1.3% $46,927 24.6%
Pennsylvania 4,852 4.5% $293,527 4.3% $82,208 4.3% $211,319 4.3% $43,555 28.0%
Rhode Island 427 0.4% $27,157 0.4% $6,839 0.4% $20,317 0.4% $47,594 252%
South Carolina 1,577 1.5% $84,087 1.2% $18,380 1.0% $65,707 1.3% $41,668 21.9%
South Dakota 303 0.3% $15,271 0.2% $2,960 0.2% $12,311 0.3% $40,625 19.4%
Tennessee 2,270 2.1% $121,326 1.8% $25,892 1.4% $95,433 2.0% $42,043 21.3%
Texas 7,530 7.0% $450,971 6.7% $121,190 6.4% $329,782 6.8% $43,796 26.9%
Utah 731 0.7% $46,092 0.7% $11,119 0.6% $34,974 0.7% $47,829 24.1%
Vermont 254 0.2% $14,977 0.2% $3,535 0.2% $11,442 0.2% $45,054 23.6%
Virginia 2,741 2.5% $187,752 2.8% $49,689 2.6% $138,063 2.8% $50,378 26.5%
Washington 2,330 2.2% $149,445 2.2% $44,802 2.4% $104,643 2.1% $44,906 30.0%
West Virginia 744 0.7% $31,454 0.5% $6,975 0.4% $24,478 0.5% $32,919 22.2%
Wisconsin 2,104 1.9% $131,362 1.9% $35,815 1.9% $95,548 2.0% $45,403 27.3%
Wyoming 193 0.2% $11,257 0.2% $2,747 0.1% $8,510 0.2% $44,041 24.4%
United States 108,290 100.0% $6,766,515 100.0% $1,897,784 100.0% $4,868,731 100.0% $44,960 28.0%

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on data from Tables 4 and 6 of this report.

26

Understanding Boston



TABLE 9

Households, After-Tax Income & Tax Burden by State, 2002 (2002 Dollars)

Households Gross Money Income Total Taxes After-Tax Income Average  Tax Burden
Number Amount Amount Amount After-Tax  (Taxes as % of

State (Thousands) ~ Share (Millions) ~ Share (Millions) ~ Share (Millions) ~ Share HH Income  Gross Income)
Alabama 1,814 1.6% $92,864 1.4% $17,800 1.0% $75,064 1.5% $41,386 19.2%
Alaska 226 0.2% $14,907 0.2% $3,329 0.2% $11,578 0.2% $51,165 22.3%
Arizona 2,081 1.9% $117,349 1.8% $22,917 1.3% $94,432 1.9% $45,382 19.5%
Arkansas 1,110 1.0% $52,022 0.8% $10,213 0.6% $41,809 0.8% $37,675 19.6%
California 12,665 11.4% $847,352  12.7% $225,813  13.2% $621,539  12.5% $49,077 26.6%
Colorado 1,774 1.6% $115,271 1.7% $28,822 1.7% $86,448 1.7% $48,733 25.0%
Connecticut 1,314 1.2% $96,662 1.5% $35,465 2.1% $61,197 1.2% $46,577 36.7%
Delaware 317 0.3% $20,127 0.3% $4,892 0.3% $15,235 0.3% $48,086 24.3%
District of Columbia 284 0.3% $18,961 0.3% $5,931 0.3% $13,030 0.3% $45,850 31.3%
Florida 6,796 6.1% $381,592 5.7% $90,731 5.3% $290,861 5.9% $42,796 23.8%
Georgia 3,298 3.0% $182,832 2.7% $45,085 2.6% $137,746 2.8% $41,768 24.7%
Hawaii 421 0.4% $27,127 0.4% $6,212 0.4% $20,916 0.4% $49,625 22.9%
Idaho 489 0.4% $25,299 0.4% $5,582 0.3% $19,716 0.4% $40,327 22.1%
Mllinois 4,878 4.4% $289,318 4.3% $83,366 4.9% $205,953 4.2% $42,217 28.8%
Indiana 2,401 2.2% $133,661 2.0% $29,798 1.7% $103,864 2.1% $43,254 22.3%
Iowa 1,199 1.1% $62,952 0.9% $13,680 0.8% $49,271 1.0% $41,098 21.7%
Kansas 1,065 1.0% $60,955 0.9% $14,029 0.8% $46,926 0.9% $44,051 23.0%
Kentucky 1,640 1.5% $84,755 1.3% $18,123 1.1% $66,632 1.3% $40,618 21.4%
Louisiana 1,718 1.5% $81,744 1.2% $22,148 1.3% $59,596 1.2% $34,681 27.1%
Maine 546 0.5% $27,683 0.4% $6,547 0.4% $21,136 0.4% $38,732 23.6%
Maryland 2,087 1.9% $158,789 2.4% $41,179 2.4% $117,610 2.4% $56,363 25.9%
Massachusetts 2,633 2.4% $180,189 2.7% $52,843 3.1% $127,346 2.6% $48,361 29.3%
Michigan 3,947 3.5% $230,570 3.5% $58,856 3.5% $171,714 3.5% $43,501 25.5%
Minnesota 2,001 1.8% $142,120 2.1% $33,318 2.0% $108,802 2.2% $54,363 23.4%
Mississippi 1,082 1.0% $47,608 0.7% $8,814 0.5% $38,794 0.8% $35,857 18.5%
Missouri 2,224 2.0% $129,693 1.9% $26,921 1.6% $102,772 2.1% $46,200 20.8%
Montana 385 0.3% $17,391 0.3% $3,680 0.2% $13,711 0.3% $35,631 21.2%
Nebraska 687 0.6% $38,079 0.6% $8,624 0.5% $29,455 0.6% $42,876 22.6%
Nevada 798 0.7% $49,283 0.7% $12,926 0.8% $36,357 0.7% $45,532 26.2%
New Hampshire 500 0.4% $36,016 0.5% $7,873 0.5% $28,143 0.6% $56,277 21.9%
New Jersey 3,228 2.9% $240,758 3.6% $74,375 4.4% $166,383 3.4% $51,539 30.9%
New Mexico 706 0.6% $33,905 0.5% $7,580 0.4% $26,325 0.5% $37,296 22.4%
New York 7,490 6.7% $462,086 6.9% $159,562 9.4% $302,524 6.1% $40,392 34.5%
North Carolina 3,305 3.0% $173,364 2.6% $40,330 2.4% $133,034 2.7% $40,252 23.3%
North Dakota 269 0.2% $12,863 0.2% $2,797 0.2% $10,066 0.2% $37,369 21.7%
Ohio 4,487 4.0% $257,835 3.9% $65,282 3.8% $192,553 3.9% $42,910 25.3%
Oklahoma 1,415 1.3% $69,236 1.0% $14,480 0.8% $54,755 1.1% $38,707 20.9%
Oregon 1,418 1.3% $78,672 1.2% $18,867 1.1% $59,805 1.2% $42,181 24.0%
Pennsylvania 4,870 4.4% $296,534 4.5% $74,866 4.4% $221,668 4.5% $45,520 25.2%
Rhode Island 431 0.4% $25,533 0.4% $6,625 0.4% $18,908 0.4% $43,820 25.9%
South Carolina 1,560 1.4% $79,321 1.2% $16,314 1.0% $63,007 1.3% $40,401 20.6%
South Dakota 299 0.3% $14,658 0.2% $3,694 0.2% $10,964 0.2% $36,678 252%
Tennessee 2,319 2.1% $123,903 1.9% $24,408 1.4% $99,496 2.0% $42,910 19.7%
Texas 7,842 7.0% $464,613 7.0% $110,091 6.5% $354,522 7.2% $45,207 23.7%
Utah 726 0.7% $42,614 0.6% $10,337 0.6% $32,277 0.7% $44,429 24.3%
Vermont 264 0.2% $14,781 0.2% $3,494 0.2% $11,286 0.2% $42,773 23.6%
Virginia 2,804 2.5% $185,775 2.8% $47,496 2.8% $138,279 2.8% $49,311 25.6%
Washington 2,428 2.2% $152,785 2.3% $36,367 2.1% $116,419 2.3% $47,957 23.8%
West Virginia 727 0.7% $30,434 0.5% $7,076 0.4% $23,358 0.5% $32,114 23.2%
Wisconsin 2,207 2.0% $127,862 1.9% $33,650 2.0% $94,212 1.9% $42,681 26.3%
Wyoming 204 0.2% $10,903 0.2% $2,469 0.1% $8,434 0.2% $41,388 22.6%
United States 111,382 100.0% $6,661,605 100.0% $1,705,675 100.0% $4,955,930 100.0% $44,495 25.6%

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on data from Tables 5 and 7 of this report.
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Commerce Research Association. The ACCRA index for
participating metropolitan areas is referenced on the
Bureau of Labor Statistics Web page for cost of living.

ACCRA indices are calculated quarterly to compare
cost of living differences across metropolitan areas at
one point in time. They are not designed to measure
inflation. On the other hand the Consumer Price Index
for metropolitan areas is designed to measure inflation
within a metropolitan area, and not to compare cost of
living between areas. Specifically, the Consumer Price
Index is the same in all metropolitan areas in its base
year, even though the cost of living was not constant
across metropolitan areas at that time.

The ACCRA indices are geared to the cost of living

of families headed by middle and upper managers
and professionals. The 2001 Survey of Consumer
Finances, sponsored by the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve, indicates that on a national basis
households whose head or spouse were managers or
professionals (or were retired but had held such posi-
tions prior to retirement) contributed a majority (57%)
of all charitable contributions in 2000. So the index is
based on a subgroup that makes most of the charita-
ble contributions.

