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Abstract

Research on charitable giving has been limited by scarce information
on large donors and by a lack of data linking donors to recipient or-
ganizations. We address both gaps in the literature by applying ma-
chine learning methods to a novel administrative data source: IRS
Form 990 Schedule B. This allows us to produce the first compre-
hensive map of donor-recipient relationships among major contrib-
utors over time. Using this mapping, we describe the distribution
of large charitable gifts by donor type, linked recipient type, charity
size, gift size, gift medium (cash versus noncash), and geography.
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1 Introduction
Charitable contributions are an important part of the US economy, comprising about two
percent of US GDP every year (List 2011; Giving USA Foundation 2025). However, unlike
many other household economic activities such as consumption and spending, charitable
giving benefits others and produces public goods. Understanding how and why people give
to charity is therefore central for understanding a major form of socially beneficial behavior
as well as elucidating deeper revealed preferences for altruism. It also provides a foundation
for analyzing tax policies — for example, deductions for charitable contributions — and
their impact on giving.

An emerging feature of US charitable giving is that a large share of all contributions,
in the aggregate and in the donor base of most charities, comes from a small share of major
donors. The relative contributions of these major donors has increased dramatically over
time (Rooney 2019; Duquette and Mayo 2021; Hungerman 2026), which might reflect
more extreme distributions of income and wealth, shifts in preferences related to giving
across the income or wealth distribution, or both (Meer and Priday 2021; Karol 2023; Har-
gaden and Duquette 2024). The role of large donors is further amplified by the continuing
decline in the share of Americans who do any charitable giving at all (Rooney et al. 2021).
This increasing reliance on major donors has important implications for how charities con-
duct their operations and plan donor appeals (Mayo 2021).

Unfortunately, major donors are hard to study in a systematic, fine-grained way. One
reason is that many major donors are not individuals at all, but other legal entities, such as
corporations, foundations, donor-advised funds (DAFs), or governments. Surveys of in-
dividuals frequently do not measure giving through these organizational vehicles, or may
measure such giving inconsistently, depending on whether respondents think of a DAF or a
closely held firm’s giving as “theirs.” Major donors may also simply be absent from house-
hold surveys because high-wealth people are difficult to recruit and therefore not repre-
sented in commonly used surveys such as the Panel Study on Income Dynamics (Bosworth
and Smart 2009).

When major donors are studied, the focus is typically on the extreme upper tail and
from sources that capture only publicly disclosed philanthropy (Osili et al. 2019; Nwakpuda
2020; Mayo 2021), or where sample sizes are small and privacy safeguards aggressive (Schervish
2008). Internal Revenue Service (IRS) tax return data should capture high-income donors,
but may do so incompletely or with tax-motivated and nonclassical reporting biases. For
example, only donors with sufficiently high itemized deductions in a given tax year might
find it worthwhile to report them on IRS Form 1040 Schedule A. Furthermore, new ev-
idence suggests that millions of dollars in giving are never reported at all, because donors
whose wealth vastly outstrips their taxable income give much more than they are allowed
to deduct (Hungerman 2026).
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In addition to the informational gap in major donors, there is an informational gap in
patterns of donor-recipient relationships. This is largely due to a lack of publicly available
data that permits comprehensive linkage of charitable organizations to their individual
donors. For this reason, descriptive analyses of trends in historical giving typically con-
sider donors and charitable organization recipients separately and independently (see for
example, the Giving USA annual reports). Where there exist linkages between donor and
recipient, analyses tend to focus on one type of donor and the organizations and activities
supported by that type of donor (e.g., Bertrand et al.’s (2020) work on corporate founda-
tions), or one type of recipient and the range of donors contributing to the recipient or
recipient type (e.g., Black et al.’s (2021) analysis of motivations for giving to health orga-
nizations). Little is known about the complex relationships between donors and recipients
cross-sectionally and over time.

In this paper, we address both the major donor gap and the donor-recipient linkage
gap by compiling and analyzing data from a novel administrative source, IRS Form 990
Schedule B. Most tax-exempt organizations, including charities, are required to file Form
990 with the IRS annually. While most of Form 990 is available for public disclosure,
these filings also include confidential Schedule B, which provides detailed information
on the major gifts received by the organization, including the donor and amount of each
gift. Using machine learning methods, we classify donors for each 990-filing charity into
different donor types — for example, individual, foundation, corporation, government —
and analyze donor-recipient linkages to present a high-level perspective on the sources,
recipients, and dynamic flows of large charitable contributions.