The ACCRA index measures cost of living, and is not
confounded with tax burdens or with charitable contri-
butions because it does not include charitable contribu-
tions or take into account differences in tax burdens.
Since the MERIC index is based on the ACCRA index,
it similarly is independent of charitable giving and of
tax burden. Since this analysis wants to adjust income
after taxes, the MERIC index is appropriate. It is noted
in passing, however, that the MERIC index could be
improved were it based on population-based weighted
averages of the ACCRA indices for the metropolitan
areas within each state, and these calculations will be
undertaken in the second year of the study.

To calculate the after-tax household income adjusted
for cost of living in each state, the after-tax household
income for each state was first divided by the decimal
form of the MERIC cost of living index for the state.
That result was then multiplied by a constant so that
the national total after-tax income was the same before
and after dividing by the index (the respective totals
after the division were within 2% of the totals before
the division, but adjusting for regional cost of living
should leave the totals unchanged). The decimal form

of the index is just the state value of the index divided
by 100 (the national average of the index in any given
time period).

Table 10 presents the data used to adjust after-tax
income for state differences in cost of living in 2000
(and Table 11 in 2002). The table indicates that the cost
of living in Massachusetts was higher than most other
states in both 2000 and 2002. In fact, the cost of living is
also higher than average in each of the New England
states in both 2000 and 2002. However the cost of
living in Massachusetts was roughly comparable to
Connecticut in both 2000 and 2002 and both these
states had higher costs of living than the other four
New England states in these years. The MERIC index
indicates that Massachusetts is high on all components
(groceries, housing, utilities, transportation, health
care, and miscellaneous) of the index, but especially
on housing and health care.

Table 10 indicates that after-tax income was $131
billion prior to adjustment for cost of living in 2000,
but had purchasing power of only $107 billion after
adjusting for cost of living. Its share of national after-
tax income fell from 2.7% before adjustment, to 2.2%
after adjustment. The 2.4% of households in Massa-
chusetts had less than their proportional amount of
income after adjusting for cost of living in 2000.

Table 11 presents analogous information to Table 10,
but for 2002. It indicates that after-tax income in
Massachusetts was $127 billion prior to adjustment
for cost of living in 2002, but again had purchasing
power of only $107 billion after adjusting for cost of
living. The state’s share of national after-tax income
fell from 2.6% to 2.2% after adjustment. Once again,
the 2.4% of households in Massachusetts had less than
their proportional amount of income after adjusting
for cost of living in 2002.

For both 2000 and 2002, after adjustment for taxes and
cost of living, the share of income of Massachusetts
residents fell below their share of households. Resi-
dents of Massachusetts have to struggle to maintain

a reasonable standard of living even before they
contribute to charitable causes. Even the well-to-do
citizens of the state have to pay a larger tax burden
and spend more to maintain their standard of living
in Massachusetts than they would were they living

in most southern states.
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TABLE 10

Households & After-Tax Income Adjusted for Cost of Living by State, 2000 (2000 Dollars)

Households After-Tax Income After-Tax Income Adjusted
Number Amount MERIC for Cost of Living
State (Thousands)  Share (Millions) Share Index Amount (Millions) Share
Alabama 1,733 1.6% $65,247 1.3% 94.5 $71,768 1.5%
Alaska 228 0.2% $12,256 0.3% 125.3 $10,171 0.2%
Arizona 1,928 1.8% $88,652 1.8% 103.6 $88,994 1.8%
Arkansas 1,079 1.0% $36,024 0.7% 91.1 $41,106 0.8%
California 11,941 11.0% $604,840 12.4% 115.5 $544,540 11.2%
Colorado 1,700 1.6% $85,505 1.8% 104.1 $85,393 1.8%
Connecticut 1,353 1.2% $65,067 1.3% 122.6 $55,202 1.1%
Delaware 301 0.3% $15,347 0.3% 108.3 $14,738 0.3%
District of Columbia 255 0.2% $11,390 0.2% 112.9 $10,489 0.2%
Florida 6,545 6.0% $288,606 5.9% 100.7 $298,020 6.1%
Georgia 3,090 2.9% $134,388 2.8% 96.4 $144,907 3.0%
Hawaii 408 0.4% $21,084 0.4% 134.3 $16,319 0.3%
Idaho 498 0.5% $21,449 0.4% 97.9 $22,774 0.5%
linois 4,698 4.3% $216,997 4.5% 101.0 $223,437 4.6%
Indiana 2,428 2.2% $104,830 2.2% 95.5 $114,186 2.3%
Towa 1,164 1.1% $49,244 1.0% 96.9 $52,812 1.1%
Kansas 1,090 1.0% $45,707 0.9% 97.1 $48,929 1.0%
Kentucky 1,598 1.5% $63,576 1.3% 94.8 $69,710 1.4%
Louisiana 1,690 1.6% $53,210 1.1% 98.2 $56,310 1.2%
Maine 546 0.5% $21,065 0.4% 104.9 $20,871 0.4%
Maryland 2,086 1.9% $118,893 2.4% 97.2 $127,239 2.6%
Massachusetts 2,565 2.4% $131,189 2.7% 127.7 $106,852 2.2%
Michigan 3,849 3.6% $175,672 3.6% 104.5 $174,864 3.6%
Minnesota 1,952 1.8% $103,232 2.1% 103.9 $103,319 2.1%
Mississippi 1,099 1.0% $41,434 0.9% 93.8 $45,911 0.9%
Missouri 2,213 2.0% $103,449 2.1% 93.6 $114,873 2.4%
Montana 359 0.3% $13,261 0.3% 101.3 $13,613 0.3%
Nebraska 672 0.6% $30,007 0.6% 95.5 $32,677 0.7%
Nevada 760 0.7% $37,692 0.8% 108.4 $36,143 0.7%
New Hampshire 500 0.5% $28,127 0.6% 104.9 $27,869 0.6%
New Jersey 3,223 3.0% $160,403 3.3% 139.0 $119,978 2.5%
New Mexico 669 0.6% $23,240 0.5% 100.8 $23,968 0.5%
New York 7,308 6.7% $307,192 6.3% 117.4 $272,165 5.6%
North Carolina 3,166 2.9% $120,932 2.5% 99.9 $125,864 2.6%
North Dakota 265 0.2% $9,352 0.2% 95.9 $10,143 0.2%
Ohio 4,536 4.2% $190,282 3.9% 98.8 $200,263 4.1%
Oklahoma 1,363 1.3% $52,778 1.1% 92.2 $59,522 1.2%
Oregon 1,376 1.3% $64,585 1.3% 105.7 $63,558 1.3%
Pennsylvania 4,852 4.5% $211,319 4.3% 103.8 $211,593 4.3%
Rhode Island 427 0.4% $20,317 0.4% 122.6 $17,237 0.4%
South Carolina 1,577 1.5% $65,707 1.3% 99.2 $68,878 1.4%
South Dakota 303 0.3% $12,311 0.3% 98.8 $12,952 0.3%
Tennessee 2,270 2.1% $95,433 2.0% 93.5 $106,080 2.2%
Texas 7,530 7.0% $329,782 6.8% 93.3 $367,396 7.5%
Utah 731 0.7% $34,974 0.7% 97.6 $37,253 0.8%
Vermont 254 0.2% $11,442 0.2% 108.0 $11,014 0.2%
Virginia 2,741 2.5% $138,063 2.8% 98.9 $145,176 3.0%
Washington 2,330 2.2% $104,643 2.1% 102.5 $106,117 2.2%
West Virginia 744 0.7% $24,478 0.5% 94.8 $26,860 0.6%
Wisconsin 2,104 1.9% $95,548 2.0% 99.5 $99,870 2.1%
Wyoming 193 0.2% $8,510 0.2% 100.5 $8,808 0.2%
United States 108,290 100.0% $4,868,731 100.0% $4,868,731 100.0%

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on data from Table 8 and the Missouri Economic Research and Information Center.
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TABLE 11

Households & After-Tax Income Adjusted for Cost of Living by State, 2002 (2002 Dollars)

Households After-Tax Income After-Tax Income Adjusted
Number Amount MERIC for Cost of Living
State (Thousands)  Share (Millions) Share Index Amount (Millions) Share
Alabama 1,814 1.6% $75,064 1.5% 93.5 $84,649 1.7%
Alaska 226 0.2% $11,578 0.2% 128.6 $9,493 0.2%
Arizona 2,081 1.9% $94,432 1.9% 103.1 $96,575 1.9%
Arkansas 1,110 1.0% $41,809 0.8% 87.2 $50,554 1.0%
California 12,665 11.4% $621,539 12.5% 146.1 $448,560 9.1%
Colorado 1,774 1.6% $86,448 1.7% 102.1 $89,276 1.8%
Connecticut 1,314 1.2% $61,197 1.2% 129.2 $49,943 1.0%
Delaware 317 0.3% $15,235 0.3% 100.9 $15,921 0.3%
District of Columbia 284 0.3% $13,030 0.3% 134.1 $10,245 0.2%
Florida 6,796 6.1% $290,861 5.9% 100 $306,682 6.2%
Georgia 3,298 3.0% $137,746 2.8% 92.1 $157,697 3.2%
Hawaii 421 0.4% $20,916 0.4% 168.1 $13,119 0.3%
Idaho 489 0.4% $19,716 0.4% 94.3 $22,045 0.4%
linois 4,878 4.4% $205,953 4.2% 100.5 $216,074 4.4%
Indiana 2,401 2.2% $103,864 2.1% 93.3 $117,378 2.4%
Towa 1,199 1.1% $49,271 1.0% 94.3 $55,092 1.1%
Kansas 1,065 1.0% $46,926 0.9% 92.4 $53,548 1.1%
Kentucky 1,640 1.5% $66,632 1.3% 92.3 $76,117 1.5%
Louisiana 1,718 1.5% $59,596 1.2% 95.3 $65,937 1.3%
Maine 546 0.5% $21,136 0.4% 116.8 $19,080 0.4%
Maryland 2,087 1.9% $117,610 2.4% 137.8 $89,990 1.8%
Massachusetts 2,633 2.4% $127,346 2.6% 125.1 $107,333 2.2%
Michigan 3,947 3.5% $171,714 3.5% 96.8 $187,039 3.8%
Minnesota 2,001 1.8% $108,802 2.2% 103.3 $111,055 2.2%
Mississippi 1,082 1.0% $38,794 0.8% 92 $44,460 0.9%
Missouri 2,224 2.0% $102,772 2.1% 92.7 $116,896 2.4%
Montana 385 0.3% $13,711 0.3% 98.6 $14,662 0.3%
Nebraska 687 0.6% $29,455 0.6% 93.9 $33,074 0.7%
Nevada 798 0.7% $36,357 0.7% 105.6 $36,301 0.7%
New Hampshire 500 0.4% $28,143 0.6% 116.8 $25,406 0.5%
New Jersey 3,228 2.9% $166,383 3.4% 132.6 $132,302 2.7%
New Mexico 706 0.6% $26,325 0.5% 101.9 $27,240 0.5%
New York 7,490 6.7% $302,524 6.1% 119.3 $267,376 5.4%
North Carolina 3,305 3.0% $133,034 2.7% 95.9 $146,267 3.0%
North Dakota 269 0.2% $10,066 0.2% 93.1 $11,400 0.2%
Ohio 4,487 4.0% $192,553 3.9% 95.4 $212,816 4.3%
Oklahoma 1415 1.3% $54,755 1.1% 89.2 $64,724 1.3%
Oregon 1,418 1.3% $59,805 1.2% 109.4 $57,640 1.2%
Pennsylvania 4,870 4.4% $221,668 4.5% 100.3 $233,026 4.7%
Rhode Island 431 0.4% $18,908 0.4% 128.1 $15,563 0.3%
South Carolina 1,560 1.4% $63,007 1.3% 96.3 $68,987 1.4%
South Dakota 299 0.3% $10,964 0.2% 96 $12,042 0.2%
Tennessee 2,319 2.1% $99,496 2.0% 89.6 $117,084 2.4%
Texas 7,842 7.0% $354,522 7.2% 90.1 $414,878 8.4%
Utah 726 0.7% $32,277 0.7% 90.3 $37,689 0.8%
Vermont 264 0.2% $11,286 0.2% 116.8 $10,189 0.2%
Virginia 2,804 2.5% $138,279 2.8% 99.9 $145,947 2.9%
Washington 2,428 2.2% $116,419 2.3% 103.3 $118,830 2.4%
West Virginia 727 0.7% $23,358 0.5% 91.4 $26,946 0.5%
Wisconsin 2,207 2.0% $94,212 1.9% 97.4 $101,988 2.1%
Wyoming 204 0.2% $8,434 0.2% 101.1 $8,796 0.2%
United States 111,382 100.0% $4,955,930 100.0% $4,955,930 100.0%

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on data from Table 9 and the Missouri Economic Research and Information Center.
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Comparison of Measures

Table 12 compares the three income measures for each
state in 2000, and Table 13 those for 2002. These tables
copy the incomes and the shares of their respective
national totals from the prior tables in which they
were calculated.

Tables 12 and 13 indicate that the share of after-tax
household income of the most populous northeastern
states, including Massachusetts and Connecticut, is
smaller than their share of gross household income
because these states have relatively large tax burdens.
In contrast, the share of after-tax income of most south-
ern states, including Florida and Texas, is larger than
their share of gross income because they have relatively
small tax burdens. Moreover, the cost of living is higher
in all states in the northeast as compared with the
south. Consequently, the share of after-tax income
adjusted for cost of living is relatively higher in north-
eastern states than is their share of after-tax income.
The reverse is true among southern states. Their share
of after-tax income adjusted for cost of living is rela-
tively smaller than their share of after-tax income. Thus,
this analysis finds that the tax burden and the cost of
living do affect aggregate income in expected ways that
are reflected in their respective shares of income on
each of the three measures presented for each state.

Charitable Contributions

There are no data sources for total charitable contribu-
tions made by all the residents of each state. Therefore,
the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy constructed its
own estimates, based on federal income tax data from
the IRS and on data from the Center on Philanthropy
Panel Study (COPPS) module from the Panel Study of
Income Dynamics (PSID), conducted since 1977 by the
Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan.
In each state, the total amounts of charitable deduc-
tions from filers who itemized their returns were
used, and estimates of the charitable contributions for
households that did not itemize were based primarily
on COPPS data.

The Statistics of Income Division of the IRS publishes
the aggregate amount of charitable deductions for
those who itemize their tax returns in each state. These
itemized deductions capture most large charitable

deductions, except for large contributions that are
above the itemization cap. This methodology used the
total amounts of charitable deductions for itemized tax
returns as one component in its estimate of household
charitable contributions in each state.

The second component of the estimate for this analysis
consists of charitable contributions for households that
do not file an itemized tax return. To estimate this
amount in each state, the Center on Wealth and Philan-
thropy adapted a procedure it developed and periodi-
cally uses to estimate the national amount contributed
to charity by households that do not file an itemized
tax return. The Center on Wealth and Philanthropy
provides these estimates to Giving USA, published by
AAFRC Trust and housed at the Center on Philan-
thropy at Indiana University.

In its national methodology, the Center on Wealth

and Philanthroy first estimates the average charitable
contribution for the subset of households that do not
file an itemized federal income tax return, based on the
COPPS data. Nationally, this average is projected to

an estimate of the total charitable contributions for
non-itemizing households by multiplying the average
contribution, times the number of non-itemizing
households as estimated from the Current Population
Survey and the IRS data for the year in question.

For state estimates, the COPPS data does not have a
sufficiently large sample to provide estimates for each
state. Therefore the averages are estimated within each
census division (New England being one division) and
the division estimates are adjusted for variations in
household income and marital status in each state
within the division. This provided an estimate of the
average charitable contribution per household within
each state. Based on the CPS and IRS data, estimates
were made of the number of households in each state
that filed an itemized return and the number that did
not file an itemized return (which includes households
that filed no return at all). The estimate of the average
contribution made by each non-itemizing household
in each state was multiplied by the estimate of the
number of non-itemizing households in each state to
develop an estimate of the aggregate charitable contri-
butions made by all non-itemizing households within
the state.

The total charitable contributions in each state was
estimated as the sum of the itemized charitable deduc-
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Adjusted for Cost of Living, by State, 2000 (2000 Dollars)

TABLE 12
Households, Gross Money Income, After-Tax Income and After-Tax Income

Households Gross Money Income After-Tax Income After-Tax Income Adjusted
State Number Amount Amount for Cost of Living
(Thousands)  Share (Millions) Share (Millions) Share Amount (Millions) Share
Alabama 1,733 1.6% $84,355 1.2% $65,247 1.3% $71,768 1.5%
Alaska 228 0.2% $15,592 0.2% $12,256 0.3% $10,171 0.2%
Arizona 1,928 1.8% $113,898 1.7% $88,652 1.8% $88,994 1.8%
Arkansas 1,079 1.0% $46,794 0.7% $36,024 0.7% $41,106 0.8%
California 11,941 11.0% $879,564 13.0% $604,840 12.4% $544,540 11.2%
Colorado 1,700 1.6% $118,830 1.8% $85,505 1.8% $85,393 1.8%
Connecticut 1,353 1.2% $105,827 1.6% $65,067 1.3% $55,202 1.1%
Delaware 301 0.3% $20,502 0.3% $15,347 0.3% $14,738 0.3%
District of Columbia 255 0.2% $18,006 0.3% $11,390 0.2% $10,489 0.2%
Florida 6,545 6.0% $386,536 5.7% $288,606 5.9% $298,020 6.1%
Georgia 3,090 2.9% $182,920 2.7% $134,388 2.8% $144,907 3.0%
Hawaii 408 0.4% $27,399 0.4% $21,084 0.4% $16,319 0.3%
Idaho 498 0.5% $27,311 0.4% $21,449 0.4% $22,774 0.5%
linois 4,698 4.3% $311,914 4.6% $216,997 4.5% $223,437 4.6%
Indiana 2,428 22% $137,357 2.0% $104,830 2.2% $114,186 2.3%
Iowa 1,164 1.1% $63,808 0.9% $49,244 1.0% $52,812 1.1%
Kansas 1,090 1.0% $60,925 0.9% $45,707 0.9% $48,929 1.0%
Kentucky 1,598 1.5% $82,238 1.2% $63,576 1.3% $69,710 1.4%
Louisiana 1,690 1.6% $76,690 1.1% $53,210 1.1% $56,310 1.2%
Maine 546 0.5% $28,220 0.4% $21,065 0.4% $20,871 0.4%
Maryland 2,086 1.9% $160,822 2.4% $118,893 2.4% $127,239 2.6%
Massachusetts 2,565 2.4% $196,114 2.9% $131,189 2.7% $106,852 2.2%
Michigan 3,849 3.6% $241,551 3.6% $175,672 3.6% $174,864 3.6%
Minnesota 1,952 1.8% $139,944 2.1% $103,232 2.1% $103,319 2.1%
Mississippi 1,099 1.0% $50,699 0.7% $41,434 0.9% $45,911 0.9%
Missouri 2,213 2.0% $132,823 2.0% $103,449 2.1% $114,873 2.4%
Montana 359 0.3% $17,079 0.3% $13,261 0.3% $13,613 0.3%
Nebraska 672 0.6% $39,407 0.6% $30,007 0.6% $32,677 0.7%
Nevada 760 0.7% $51,278 0.8% $37,692 0.8% $36,143 0.7%
New Hampshire 500 0.5% $37,433 0.6% $28,127 0.6% $27,869 0.6%
New Jersey 3,223 3.0% $243,978 3.6% $160,403 3.3% $119,978 2.5%
New Mexico 669 0.6% $30,010 0.4% $23,240 0.5% $23,968 0.5%
New York 7,308 6.7% $479,807 7.1% $307,192 6.3% $272,165 5.6%
North Carolina 3,166 2.9% $166,289 2.5% $120,932 2.5% $125,864 2.6%
North Dakota 265 0.2% $12,358 0.2% $9,352 0.2% $10,143 0.2%
Ohio 4,536 42% $260,078 3.8% $190,282 3.9% $200,263 4.1%
Oklahoma 1,363 1.3% $67,857 1.0% $52,778 1.1% $59,522 1.2%
Oregon 1,376 1.3% $85,624 1.3% $64,585 1.3% $63,558 1.3%
Pennsylvania 4,852 4.5% $293,527 4.3% $211,319 4.3% $211,593 4.3%
Rhode Island 427 0.4% $27,157 0.4% $20,317 0.4% $17,237 0.4%
South Carolina 1,577 1.5% $84,087 1.2% $65,707 1.3% $68,878 1.4%
South Dakota 303 0.3% $15,271 0.2% $12,311 0.3% $12,952 0.3%
Tennessee 2,270 2.1% $121,326 1.8% $95,433 2.0% $106,080 2.2%
Texas 7,530 7.0% $450,971 6.7% $329,782 6.8% $367,396 7.5%
Utah 731 0.7% $46,092 0.7% $34,974 0.7% $37,253 0.8%
Vermont 254 0.2% $14,977 0.2% $11,442 0.2% $11,014 0.2%
Virginia 2,741 2.5% $187,752 2.8% $138,063 2.8% $145,176 3.0%
Washington 2,330 2.2% $149,445 2.2% $104,643 2.1% $106,117 2.2%
West Virginia 744 0.7% $31,454 0.5% $24,478 0.5% $26,860 0.6%
Wisconsin 2,104 1.9% $131,362 1.9% $95,548 2.0% $99,870 2.1%
Wyoming 193 0.2% $11,257 0.2% $8,510 0.2% $8,808 0.2%
United States 108,290 100.0% $6,766,515 100.0% $4,868,731 100.0% $4,868,731 100.0%