Schedule B offers several advantages over other data sources, particularly for the ex-
amination of large contributions. First, Schedule B reporting is at the donor-charity-year
level. Thus, unlike with other donation data sources like surveys or IRS Form 1040, we can
distinguish between when donors give a single large contribution to a specific charity and
when they donate a large amount spread across multiple charities. Furthermore, unlike
other donation data reported by charitable organizations — like the aggregate contribu-
tions line item reported on the main Form 990 — Schedule B disaggregates charity receipts
by individual donor.1 Additionally, both cash and non-cash contributions are reported,
and very large gift amounts are preserved and not censored.2 Lastly — and importantly —
Schedule B data lists contributions from all sources, not only individuals or foundations, as
is common with other data sources.

Our processing of Schedule B filings and reconstruction of donor-recipient data allow
1It is very rare to find donor-charity data in a US survey. The Panel Study on Income Dynamics re-

ports respondents’ giving to specific causes across 8–12 broad categories, but does not identify the specific
organizations supported.

2Very large gifts amounts are censored at the donor’s share-of-adjusted-gross-income cutoff in Form
1040 Schedule A (Hungerman 2026).
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us to make several novel and surprising observations about the sources and distribution of
large charitable contributions. First, while individuals dominate charitable giving in the
aggregate (Giving USA Foundation 2025), direct gifts from individuals to charities are only
a tiny share of major gifts. Among major donors, most contributions are made by founda-
tions (including DAFs), governments, and corporations. Second, the relative importance
of these donors has expanded. Major giving from government, foundation, and corporate
donors has grown in both nominal and real terms between 2010 and 2023, driven most
recently by a COVID-related surge in 2020 that has not reverted to trend by the end of
our sample period. Third, there are persistent links between the type of major donor and
the type of recipient charity. Foundations give more to education than to any other char-
ity type, while government disproportionately supports human services, and corporations
give the most to public-benefit charities. Fourth, foundations are disproportionately likely
to support the largest charities, while government contributions tend to support small-to-
midsize charities, and corporations and individuals give evenly across the size spectrum.
Fifth, charities are disproportionately likely to receive large contributions from donors lo-
cated in the same zip code, county, or state as the charity’s headquarters. However, at least
40% of large donations from individuals or foundations — and over half of large donations
from corporations — come from out-of-state. This suggests that charities’ fundraising mar-
kets encompass a much broader area than is typically assumed in empirical work.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes elements of Form 990 Schedule
B, and how Schedule B differs from other data sources on charitable contributions. Section
3 explains the methods used to process Schedule B data for analysis. Section 4 presents our
findings and compares them to prior research and conventional wisdom about charitable
contributions and major gifts. Section 5 concludes with a discussion of limitations and
opportunities for future work.

2 What is Schedule B?
The Form 990 series is a set of annual reporting forms which many charities, foundations,
and other tax-exempt organizations under U.S. Code §501(c) or §527 are required to file
with the IRS. The primary form in this series is the Form 990 itself, though several vari-
ants exist, to facilitate reporting by specific types of exempt organizations such as smaller
entities or those serving particular functions. Much of Form 990 is public information, in-
cluding basic information from organization balance sheets and income statements, salaries
of highly compensated and key employees, identities of board members, and review of
governance and compliance quality. Versions of the 990 have been in place since tax year
1951. While most §501(c)(3) public charities must file the form annually, some are not
required to file — namely, churches and other houses of worship, conferences of churches,
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and autonomous public agencies such as public universities. Organizations with revenues
and assets below critical values are allowed to file shortened versions of the form.3 Private
foundations file the longer Form 990-PF instead of the standard 990 form.

While most of Form 990 is public, 990-filing charities must also file a confidential
Schedule B to the IRS along with their main filing. This Schedule of Contributors lists
the name, street address, amount given, and the type of contribution (cash or non-cash)
made by individual “major donors.”4 Major donors are defined as those individuals or
entities making “separate and independent” gifts valued at $1,000 or more that sum up
to $5,000 or more over the course of the tax year.5 Importantly, Schedule B disclosures
include all gifts meeting the “major donor” criterion regardless of source: contributions
from individuals, corporations, foundations, donor-advised funds, and even governments
all must be reported.