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on data from Tables 6, 8 and 10 of this report.
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TABLE 13

Households, Gross Money Income, After-Tax Income and After-Tax Income
Adjusted for Cost of Living, by State, 2002 (2002 Dollars)

Households Gross Money Income After-Tax Income After-Tax Income Adjusted
State Number Amount Amount for Cost of Living
(Thousands)  Share (Millions) Share (Millions) Share Amount (Millions) Share
Alabama 1,814 1.6% $92,864 1.4% $75,064 1.5% $84,649 1.7%
Alaska 226 0.2% $14,907 0.2% $11,578 0.2% $9,493 0.2%
Arizona 2,081 1.9% $117,349 1.8% $94,432 1.9% $96,575 1.9%
Arkansas 1,110 1.0% $52,022 0.8% $41,809 0.8% $50,554 1.0%
California 12,665 11.4% $847,352 12.7% $621,539 12.5% $448,560 9.1%
Colorado 1,774 1.6% $115,271 1.7% $86,448 1.7% $89,276 1.8%
Connecticut 1,314 1.2% $96,662 1.5% $61,197 1.2% $49,943 1.0%
Delaware 317 0.3% $20,127 0.3% $15,235 0.3% $15,921 0.3%
District of Columbia 284 0.3% $18,961 0.3% $13,030 0.3% $10,245 0.2%
Florida 6,796 6.1% $381,592 5.7% $290,861 5.9% $306,682 6.2%
Georgia 3,298 3.0% $182,832 2.7% $137,746 2.8% $157,697 3.2%
Hawaii 421 0.4% $27,127 0.4% $20,916 0.4% $13,119 0.3%
Idaho 489 0.4% $25,299 0.4% $19,716 0.4% $22,045 0.4%
Mllinois 4,878 4.4% $289,318 4.3% $205,953 4.2% $216,074 4.4%
Indiana 2,401 2.2% $133,661 2.0% $103,864 2.1% $117,378 2.4%
Iowa 1,199 1.1% $62,952 0.9% $49,271 1.0% $55,092 1.1%
Kansas 1,065 1.0% $60,955 0.9% $46,926 0.9% $53,548 1.1%
Kentucky 1,640 1.5% $84,755 1.3% $66,632 1.3% $76,117 1.5%
Louisiana 1,718 1.5% $81,744 1.2% $59,596 1.2% $65,937 1.3%
Maine 546 0.5% $27,683 0.4% $21,136 0.4% $19,080 0.4%
Maryland 2,087 1.9% $158,789 2.4% $117,610 2.4% $89,990 1.8%
Massachusetts 2,633 2.4% $180,189 2.7% $127,346 2.6% $107,333 2.2%
Michigan 3,947 3.5% $230,570 3.5% $171,714 3.5% $187,039 3.8%
Minnesota 2,001 1.8% $142,120 2.1% $108,802 2.2% $111,055 2.2%
Mississippi 1,082 1.0% $47,608 0.7% $38,794 0.8% $44,460 0.9%
Missouri 2,224 2.0% $129,693 1.9% $102,772 2.1% $116,896 2.4%
Montana 385 0.3% $17,391 0.3% $13,711 0.3% $14,662 0.3%
Nebraska 687 0.6% $38,079 0.6% $29,455 0.6% $33,074 0.7%
Nevada 798 0.7% $49,283 0.7% $36,357 0.7% $36,301 0.7%
New Hampshire 500 0.4% $36,016 0.5% $28,143 0.6% $25,406 0.5%
New Jersey 3,228 2.9% $240,758 3.6% $166,383 3.4% $132,302 2.7%
New Mexico 706 0.6% $33,905 0.5% $26,325 0.5% $27,240 0.5%
New York 7,490 6.7% $462,086 6.9% $302,524 6.1% $267,376 5.4%
North Carolina 3,305 3.0% $173,364 2.6% $133,034 2.7% $146,267 3.0%
North Dakota 269 0.2% $12,863 0.2% $10,066 0.2% $11,400 0.2%
Ohio 4,487 4.0% $257,835 3.9% $192,553 3.9% $212,816 4.3%
Oklahoma 1415 1.3% $69,236 1.0% $54,755 1.1% $64,724 1.3%
Oregon 1,418 1.3% $78,672 1.2% $59,805 1.2% $57,640 1.2%
Pennsylvania 4,870 4.4% $296,534 4.5% $221,668 4.5% $233,026 4.7%
Rhode Island 431 0.4% $25,533 0.4% $18,908 0.4% $15,563 0.3%
South Carolina 1,560 1.4% $79,321 1.2% $63,007 1.3% $68,987 1.4%
South Dakota 299 0.3% $14,658 0.2% $10,964 0.2% $12,042 0.2%
Tennessee 2,319 2.1% $123,903 1.9% $99,496 2.0% $117,084 2.4%
Texas 7,842 7.0% $464,613 7.0% $354,522 7.2% $414,878 8.4%
Utah 726 0.7% $42,614 0.6% $32,277 0.7% $37,689 0.8%
Vermont 264 0.2% $14,781 0.2% $11,286 0.2% $10,189 0.2%
Virginia 2,804 2.5% $185,775 2.8% $138,279 2.8% $145,947 2.9%
Washington 2,428 2.2% $152,785 2.3% $116,419 2.3% $118,830 2.4%
West Virginia 727 0.7% $30,434 0.5% $23,358 0.5% $26,946 0.5%
Wisconsin 2,207 2.0% $127,862 1.9% $94,212 1.9% $101,988 2.1%
Wyoming 204 0.2% $10,903 0.2% $8,434 0.2% $8,796 0.2%
United States 111,382 100.0% $6,661,605 100.0% $4,955,930 100.0% $4,955,930 100.0%

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on data from Tables 7, 9 and 11 of this report.
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tions reported by the IRS for that state and the estimate
of the charitable contributions made by households
that did not file an itemized return from that state.

In 2000, the sum of the state estimates for charitable
contributions was $171 billion; the Giving USA
national estimate was $175 billion. The corresponding
estimates for 2002 are $173 billion and $175 billion,
respectively. It is noted that the major discrepancy
between the two numbers traces to the fact that the
sum of the itemized charitable deductions from IRS
data for states in both 2000 and 2002 are lower than the
corresponding national IRS total for the same years by
approximately $3 billion and $2 billion, respectively.
This underreporting is because returns filed from
abroad, from deployed military, and from certain
government personnel are not included in the state
data, but are included in the national data.

Tables 14 and 15 present data concerning charitable
contributions by state for 2000 and 2002 respectively.
These tables indicate that the total charitable contribu-
tions made by the residents of Massachusetts
amounted to $4.8 billion (an average of $1,852 per
household) in 2000, and $4.0 billion (an average of
$1,512 per household) in 2002. In 2000, the contribu-
tions of the residents of Massachusetts amounted to
2.8% of all charitable contributions made in the nation.
In 2002, this share had fallen to 2.3% of all charitable
contributions.

In 2000, the residents of Massachusetts gave propor-
tionately more than their share of households, their
share of after-tax income, and their share of after-tax
income adjusted for the cost of living. Their charitable
contributions were indeed abundant compared to their
income after taxes, and even more so after adjustment
for cost of living. In 2002, the residents of Massachu-
setts gave slightly less than their share of households,
their share of gross household income, and even their
share of after-tax income. However their share of
giving was slightly higher than their share of after-tax
income adjusted for cost of living.

As noted in the earlier section on income, capital gains
income fell dramatically in Massachusetts between 2000
and 2002. On a national basis, charitable contributions
correlate more highly with unearned income (the sum
of interest, dividends, rents, royalties, and capital
gains), than with wage and salary income.! One can
speculate that the reduction in charitable contributions

from the residents of Massachusetts between 2000 and
2002 may be in part due to larger than average reduc-
tions in unearned income in Massachusetts (the highest
in the nation). However, other large states (e.g., Califor-
nia) also suffered large declines in capital gains income,
but did not experience a large decline in charitable
donations. Therefore, it cannot be said with any
certainty that the decline in unearned income among
Massachusetts residents affected their charitable giving.

Alternative Measures of Giving

In prior sections, estimates were presented of each
state’s share of households, their share of income (rela-
tive to three concepts of income), and their share of
charitable contributions. This report also examined the
Generosity Index and found it methodologically want-
ing. In this section, a set of alternative measures that
estimates the charitable giving of the residents of each
state relative to measures of the income of those resi-
dents is presented.

The conceptual foundation of this alternative measure
is that a household’s charitable contributions are
divided into two basic categories: relatively modest
contributions that are made periodically throughout
the year (as, for example, religious contributions), and
contributions, usually larger, that are made on a less
periodic basis (usually only once) during the year. It is
believed that the amount each household contributes
in the usually larger second category is influenced
more by the household tax burden and by their expen-
ditures to maintain their standard of living, than are
the amounts the household contributes in the first cate-
gory. It is not quite this simple, but the second type of
contribution can almost be characterized as donations
from financial resources that remain after the house-
hold has paid its taxes and made those expenditures
necessary to maintain its standard of living.

Empirically it is not known how much of each house-
hold’s charitable contributions fell into each of the
above categories; nor is it known what the distribution
of charitable contributions is, nor what the distribution
of household income is by state. It is possible, however,
to develop measures of giving relative to income for
the group of all residents in each state. For each state
the values of these measures will vary, depending on
the concept of income used in calculating the measure.

1 The correlation of charitable contributions with unearned income is .272 and with wage and salary income is .183 based on the 2001 SCE.
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TABLE 14

Households and Charitable Contributions by State, 2000 (2000 Dollars)

Households Number of Item. Char. Number of Non-ltem. Char.  Total Charitable Mean Charitable Share of Total
Number Itemizing HHs Deductions Non-Item. HHs  Contributions Contributions Contribution Charitable
State (Thousands) Share (Thousands) (Millions) (Thousands) (Millions) (Millions) Per Household Contributions
Alabama 1,733 1.6% 541 $2,022 1,192 $718 $2,739 $1,581 1.6%
Alaska 228 0.2% 79 $225 149 $43 $268 $1,172 0.2%
Arizona 1,928 1.8% 767 $2,115 1,160 $560 $2,676 $1,388 1.6%
Arkansas 1,079 1.0% 260 $972 819 $507 $1,480 $1,371 0.9%
California 11,941 11.0% 5,412 $19,705 6,529 $2,277 $21,983 $1,841 12.9%
Colorado 1,700 1.6% 801 $2,393 899 $458 $2,851 $1,677 1.7%
Connecticut 1,353 1.2% 668 $2,357 684 $413 $2,770 $2,048 1.6%
Delaware 301 0.3% 133 $399 168 $115 $515 $1,708 0.3%
District of Columbia 255 0.2% 104 $582 151 $97 $679 $2,658 0.4%
Florida 6,545 6.0% 1,994 $7,285 4,551 $2,388 $9,673 $1,478 5.7%
Georgia 3,090 2.9% 1,276 $4,681 1,815 $1,146 $5,826 $1,885 3.4%
Hawaii 408 0.4% 188 $446 220 $77 $522 $1,281 0.3%
Idaho 498 0.5% 194 $608 304 $150 $758 $1,521 0.4%
Illinois 4,698 4.3% 1,902 $5,897 2,796 $1,296 $7,193 $1,531 4.2%
Indiana 2,428 2.2% 838 $2,361 1,590 $685 $3,045 $1,254 1.8%
Towa 1,164 1.1% 398 $1,005 766 $319 $1,323 $1,137 0.8%
Kansas 1,090 1.0% 356 $1,150 735 $296 $1,446 $1,327 0.8%
Kentucky 1,598 1.5% 514 $1,360 1,084 $678 $2,037 $1,275 1.2%
Louisiana 1,690 1.6% 364 $1,291 1,326 $802 $2,092 $1,238 1.2%
Maine 546 0.5% 180 $403 366 $160 $564 $1,034 0.3%
Maryland 2,086 1.9% 1,154 $3,781 932 $826 $4,607 $2,209 2.7%
Massachusetts 2,565 2.4% 1,167 $3,965 1,398 $786 $4,751 $1,852 2.8%
Michigan 3,849 3.6% 1,607 $4,505 2,242 $1,065 $5,570 $1,447 3.3%
Minnesota 1,952 1.8% 933 $2,669 1,019 $520 $3,190 $1,634 1.9%
Mississippi 1,099 1.0% 246 $993 853 $455 $1,448 $1,318 0.8%
Missouri 2,213 2.0% 744 $2,263 1,469 $591 $2,853 $1,289 1.7%
Montana 359 0.3% 126 $282 233 $116 $398 $1,108 0.2%
Nebraska 672 0.6% 225 $837 447 $181 $1,019 $1,516 0.6%
Nevada 760 0.7% 318 $942 442 $210 $1,152 $1,516 0.7%
New Hampshire 500 0.5% 205 $496 295 $151 $647 $1,294 0.4%
New Jersey 3,223 3.0% 1,664 $4,919 1,558 $959 $5,878 $1,824 3.4%
New Mexico 669 0.6% 173 $406 497 $209 $616 $920 0.4%
New York 7,308 6.7% 3,131 $11,765 4,177 $2,111 $13,876 $1,899 8.1%
North Carolina 3,166 2.9% 1,234 $4,080 1,931 $1,156 $5,236 $1,654 3.1%
North Dakota 265 0.2% 55 $155 210 $72 $226 $855 0.1%
Ohio 4,536 4.2% 1,803 $4,280 2,734 $1,275 $5,555 $1,224 3.3%
Oklahoma 1,363 1.3% 409 $1,464 954 $651 $2,116 $1,552 1.2%
Oregon 1,376 1.3% 615 $1,589 761 $260 $1,849 $1,343 1.1%
Pennsylvania 4,852 4.5% 1,735 $4,988 3,117 $1,382 $6,371 $1,313 3.7%
Rhode Island 427 0.4% 172 $386 255 $130 $515 $1,208 0.3%
South Carolina 1,577 1.5% 546 $1,863 1,030 $581 $2,444 $1,550 1.4%
South Dakota 303 0.3% 56 $232 247 $83 $315 $1,038 0.2%
Tennessee 2,270 2.1% 550 $2,376 1,720 $938 $3,314 $1,460 1.9%
Texas 7,530 7.0% 1,868 $8,057 5,662 $3,745 $11,803 $1,567 6.9%
Utah 731 0.7% 367 $1,995 364 $201 $2,196 $3,003 1.3%
Vermont 254 0.2% 90 $219 164 $75 $294 $1,158 0.2%
Virginia 2,741 2.5% 1,245 $3,820 1,495 $1,057 $4,877 $1,780 2.9%
Washington 2,330 2.2% 909 $2,805 1421 $446 $3,251 $1,395 1.9%
West Virginia 744 0.7% 128 $329 616 $263 $592 $796 0.3%
Wisconsin 2,104 1.9% 941 $2,152 1,164 $590 $2,742 $1,303 1.6%
Wyoming 193 0.2% 45 $335 148 $58 $394 $2,037 0.2%
United States 108,290 100.0% 41,428 $136,204 66,862 $34,331 $170,535 $1,575 100.0%

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on data from the IRS Statistics of Income,
the Center onPhilanthropy Panel Study from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics and the Current Population Survey.
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TABLE 15

Households and Charitable Contributions by State, 2002 (2002 Dollars)