This reporting requirement is not new. The requirement to report major donors was
part of the reforms to nonprofit information reporting mandated by the Tax Reform Act
of 1969 (P.L. 91–172, hereafter TRA69). TRA69 included significant reforms in the non-
profit sector, motivated by public worries that rich families were using charitable foun-
dations to avoid taxation and consolidate dynastic corporate control (Hall 1992; Brilliant
2000; Duquette 2019b). TRA69 created the distinction between public charities and pri-
vate foundations, implemented minimum payout rates for foundations, and required most
990 filers to make their returns available to the public. It also required more detailed dis-
closures about principal supporters, mandating that organizations report “the total of the
contributions and gifts received by it [the organization] during the year, and the names and
addresses of all substantial contributors” (26 U.S.C. §6033(b)(5)).

Historically (through tax year 1999), Form 990 instructions simply told filers to append,
to their filing, a schedule listing detailed donor and donation information of the type that

3Organizations with gross revenues under $50,000 file Form 990-N, a postcard that primarily affirms that
the organization is active. Organizations ineligible to file Form 990-N but with revenues under $200,000
and assets under $500,000 file Form 990-EZ, which elicits a subset of the information on the full Form 990.

4Rules for Schedule B vary by the type of tax-exempt entity. For private foundations and §527 organiza-
tions, Schedule B must be filed and is not confidential (that is, Schedule B is publicly disclosed). Tax-exempt
organizations organized under other subsections of §501(c)—such as social welfare entities organized under
§501(c)(4)—disclose major gifts on Schedule B confidentially, but are not required to identify contributors.
Some §501(c)(3) public charities — most notably churches and other houses of worship, and governmental
organizations such as public universities — do not file Schedule B because they are exempt from filing Form
990.

5For purposes of this report, we informally describe Schedule B contributions as coming from donors
who give $5,000 or more, although strictly speaking there are a small number of cases that are not reported.
For example, a donor who makes a monthly recurring contribution of $500 would give $6,000 per year but
would not be required to be disclosed on Schedule B. In practice, we estimate conservatively that donors
who would not have to be reported on Schedule B because of the $1,000 gift rule are responsible for less
than 1% of all giving from major donors. See our calculation in appendix B.
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would later be provided on Schedule B and did not impose restrictions on its format. The
preformatted (paper) Schedule B was introduced in 2000 and has existed in essentially its
present form since tax year 2000, with the instructions and format little-changed.

Despite their value, the data from Schedule B has not previously been analyzed, largely
because of confidentiality restrictions and practical barriers in accessing and processing the
filings. First, although the format of the schedule has been standardized since 2000, elec-
tronic submission of Form 990 only began in the mid-2000s, and only since 2010 have a
substantial share of 990s been filed electronically. Second, the electronic filings contain
only string data; Schedule B instructions specifically tell filers not to include taxpayer ID
numbers anywhere on the schedule. This all-string format would have required, until re-
cently, prohibitively time-intensive data cleaning efforts to standardize and prepare data
elements for analysis. Finally, Schedule B filings are confidential administrative records that
historically would have necessitated significant on-site access restrictions. With advances
in natural language processing methods, secure data management infrastructure, and the
availability of electronic records, the processing and analysis of Schedule B data have only
recently become feasible and scalable.

Figure 1 shows the share of Form 990 Schedule B filings digitized and available in elec-
tronic format, by year. All filings represented in the numerator are included in our dataset.
The coverage rate rises from approximately 50% in 2010, to nearly 100% by 2023. The
sharp increase in the coverage rate between 2019 and 2020, from 90% to nearly 100%, is
attributable to the Taxpayer First Act of 2019. This Act mandated that exempt organiza-
tions file their annual returns electronically for all tax years subsequent to the enactment
date.6 For the majority of nonprofits, the mandatory e-filing requirement first took effect
in tax year 2020.7 The coverage rate remains nearly complete and roughly constant for
all subsequent years. Throughout the paper, we place particular focus on Schedule B data
for 2023; this focus is motivated in large part by the completeness of the coverage for that
filing year.

6 See §3101 of the Taxpayer First Act of 2019.
7 This requirement took effect for all tax years beginning with the Act’s enactment date of July 1, 2019.

Since most nonprofits are December or June filers (Karol and Mayo 2024), they begin their tax years on
January 1 or July 1, and so the first annual return subject to mandatory e-filing was the 2020 Form 990 series
return.
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Figure 1: Share of Form 990 Schedule B Filings Included in Dataset
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Source: Form 990 and 990-EZ, Schedule B, and authors’ calculations.

3 Methods
Because of our focus on charitable giving, we limit our Schedule B sample of charity re-
cipients to 501(c)(3) public charities.8 We classify charitable donations received by these
organizations as belonging to one of four different types of donors: individuals, corpora-
tions, foundations, and governments. Let this set of four classes be represented as C.

We begin by identifying substrings that are highly predictive of a specific donor type.9
We use these both to encode cases where a direct match exists, and to develop a training
data set of identified types. We then process the strings for the training data into tokens and
n-grams, removing strings used at the exact matching step to prevent overfitting, and fit a

8As explained in section 2, other tax-exempt organizations also file Form 990, but their reporting and
disclosure requirements for Schedule B differ from charities.

9Our approach here is related to, but distinct from, the regular-expression procedure employed by Tucker
(2025). We use a distinct - and larger - set of substrings than those used to categorize donors on the Form
990-PF Schedule B. Unlike Tucker (2025), we do not employ a waterfall method to predict donor type;
instead, we use our predictive substrings to train a classifier.
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machine-learning classifier using the Naive Bayes algorithm. The classifier is then applied
out-of-sample to the tokens and n-grams of the remainder of the Schedule B data in two
steps.

The first step determines the probability that a donor belongs to each of the four donor
types (individual/estate, foundation, corporation, government) using a set of binary one-
vs-all models.10 This first step yields a set of four posterior probabilities, which we refer
to as the intermediate probabilities. Let the intermediate probability that a donor name d
belongs to a given class x be pi(x, d).

As a second step, we apply Bayes’ rule to these intermediate probabilities in order to
arrive at a final posterior probability that a given name belongs to a given class. Call this
posterior probability p(x, d).11 The final classification of names into donor types is deter-
mined by the highest of these posterior probabilities. That is, donor class c(d) is assigned
as follows:

c(d) = argmax
x∈C

p(x, d) := {x ∈ C : p(x, d) ≥ p(c, d) ∀c ∈ C} (1)

where p(x, d) is the posterior probability that donor d belongs to class x. The confusion
matrix associated with the composite model is presented in Table A1. Statistics on the
performance of this classifier are presented in Table A2.

We inspect randomly selected subsets of the post-classification records and make post hoc
adjustments to the workflow to improve accuracy. We also hand-check the classification
of donors making more than $10 billion across all records, since those are the records where
idiosyncratic misclassification could most significantly affect our results, and manually cor-
rect the classification post hoc for a small share of them. Where the set of tokens is too short
for accurate classification, or where the charity lists the donor as “anonymous,” “undis-
closed,” or similar variants, we encode that record as belonging to an unclassifiable/other
category.

Our grouping of donor types is partly determined by some constraints of the string-
matching approach. First, we treat donor-advised funds and foundations (excluding cor-
porate foundations) as a single category. Because a large share of donor-advised funds are
managed by foundations, we cannot distinguish between these groups in many cases. One
can think of this category as encompassing all vehicles for tax-advantaged deferred giving.
This grouping is different from foundation giving calculated by Giving USA, which does
not include non-foundation DAFs. It is also different from Form 990-PF, which does not

10To avoid systemic misclassification, the binary model predicting whether a given donor name represents
a foundation or not is estimated on a restricted set of tokens, which omits n-grams that contain first names
or pairs of first names, separated by the word “and.” We do not consider given names to have sufficient
distinguishing power between the class of individuals and estates, and the class of foundations.