Households Number of Item. Char. Number of Non-ltem. Char.  Total Charitable Mean Charitable Share of Total
Number Itemizing HHs Deductions Non-Item. HHs  Contributions Contributions Contribution Charitable
State (Thousands) Share (Thousands) (Millions) (Thousands) (Millions) (Millions) Per Household Contributions
Alabama 1,814 1.6% 569 $2,191 1,245 $563 $2,754 $1,518 1.6%
Alaska 226 0.2% 84 $241 142 $68 $309 $1,364 0.2%
Arizona 2,081 1.9% 845 $2,253 1,236 $671 $2,925 $1,405 1.7%
Arkansas 1,110 1.0% 275 $1,033 835 $446 $1,479 $1,333 0.9%
California 12,665  11.4% 5,744 $18,366 6,921 $3,625 $21,991 $1,736 12.7%
Colorado 1,774 1.6% 858 $2,406 916 $529 $2,935 $1,654 1.7%
Connecticut 1,314 1.2% 706 $2,177 608 $321 $2,498 $1,901 1.4%
Delaware 317 0.3% 141 $425 176 $118 $543 $1,713 0.3%
District of Columbia 284 0.3% 110 $528 175 $98 $626 $2,203 0.4%
Florida 6,796 6.1% 2,237 $7,465 4,559 $2,452 $9,916 $1,459 5.7%
Georgia 3,298 3.0% 1,392 $5,026 1,906 $1,196 $6,222 $1,887 3.6%
Hawaii 421 0.4% 192 $491 230 $120 $611 $1,450 0.4%
Idaho 489 0.4% 205 $598 284 $164 $761 $1,557 0.4%
Illinois 4,878 4.4% 2,024 $6,202 2,854 $1,160 $7,362 $1,509 4.2%
Indiana 2,401 2.2% 894 $2,428 1,507 $589 $3,017 $1,257 1.7%
Towa 1,199 1.1% 429 $1,065 770 $348 $1,412 $1,178 0.8%
Kansas 1,065 1.0% 381 $1,194 684 $306 $1,501 $1,409 0.9%
Kentucky 1,640 1.5% 544 $1,471 1,096 $524 $1,994 $1,216 1.1%
Louisiana 1,718 1.5% 404 $1,420 1,315 $662 $2,082 $1,212 1.2%
Maine 546 0.5% 193 $381 353 $118 $499 $915 0.3%
Maryland 2,087 1.9% 1,230 $4,116 857 $819 $4,935 $2,365 2.8%
Massachusetts 2,633 2.4% 1,214 $3,346 1,419 $634 $3,980 $1,512 2.3%
Michigan 3,947 3.5% 1,681 $4,649 2,267 $929 $5,578 $1,413 3.2%
Minnesota 2,001 1.8% 982 $2,697 1,019 $571 $3,268 $1,633 1.9%
Mississippi 1,082 1.0% 268 $1,081 814 $329 $1,410 $1,303 0.8%
Missouri 2,224 2.0% 803 $2,326 1,421 $640 $2,966 $1,333 1.7%
Montana 385 0.3% 135 $326 250 $123 $448 $1,165 0.3%
Nebraska 687 0.6% 243 $760 444 $198 $957 $1,394 0.6%
Nevada 798 0.7% 359 $993 440 $246 $1,239 $1,552 0.7%
New Hampshire 500 0.4% 224 $463 276 $121 $584 $1,167 0.3%
New Jersey 3,228 2.9% 1,768 $5,083 1,460 $967 $6,050 $1,874 3.5%
New Mexico 706 0.6% 216 $536 490 $220 $756 $1,071 0.4%
New York 7,490 6.7% 3,262 $12,436 4,228 $2,250 $14,686 $1,961 8.5%
North Carolina 3,305 3.0% 1,329 $4,312 1,976 $1,187 $5,499 $1,664 3.2%
North Dakota 269 0.2% 59 $161 211 $78 $240 $889 0.1%
Ohio 4,487 4.0% 1,882 $4,551 2,605 $1,069 $5,620 $1,252 3.2%
Oklahoma 1415 1.3% 432 $1,612 982 $570 $2,183 $1,543 1.3%
Oregon 1,418 1.3% 648 $1,596 770 $399 $1,995 $1,407 1.2%
Pennsylvania 4,870 4.4% 1,831 $5,070 3,039 $1,468 $6,537 $1,342 3.8%
Rhode Island 431 0.4% 181 $393 251 $100 $492 $1,141 0.3%
South Carolina 1,560 1.4% 585 $2,051 974 $562 $2,613 $1,676 1.5%
South Dakota 299 0.3% 63 $202 236 $87 $290 $969 0.2%
Tennessee 2,319 2.1% 595 $2,573 1,723 $738 $3,311 $1,428 1.9%
Texas 7,842 7.0% 2,131 $8,333 5,711 $3,284 $11,617 $1,481 6.7%
Utah 726 0.7% 389 $2,026 338 $245 $2,271 $3,125 1.3%
Vermont 264 0.2% 95 $188 169 $59 $248 $938 0.1%
Virginia 2,804 2.5% 1,345 $4,098 1,459 $1,077 $5,174 $1,845 3.0%
Washington 2,428 2.2% 963 $2,760 1,465 $691 $3,452 $1,422 2.0%
West Virginia 727 0.7% 138 $354 589 $256 $609 $838 0.4%
Wisconsin 2,207 2.0% 990 $2,169 1,217 $527 $2,696 $1,221 1.6%
Wyoming 204 0.2% 49 $257 154 $64 $320 $1,573 0.2%
United States 111,382 100.0% 44,315 $138,878 67,066 $34,585 $173,463 $1,557 100.0%

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on data from the IRS Statistics of Income,
the Center on Philanthropy Panel Study from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics and the Current Population Survey.
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The specific measures used in this analysis are based
on the share of contributions relative to the share of
income. More specifically, this is a calculation of the
ratio of the share of contributions, divided by the share
of income for each of the three measures of income
previously calculated for each state. This ratio applies
to the total charitable giving by all the residents of each
state, relative to their income, income after taxes, and
income after taxes adjusted for cost of living. A ratio of
less than 1 indicates that the share of charitable giving
by the residents of the given state was less than their
share of income; a ratio greater than 1 indicates that the
share of charitable giving by the residents of the given
state was greater than their share of income.

Categories of Index Values

Because the purpose for developing the new measures
is not to create a new or even better index that lists
winners and losers, a new 50 state index is not
presented. Rather, this analysis has provided only a
coarse, 5-category ranking of the amounts of giving
relative to income, with 1 being for states whose resi-
dents have given the most relative to income, and

5 being for states whose residents have given least.
Empirically, the study has categorized index values of
1.40 or higher as category 1, 1.10 to 1.39 as category 2,
.90 to 1.09 as category 3, .60 through .89 as category 4,
and below .60 as category 5.

Table 16 presents these alternative measures for each
state and their corresponding categories for 2000. The
table indicates that the residents of Massachusetts
contributed less than their share of gross income in
2000. However, they contributed more than their share
of income after taxes, and their giving was even
greater compared to their share of income after taxes
and adjusted for cost of living. In contrast, Mississippi
gave more than their share of gross income in 2000, but
gave less than their share of income after taxes, and
less than their share of income after taxes adjusted for
cost of living.

Thus in 2000, the residents of Massachusetts would be
placed in the middle category on the first and second
measure in Table 16, and in category 2 (relatively
generous) after adjusting for the cost of living. There
are only four states in category 1, and five states in

category 2 in 2000. Based on the value of the measure,
Massachusetts is 2nd from the top of category 2,
which places it 6th from the top of all states. This
placement stands in contrast with the state’s position
on the Generosity Index, which categorized the resi-
dents of Massachusetts 44th out of 50 in this same
year. In comparison, Mississippi would be placed in
category 2 (relatively generous) on the first measure,
but falls to category 3 after adjusting for taxes and
cost of living in Table 16. It would be the 26th from
the top of all states? after adjusting for taxes and cost
of living. The Generosity Index places Mississippi
1st out of the 50 states for this year.

Table 17 corresponds to Table 16, except it refers to
2002. This table indicates that the residents of Massa-
chusetts contributed less than their share of gross
income and less than their share of gross income after
taxes in 2002; however their share of giving was
greater than their share of after-tax income when
adjusted for cost of living. In contrast, the residents of
Mississippi contributed more than their share of gross
income, but less than their share of income after adjust-
ing for taxes and cost of living.

In 2002, charitable contributions declined among resi-
dents of Massachusetts. Their giving fell to category 4,
based on gross income and even gross income after
taxes. However, their giving fell into category 3 when
their after-tax income was adjusted for the cost of living.
In 2002, the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy meas-
ure places Massachusetts 3rd from the top of category
3, which is 11th from the top of all states. The
Generosity Index places the residents of Massachu-
setts in position 49 in this year. Although Mississippi
was also in category 3 after adjusting for taxes and cost
of living, it is 24th* from the top of all states on the
new measure in 2002. However, the Generosity Index
again ranked the Mississippi residents in position 1
for this year.

After adjusting for cost of living, giving by residents of
Connecticut fell into category 1, giving by residents of
Massachusetts fell into category 2, and giving by resi-
dents of the other New England states fell into cate-
gory 3 in 2000. In 2002, after adjusting for cost of
living, giving by the residents of Connecticut still fell
into category 1, giving by the residents of Massachu-

3 Although the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy’s measure places Massachusetts 6th and Mississippi 26th after adjusting for taxes and cost of living,
other reasonable indices could place both states either somewhat higher or somewhat lower with respect to other states.

4 See previous footnote.
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TABLE 16
Three Measures of Giving Relative to Income by State, 2000

Share Share of Share of Measure 1 Share of Measure 2 Share of After-Tax Measure 3
of Charitable Gross — After-Tax — Income Adjusted —