11Per Bayes’ rule: p(x, d) = pi(x, d)
∏

x′ ̸=x(1− pi(x′, d)).
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include grants from non-private foundations (such as community foundations) and com-
mercial DAFs.12

Second, we do not distinguish between gifts from living individuals and from estates,
again because these are not easy to consistently differentiate using string-parsing methods.
Our “individual” donor category is therefore broader than the distinct individual and be-
quest categories reported by Giving USA, and broader than calculations based on itemized
individual charitable contributions or giving on estate tax returns.

Lastly, because we cannot consistently distinguish between businesses’ organizational
structures based on their names, “corporate” giving includes contributions by business en-
tities that are not specifically corporations, such as limited liability companies and part-
nerships. This category is therefore a superset of giving identified in deductions listed on
Form 1120, the income tax return filed by corporations.13 In addition, we treat corpo-
rate foundation giving as a form of corporate philanthropy, not foundation giving. This
is because most corporate foundations are operating vehicles, not permanently endowed
private foundations.14

In short, important differences in the way Schedule B is filed and in text-based cate-
gory classification mean that the giving reported on Schedule B is distinct and somewhat
different from what is reported in other data sources. Table 1 reports total contributions
for 2023 by type of donor across three different data sources: IRS Form 990 Schedule B,
Giving USA, and other IRS return data.15 Appendices C and D describe in more detail the
construction of our donor categories and comparisons to other data sources.

To further fix ideas about what is and is not observed in various measures of charitable
giving, we present a visualization of selected data sources on US charitable giving in figure
2. The area of each rectangle in the diagram is proportional to the dollars of charitable
giving represented in that source, and the areas of overlapping regions represent the dollars
from donations present in both sources. The colors of the boxes represent giving on 990

12There are, essentially, three definitions of “foundation” commonly used. A “private foundation” is
usually supported by a small number of donors (an individual, a family, a corporation) and is treated differ-
ently from other 501(c)(3) organizations. Other organizations, such as community foundations, are broadly
supported and are thus public charities under US tax law, even though they call themselves “foundations”
and play a role similar to most private foundations: stewarding philanthropic capital over long horizons and
making grants out of investment income. We further include gifts made by donor-advised funds in this
grouping, even when those DAFs are sponsored by organizations that are not foundations of either type,
such as charitable affiliates of for-profit investment firms.

13Note that giving on Form 1120 filed by S-corporations passes through to shareholders, who will report
the same giving on Form 1040 if they itemize; in the schedule B data, we only observe the name of the donor
as reported by the filing charity, and do not observe donor-side patterns of tax reporting.

14Giving USA similarly treats corporate operating foundations as corporate giving, though their method-
ology calculates aggregate giving through these vehicles as a net flow, not a gross amount; see appendix D
for a complete explanation.

15We explain the calculation of the Schedule B totals in the following section.
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Table 1: Comparison of total contributions by data source

Data source Total (billion USD)
990 Schedule B

Individuals 34.564
Corporations 67.106
Foundations and DAFs 152.407
Governments 207.634
Other 12.265

Giving USA
Individuals 374.400
Corporations 36.550
Foundations 103.530
Bequests 42.680

Donors’ Tax Data
Form 1040 213.541
Form 1120 33.214
Form 990-PF 116.945
Form 706 49.506
Form 1041 18.451

Notes. Totals in the first panel include all contributions re-
ported by tax-exempt organizations exempt under Section
501(c)(3), on Schedule B of their Form 990 or 990-EZ filing
for tax year 2023. The second panel includes totals reported
by Giving USA for calendar year 2023. The third panel to-
tals charitable contributions reported in tax data for tax year
2023, for the relevant tax form.

11



Figure 2: Selected 2023 contributions by data source

Individual not on 1040
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Notes. Labeled rectangles visualize selected measures of charitable giving by type for: (1) giving observed in
schedule B, (2) giving by individuals/decedents, and (3) giving by foundations and DAFs. Giving by corpora-
tions, governments, and unclassified schedule B donors are not shown for simplicity. Areas are approximately
proportional to dollar values, and areas of overlap are proportional to estimated amounts observed in both
types. Exact dollar values are from IRS administrative tax data, while estimated values (denoted with the ≈
symbol) are estimated. See appendix C for an explanation of data sources and estimation methods.
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Schedule B (orange), giving by individuals and decedents (blue), and giving by foundations
and other charitable pass-throughs (green); for simplicity, we do not present additional
rectangles for corporate, government or unclassified donation types. (The construction of
this figure is described in more detail in Appendix C.)

An important observation is that all tax data sources overlook substantial portions of
giving, depending on who gives, how much they give, and the recipient of their giving.
A sizable share of individual giving from is not observed on Schedule B because it flows
to organizations that do not file Form 990, such as churches, public universities, or pri-
vate foundations.16 We also overlook individual gifts that are too small to be reported
on Schedule B. While major gifts are a large share of total individual giving, gifts under
the $5,000 minimum per donor-charity-year for Schedule B reporting also approximately
25% of dollars given (see Appendix B). On the foundation side, we observe a larger share
of all giving because a greater share of gifts are expected to exceed the $5,000 cutoff, but
we still would not observe religious giving, public university grants, or DAF grants under
$5,000.

However, Schedule B data also reveals much about major gifts that is not visible through
donor-side tax filings. We observe giving in excess of AGI limits, which represent a large
share of overall contributions each year (Hungerman 2026). We observe gifts from non-
filing estates. We are able to observe not only that these gifts occur, but which types of
charities are receiving them. The descriptive statistics here are therefore incomplete, but
shed light on dimensions of giving that are overlooked by other data sources. Studying the
flows on Schedule B will allow us to observe patterns in major-donor giving not possible
through other sources.

4 Findings

4.1 Giving by donor type over time
In Figure 3, we show, by donor type, the total value of gifts reported on Schedule B for
each year between 2010 and 2023. All five categories show increases in total major gifts
over time, though the increase is most pronounced for the three largest types, and the
pace of the increase accelerates noticeably in 2020. Government contributions to charities
surge by 42.5% from 2019 to 2020, and foundation giving by 18.8%, or 55.1 and 19.5 billion
dollars, respectively. These increases reflect the well-known upswing in contributions from
these sectors to support charities during the COVID crisis and have remained elevated

16Note that while private foundations do file a Form 990-PF Schedule B, these filings are excluded from
our present dataset.
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Figure 3: Total Schedule B contributions by donor type
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since.17

Corporate charitable giving similarly rises at a rapid pace in the latter years of the study
period, increasing by almost half (40.2%) from 2019 to 2020, and nearly doubling between
2019 and 2023. This is a novel observation — Giving USA also reports a substantial increase
in corporate giving over this period, but not of such a dramatic magnitude.18 Giving by
individuals also grows over the 2010-2023 period, but more slowly and starting from much
lower initial levels. By 2023, the value of major gifts made through foundations and DAFs
was nearly three times greater than the value of major gifts from individuals.

17For example, Giving USA estimates that giving by foundations grew 12% over this period; see also Karol
and Mayo (2024).

18The 2025 edition of Giving USA reports a 47% increase in corporate giving over 2019–2023. It also
reports a 28% increase in corporate contributions from 2018 to 2019, which we do not observe in our data;
this may reflect the use of corporate vs. charity fiscal years as the time basis of calculation.
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4.2 Giving by charity type
In Figure 4, we present flows from donor type to charity type using a Sankey diagram.
The width of each connecting band is proportional to the dollars given by that donor type
to that charity type in 2023. Charities are classified using major categories of the National
Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE): education, environment, health, human services
(e.g. food banks), international causes, the arts, and public benefit (such as community
foundations). An additional category (“other/unknown”) collects organizations that do
not fit into the other categories.19 Exact dollar amounts are presented in Appendix Table
A3.

Total major gifts by cause are represented by the size of all flows into a single bar at the
right of the diagram. Human services causes are the largest group by receipt of Schedule
B gifts in 2023, with total contributions of $114.5 billion. Education, health, and public
benefit organizations also receive large flows, with total giving of $73.5 billion, $90.1 bil-
lion, and $84.2 billion to those causes respectively. Despite the perception of the arts as a
beloved object of the patronage of the wealthy, arts and culture causes are a relatively small
share of Schedule B giving ($19.1 billion).