State HHs Contributions  Income Value Category Income Value Category for Cost of Living Value Category
Alabama 1.6% 1.6% 1.2% 1.29 2 1.3% 1.20 2 1.5% 1.09 3
Alaska 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.68 4 0.3% 0.62 4 0.2% 0.75 4
Arizona 1.8% 1.6% 1.7% 0.93 3 1.8% 0.86 4 1.8% 0.86 4
Arkansas 1.0% 0.9% 0.7% 1.25 2 0.7% 1.17 2 0.8% 1.03 3
California 11.0% 12.9% 13.0% 0.99 3 12.4% 1.04 3 11.2% 1.15 2
Colorado 1.6% 1.7% 1.8% 0.95 3 1.8% 0.95 3 1.8% 0.95 3
Connecticut 1.2% 1.6% 1.6% 1.04 3 1.3% 1.22 2 1.1% 1.43 1
Delaware 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 1.00 3 0.3% 0.96 3 0.3% 1.00 3
District of Columbia 0.2% 0.4% 0.3% 1.50 1 0.2% 1.70 1 0.2% 1.85 1
Florida 6.0% 5.7% 5.7% 0.99 3 5.9% 0.96 3 6.1% 0.93 3
Georgia 2.9% 3.4% 2.7% 1.26 2 2.8% 1.24 2 3.0% 1.15 2
Hawaii 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 0.76 4 0.4% 0.71 4 0.3% 0.91 3
Idaho 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 1.10 2 0.4% 1.01 3 0.5% 0.95 3
Illinois 4.3% 42% 4.6% 0.92 3 4.5% 0.95 3 4.6% 0.92 3
Indiana 2.2% 1.8% 2.0% 0.88 4 2.2% 0.83 4 2.3% 0.76 4
Towa 1.1% 0.8% 0.9% 0.82 4 1.0% 0.77 4 1.1% 0.72 4
Kansas 1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.94 3 0.9% 0.90 3 1.0% 0.84 4
Kentucky 1.5% 1.2% 1.2% 0.98 3 1.3% 0.91 3 1.4% 0.83 4
Louisiana 1.6% 1.2% 1.1% 1.08 3 1.1% 1.12 2 1.2% 1.06 3
Maine 0.5% 0.3% 0.4% 0.79 4 0.4% 0.76 4 0.4% 0.77 4
Maryland 1.9% 2.7% 2.4% 1.14 2 2.4% 1.11 2 2.6% 1.03 3
Massachusetts 2.4% 2.8% 2.9% 0.96 3 2.7% 1.03 3 2.2% 1.27 2
Michigan 3.6% 3.3% 3.6% 0.91 3 3.6% 0.91 3 3.6% 091 3
Minnesota 1.8% 1.9% 2.1% 0.90 3 2.1% 0.88 4 2.1% 0.88 4
Mississippi 1.0% 0.8% 0.7% 1.13 2 0.9% 1.00 3 0.9% 0.90 3
Missouri 2.0% 1.7% 2.0% 0.85 4 2.1% 0.79 4 2.4% 0.71 4
Montana 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.92 3 0.3% 0.86 4 0.3% 0.83 4
Nebraska 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 1.03 3 0.6% 0.97 3 0.7% 0.89 4
Nevada 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.89 4 0.8% 0.87 4 0.7% 0.91 3
New Hampshire 0.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.69 4 0.6% 0.66 4 0.6% 0.66 4
New Jersey 3.0% 3.4% 3.6% 0.96 3 3.3% 1.05 3 2.5% 1.40 1
New Mexico 0.6% 0.4% 0.4% 0.81 4 0.5% 0.76 4 0.5% 0.73 4
New York 6.7% 8.1% 7.1% 1.15 2 6.3% 1.29 2 5.6% 1.46 1
North Carolina 2.9% 3.1% 2.5% 1.25 2 2.5% 1.24 2 2.6% 1.19 2
North Dakota 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.73 4 0.2% 0.69 4 0.2% 0.64 4
Ohio 42% 3.3% 3.8% 0.85 4 3.9% 0.83 4 41% 0.79 4
Oklahoma 1.3% 1.2% 1.0% 1.24 2 1.1% 1.14 2 1.2% 1.01 3
Oregon 1.3% 1.1% 1.3% 0.86 4 1.3% 0.82 4 1.3% 0.83 4
Pennsylvania 4.5% 3.7% 4.3% 0.86 4 4.3% 0.86 4 4.3% 0.86 4
Rhode Island 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 0.75 4 0.4% 0.72 4 0.4% 0.85 4
South Carolina 1.5% 1.4% 1.2% 1.15 2 1.3% 1.06 3 1.4% 1.01 3
South Dakota 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.82 4 0.3% 0.73 4 0.3% 0.69 4
Tennessee 2.1% 1.9% 1.8% 1.08 3 2.0% 0.99 3 22% 0.89 4
Texas 7.0% 6.9% 6.7% 1.04 3 6.8% 1.02 3 7.5% 0.92 3
Utah 0.7% 1.3% 0.7% 1.89 1 0.7% 1.79 1 0.8% 1.68 1
Vermont 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.78 4 0.2% 0.73 4 0.2% 0.76 4
Virginia 2.5% 2.9% 2.8% 1.03 3 2.8% 1.01 3 3.0% 0.96 3
Washington 2.2% 1.9% 2.2% 0.86 4 2.1% 0.89 4 2.2% 0.87 4
West Virginia 0.7% 0.3% 0.5% 0.75 4 0.5% 0.69 4 0.6% 0.63 4
Wisconsin 1.9% 1.6% 1.9% 0.83 4 2.0% 0.82 4 2.1% 0.78 4
Wyoming 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 1.39 2 0.2% 1.32 2 0.2% 1.28 2
United States 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1.00 100.0% 1.00 100.0% 1.00

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on data from Tables 12 and 14 of this report.

38

Understanding

Boston



TABLE 17
Three Measures of Giving Relative to Income by State, 2002

Share Share of Share of Measure 1 Share of Measure 2 Share of After-Tax Measure 3
of Charitable Gross — After-Tax — Income Adjusted —

State HHs Contributions  Income Value Category Income Value Category for Cost of Living Value Category
Alabama 1.6% 1.6% 1.4% 1.14 2 1.5% 1.05 3 1.7% 0.93 3
Alaska 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.80 4 0.2% 0.76 4 0.2% 0.93 3
Arizona 1.9% 1.7% 1.8% 0.96 3 1.9% 0.88 3 1.9% 0.87 4
Arkansas 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 1.09 3 0.8% 1.01 3 1.0% 0.84 4
California 11.4% 12.7% 12.7% 1.00 3 12.5% 1.01 3 9.1% 1.40 1
Colorado 1.6% 1.7% 1.7% 0.98 3 1.7% 0.97 3 1.8% 0.94 3
Connecticut 1.2% 1.4% 1.5% 0.99 3 1.2% 117 2 1.0% 1.43 1
Delaware 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 1.04 3 0.3% 1.02 3 0.3% 0.97 3
District of Columbia 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 1.27 2 0.3% 1.37 2 0.2% 1.75 1
Florida 6.1% 5.7% 5.7% 1.00 3 5.9% 0.97 3 6.2% 0.92 3
Georgia 3.0% 3.6% 2.7% 1.31 2 2.8% 1.29 2 3.2% 1.13 2
Hawaii 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.87 4 0.4% 0.83 4 0.3% 1.33 2
Idaho 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 1.16 2 0.4% 1.10 2 0.4% 0.99 3
Illinois 4.4% 42% 4.3% 0.98 3 4.2% 1.02 3 4.4% 0.97 3
Indiana 2.2% 1.7% 2.0% 0.87 4 2.1% 0.83 4 2.4% 0.73 4
Towa 1.1% 0.8% 0.9% 0.86 4 1.0% 0.82 4 1.1% 0.73 4
Kansas 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.95 3 0.9% 0.91 3 1.1% 0.80 4
Kentucky 1.5% 1.1% 1.3% 0.90 3 1.3% 0.86 4 1.5% 0.75 4
Louisiana 1.5% 1.2% 1.2% 0.98 3 1.2% 1.00 3 1.3% 0.90 3
Maine 0.5% 0.3% 0.4% 0.69 4 0.4% 0.68 4 0.4% 0.75 4
Maryland 1.9% 2.8% 2.4% 1.19 2 2.4% 1.20 2 1.8% 1.57 1
Massachusetts 2.4% 2.3% 2.7% 0.85 4 2.6% 0.89 4 2.2% 1.06 3
Michigan 3.5% 32% 3.5% 0.93 3 3.5% 0.93 3 3.8% 0.85 4
Minnesota 1.8% 1.9% 2.1% 0.88 4 2.2% 0.86 4 2.2% 0.84 4
Mississippi 1.0% 0.8% 0.7% 1.14 2 0.8% 1.04 3 0.9% 0.91 3
Missouri 2.0% 1.7% 1.9% 0.88 4 2.1% 0.82 4 2.4% 0.72 4
Montana 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.99 3 0.3% 0.93 3 0.3% 0.87 4
Nebraska 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.97 3 0.6% 0.93 3 0.7% 0.83 4
Nevada 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.97 3 0.7% 0.97 3 0.7% 0.98 3
New Hampshire 0.4% 0.3% 0.5% 0.62 4 0.6% 0.59 5 0.5% 0.66 4
New Jersey 2.9% 3.5% 3.6% 0.97 3 3.4% 1.04 3 2.7% 1.31 2
New Mexico 0.6% 0.4% 0.5% 0.86 4 0.5% 0.82 4 0.5% 0.79 4
New York 6.7% 8.5% 6.9% 1.22 2 6.1% 1.39 2 5.4% 1.57 1
North Carolina 3.0% 32% 2.6% 1.22 2 2.7% 1.18 2 3.0% 1.07 3
North Dakota 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.72 4 0.2% 0.68 4 0.2% 0.60 4
Ohio 4.0% 3.2% 3.9% 0.84 4 3.9% 0.83 4 4.3% 0.75 4
Oklahoma 1.3% 1.3% 1.0% 1.21 2 1.1% 1.14 2 1.3% 0.96 3
Oregon 1.3% 1.2% 1.2% 0.97 3 1.2% 0.95 3 1.2% 0.99 3
Pennsylvania 4.4% 3.8% 4.5% 0.85 4 4.5% 0.84 4 4.7% 0.80 4
Rhode Island 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 0.74 4 0.4% 0.74 4 0.3% 0.90 3
South Carolina 1.4% 1.5% 1.2% 1.27 2 1.3% 1.18 2 1.4% 1.08 3
South Dakota 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.76 4 0.2% 0.75 4 0.2% 0.69 4
Tennessee 2.1% 1.9% 1.9% 1.03 3 2.0% 0.95 3 2.4% 0.81 4
Texas 7.0% 6.7% 7.0% 0.96 3 7.2% 0.94 3 8.4% 0.80 4
Utah 0.7% 1.3% 0.6% 2.05 1 0.7% 2.01 1 0.8% 1.72 1
Vermont 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.64 4 0.2% 0.63 4 0.2% 0.69 4
Virginia 2.5% 3.0% 2.8% 1.07 3 2.8% 1.07 3 2.9% 1.01 3
Washington 2.2% 2.0% 2.3% 0.87 4 2.3% 0.85 4 2.4% 0.83 4
West Virginia 0.7% 0.4% 0.5% 0.77 4 0.5% 0.75 4 0.5% 0.65 4
Wisconsin 2.0% 1.6% 1.9% 0.81 4 1.9% 0.82 4 2.1% 0.76 4
Wyoming 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 1.13 2 0.2% 1.09 3 0.2% 1.04 3
United States 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1.00 100.0% 1.00 100.0% 1.00

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on data from Tables 13 and 15 of this report.
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setts fell into category 3, and giving by the residents of
the other New England states fell into category 4.