Figure 4 and Table A3 show that the distribution of donor types varies substantially
by cause. Government support of human services is the largest overall flow by donor and
charity type: 38.8% of government support goes to human services, and 65.2% of human
services contributions are from government agencies. In contrast, foundations and DAFs
support education (19.3% of foundation giving) almost as much as health (24.5%), and
education receives more than one-third of its support from foundations and DAFs (37.2%
of education giving), almost as much as the share from government (44.2%). Corporations
disproportionately support public benefit causes (34.7% of corporate giving). Individual
donors are a relatively small share of major gifts; they support education and public benefit
causes more than other charity types.

Health causes are well-diversified across foundation, government, and corporation giv-
ing (which are 38.8%, 45.3%, and 12.0% of health giving, respectively), although within
NTEE classifications, there are differing affinities of donors for different types of health
organizations. We illustrate this point by decomposing health gifts in a second diagram,
showing flows by donor type to NTEE groupings within the broader health category:

19More specifically, we group charities using a modified version of the NTEE Major Group-10 classifi-
cation. Our groups are Arts, Culture, and Humanities (NTEE group A); Education (B); Environment and
Animals (C, D) Health (E, F, G, H); Human Services (I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P); International and Foreign Af-
fairs (Q); Public and Societal Benefit (R, S, T, U, V, W); and other/unknown (X, Y, Z). This last category
includes religious charities, which are the largest sector by giving according to Giving USA, but which gener-
ally do not have to file the Form 990, and which are overwhelmingly supported by donations too small to be
reported on Schedule B (Hungerman 2026). See https://urbaninstitute.github.io/nccs-legacy/
ntee/ntee-history.html for more details.
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Figure 4: Donation flows by sector

CorporationCorporationCorporationCorporationCorporation

FoundationFoundationFoundationFoundationFoundation

GovernmentGovernmentGovernmentGovernmentGovernment

IndividualIndividualIndividualIndividualIndividual

ArtsArtsArtsArtsArts

EducationEducationEducationEducationEducation

EnvironmentEnvironmentEnvironmentEnvironmentEnvironment

HealthHealthHealthHealthHealth

Human ServicesHuman ServicesHuman ServicesHuman ServicesHuman Services

InternationalInternationalInternationalInternationalInternational

Other/UnknownOther/UnknownOther/UnknownOther/UnknownOther/Unknown

Public BenefitPublic BenefitPublic BenefitPublic BenefitPublic Benefit

Notes. Plot visualizes the flows from type of donor (at left) to type of recipient by area of specialization (at
right). Size of flows marks the total donations by donor-donee type observed in Form 990 Schedule B data
in tax year 2023.
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Figure 5: Donation flows to Health charities by subsector

CorporationCorporationCorporationCorporationCorporation

FoundationFoundationFoundationFoundationFoundation

GovernmentGovernmentGovernmentGovernmentGovernment

IndividualIndividualIndividualIndividualIndividual

Health Care and HospitalsHealth Care and HospitalsHealth Care and HospitalsHealth Care and HospitalsHealth Care and Hospitals

Medical ResearchMedical ResearchMedical ResearchMedical ResearchMedical Research

Mental Health CareMental Health CareMental Health CareMental Health CareMental Health Care

Specific Diseases and SpecialtiesSpecific Diseases and SpecialtiesSpecific Diseases and SpecialtiesSpecific Diseases and SpecialtiesSpecific Diseases and Specialties

Notes. Plot visualizes the flows from type of donor (at left) to type of recipient by area of specialization (at
right). Size of flows marks the total donations by donor-donee type observed in Form 990 Schedule B data
in tax year 2023. Data are limited to gifts to health-related NTEE codes (top-level codes E through H).
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health care provision and hospitals (NTEE group E), mental health and mental health care
(F), associations for specific diseases and medical specialties (G), and medical research (H).20

Mental health stands out as an area of health overwhelmingly supported by government
gifts. Government is also, unsurprisingly, a major supporter of health care provision, but
is surpassed by foundation giving, which gives significantly more to health care and hos-
pitals than all other health charity types combined. Indeed, care provision and hospitals
are the dominant recipient of health giving for all four donor classes, but the relative mix
is very different by donor class. Individuals overwhelmingly give to hospitals and health
care. Medical research is supported by both foundations and government funding. Disease-
specific causes are supported by a mix of foundation, government, and corporate giving.