Interpreting the New Measurements

The alternative measures used in this analysis, like
most aggregate measures, pertain to the residents in
each state as a group. These measures assess the total
giving of each group, relative to the income of the
group. What is true of the group as a whole is not
necessarily valid for each of the members of the group,
or even for the majority of the group’s members.
Several conclusions can nevertheless be drawn from
the analysis presented in this report:

B The assessment of giving relative to income
depends on the concept and measure of income
used in the analysis;

B Both tax burden and cost of living make a difference
in the assessment of giving relative to income;

B A state’s giving relative to income is not necessarily
stable over time; and

B The residents of Massachusetts are more charitable
than the Generosity Index has ranked them.

Nevertheless, there are many factors affecting individ-
ual giving that constitute any measure of the perform-
ance of the group, but that do not take into account the
different dynamics that motivate giving among the
members of the group. The Center on Wealth and Phil-
anthropy will deepen its examination of these factors
in the second year of its research. However, it is fair to
say that all macro level measures of giving relative to
income, including these new measures, will continue
to be subject to this inadequacy. That is one reason that
these measurements should not be used to rank the
residents of one state as more or less generous, relative
to the residents of another state. At most, one can only
very roughly characterize the giving of the residents of
a state as relatively high, moderate, or low, relative to
a given concept and measure of income.

On a national basis, this analysis has determined
that the higher a household’s income, the greater the
percentage of their income they give to charity, and
these percentages increase as the high income house-
hold’s wealth increases. This finding contradicts
widespread perception to the contrary. As yet, there
is no analysis of the distribution of financial

resources or wealth in the categorization of the resi-
dents of each state.

Surveys have consistently found that the frequency of
attendance at religious services is strongly correlated
with the amount of charitable giving —both religious
giving and secular giving. Macro analysis does not
take account of such micro level behavior.

In the second year of this study, the Center on Wealth
and Philanthropy will look at the giving behavior of
households with a methodology that takes into
account a broader array of determinants of charitable
giving. This will permit a better understanding of the
dynamics that affect giving in Massachusetts, in other
New England states, and in states beyond New
England. One preliminary finding— which involves
religious and secular giving —is presented as the final
piece of this report.

Religious and Secular Giving

Although a primary focus of the second year of this
study, the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy has
started to examine the household-level data from the
2001 Consumer Expenditure Survey conducted by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics. This survey asks detailed
information about expenditures over 4 quarters of the
year for approximately 7,500 households. In recent
years, the survey has added questions concerning cash
contributions to religion and to secular causes to the
quarterly expenditure survey. A brief descriptive
analysis based on this micro-level data is presented
here. Two cautionary notes must be made before
presenting the analysis: (1) the sample is not suffi-
ciently large to support estimates for some states
without identifying respondents in the process (and
consequently the Bureau of Labor Stastics does not
code these states in the public use file), and (2) as in
most national surveys, households with very high
amounts of income and wealth are underrepresented
in the sample, and these households make a dispropor-
tionately large amount of charitable contributions,
especially to secular causes.

Table 18 presents the average cash (as opposed to in-
kind or asset) contributions to religious and to secular
organizations for selected states. The selected states are
those identified by the Bureau of Labor Stastics in the
2001 Consumer Expenditure Survey. Nationally, aver-
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TABLE 18
Cash Contributions to Religious and Secular Causes

Number of Average Total Average Average
Consumer Units Cash Contributions Contributions to
Census Region State (Thousands) Contributions to Religion Secular Causes
Northeast Connecticut 1,351 $557 $333 $224
Massachusetts 2,915 $445 $173 $272
New Hampshire 400 $246 $155 $90
New Jersey 3,013 $798 $533 $265
New York 6,867 $530 $358 $171
Pennsylvania 4,516 $561 $443 $117
Vermont 618 $538 $332 $207
Other States 1,088 $436 $206 $230
Northeast Total 20,767 $555 $362 $193
Midwest Tllinois 4,103 $781 $546 $235
Indiana 1,539 $728 $582 $146
Kansas 270 $939 $701 $238
Michigan 2,858 $883 $694 $189
Minnesota 1,241 $797 $502 $294
Missouri 1,285 $1,206 $738 $468
Nebraska 948 $827 $652 $174
Ohio 4,040 $763 $563 $200
Wisconsin 2,415 $602 $446 $156
Other States 6,914 $596 $493 $103
Midwest Total 25,613 $745 $557 $188
South Alabama 1,899 $1,842 $1,729 $113
Delaware 141 $474 $340 $134
District of Columbia 277 $273 $164 $109
Florida 6,158 $483 $367 $117
Georgia 2,637 $570 $499 $71
Kentucky 999 $218 $177 $42
Louisina 1,790 $563 $389 $174
Maryland 1,717 $552 $381 $171
North Carolina 1,052 $556 $394 $162
Oklahoma 740 $925 $734 $191
South Carolina 1,457 $1,243 $1,036 $207
Tennessee 528 $672 $542 $130
Texas 7,709 $874 $726 $148
Virginia 2,501 $749 $511 $238
Other States 9,973 $627 $546 $81
South Total 39,579 $723 $595 $127
West Alaska 108 $1,074 $681 $393
Arizona 1,955 $477 $359 $118
California 10,354 $658 $375 $283
Colorado 1,274 $687 $512 $175
Hawaii 278 $528 $266 $262
Idaho 1,257 $732 $636 $95
Nevada 1,332 $303 $195 $108
Oregon 907 $778 $576 $202
Utah 1,176 $2,632 $2,545 $88
Washington 1,694 $553 $369 $184
Other States 4,045 $477 $349 $127
West Total 24,380 $692 $492 $200
Grand Total 110,339 $689 $519 $170

Source: Calculated at the Center on Wealth and Philanthropy based on the 2001 Consumer Expenditure Survey conducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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age annual cash contributions to religion were $519,
and to secular causes were $170 per consumer unit
(household) in 2000. This is a ratio of 3:1. The pattern

in Massachusetts was just the reverse: Massachusetts
households contributed $173 on average to religion, but
$272 to secular charitable causes—a ratio of almost 2:3.

In general, residents in northeastern states tended to
give larger fractions and larger amounts of their cash
contributions to secular charitable causes than did resi-
dents of southern states. With some exceptions, the
residents in northeastern states also tended to give
smaller fractions and smaller amounts of their cash
contributions to religion.

It is hypothesized that religious giving tends to be low
among residents of northeastern states, and especially
residents of Massachusetts, because they less
frequently attend church services than residents of
other states. They may also belong to a specific church,
mosque, or synagogue less frequently, even though
surveys of religious affiliation indicate that there are
only modest differences between northeastern resi-
dents (including residents of Massachusetts) on reli-
gious affiliation as compared with the national pattern.
During the second year of the study, attendance at reli-
gious services by residents of the Northeast (especially
of Massachusetts), and residents of other states will be
studied in more detail.

If the distribution of cash contributions between reli-
gious and secular causes from the 2001 Consumer
Expenditure Survey is indicative of total contributions
(including assets and contributions from wealth hold-
ers), the secular giving of residents of Massachusetts
would be extremely high relative to residents of other
states. The Center on Wealth and Philanthropy will be
investigating this and other issues in more detail in the
second year and second report of this study. There is
not yet sufficient evidence to conclude that the charita-
ble giving in Massachusetts is mostly concentrated
among secular causes.

Conclusion

The initial purpose of this research has been to
examine the validity of the widespread perception
that Massachusetts residents lack generosity. While

an analysis of Massachusetts’ generosity, using a

more accurate and valid index, clearly demonstrates a
higher ranking than was previously believed, this new
research still necessarily ranks some states and regions
at the bottom of the index. Nonetheless, the point of
this research is not to create new “winners and losers,”
even with indices that are more valid.

In the end, the most significant implications of this
analysis may be to encourage all parties to depart
from efforts to measure and compare generosity in an
invidious manner, and instead, to identify the factors
and implement the practices that generate generosity
in all locations throughout the country.

The current and anticipated research findings provide
us with deep insights into the motivations and prac-
tices that determine individual charitable giving, and
hold profound consequences for fundraising and
community philanthropic development. By identifying
the factors that are associated with the presence or
absence of generosity in a region, and clarifying which
groups are relatively more or less engaged than others,
this research can be used to suggest strategies for
advancing individual giving to make a difference in a
community, far beyond simply chastising or lauding it
for its statistical ranking. For example, those seeking to
encourage philanthropy in the Boston metro area, the
Commonwealth, and/or the region will be able to find
out what is valid or invalid about the current percep-
tions of charitable reluctance, to identify the factors
that create the current patterns, and to introduce
programs that work in and around a complex and
segmented reality, rather than in and around conjec-
ture about a universal state of affairs.
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