4.3 Giving by charity size
In Table 2, we report the distribution of giving by the size of the filing charity, measured
as reported total assets at the start of tax year 2023. While the largest charities (assets of $10
billion or more) comprise 0.03% of all charities represented in the sample,21 they receive a
substantial share of Schedule B giving.

However, the supporting source varies substantially by organization size. A substantial
portion of individuals’ large gifts ($7.2 billion) flow to the largest charities, which have
assets over $10 billion. In contrast, the lion’s share of government support ($194.8 bil-
lion) flows to mid-size organizations, which have assets between $1 million and $1 billion.
Foundations are the largest source of support for very small organizations (assets less than
$1 million); however, most of foundation giving (85.7%) supports mid-size organizations.
Most corporate giving also accrues to these mid-size nonprofits, accounting for 78.1% of
total corporate gifts.

4.4 Giving by gift size
In Figure 6, we show the share of donations (dollars given) and donor-charity pairs (“donors”)
for each of our five categories of donors, by the size of the gift reported on the charity’s
Schedule B.

In every case, large gifts (of $1 million or more) represent at least 70% of all donation
dollars reported on Schedule B. However, the vast majority of gifts are small: only about
2% of gifts from corporations, foundations, or individuals are in this million-plus category.
By contrast, 13.2% of unique government contributions have values of at least $1 million.
The modal gift from a corporate, foundation, or “other” donor ranges between $10,000

20To see all flows at the NTEE1 level instead of high-level groups, see appendix table A3.
21Note that the vast majority of charities in the United States are quite small; as Form 990-N filers, their

annual information return does not have an associated Schedule B.
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Table 2: Contributions by donor type and size of charity

Assets No. Orgs Giving by source (billions USD)
Individuals Corporations Foundations Governments Other

> $10 billion 60 7.517 9.917 9.449 5.658 0.003
(1.51%) (2.09%) (1.99%) (1.19%) (0.00%)

$1–$10 billion 727 6.983 7.351 21.681 31.113 0.905
(1.47%) (1.55%) (4.57%) (6.56%) (0.19%)

$100–$1000 million 4,853 9.768 22.256 38.157 51.908 0.354
(2.06%) (4.70%) (8.05%) (10.95%) (0.07%)

$10–$100 million 23,589 6.137 14.509 43.075 77.491 0.519
(1.29%) (3.06%) (9.09%) (16.35%) (0.11%)

$1–$10 million 58,906 3.287 8.275 27.641 34.298 0.340
(0.69%) (1.75%) (5.83%) (7.24%) (0.07%)

< $1 million 121,705 1.232 4.797 12.404 7.166 10.144
(0.26%) (1.01%) (2.62%) (1.51%) (2.14%)

Notes. Aggregates include all donations reported by tax-exempt organizations exempt under Section
501(c)(3), on Schedule B of their Form 990 or 990-EZ filing for tax year 2023. Figures in parentheses
represent shares of the total, across all donor types and recipient size categories.

and $100,000. As expected, a large minority of gifts from individuals - 40.6% - are val-
ued between $5,000 and $10,000; almost all remaining gifts from individuals are valued
between $10,000 and $100,000. Regardless of the type of donor, the distribution of large
charitable gifts has a noticeable rightward skew.
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Figure 6: Distribution of contribution sizes
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Notes: Each panel reports the distribution of donations and donor-
charity pairs (“donors”) by the size of the gift, respectively. These shares
are presented separately by recipient type.

4.5 Noncash giving varies by donor type
Figure 7 shows the share of giving from the four largest donor categories made as noncash
gifts over time. Although there are fluctuations in this share from year to year, the share of
noncash gifts has remained largely stable by donor type when viewed over the full study
period. Corporate giving is roughly two-fifths noncash, while individual giving ranges
from one-fifth to two-fifths noncash, with the individual noncash share trending upward
over the time period. Foundation and DAF contributions are significantly more likely to
be cash gifts, at around one-tenth noncash in most years. Government contributions are
almost entirely cash other than spikes in noncash contributions in 2021, which may be
COVID-related, and 2019, which is unexplained. The low share of government non-cash
grants is noteworthy, as government assistance is often politically constrained to be in-
kind (Liscow and Pershing 2022). These data may reflect cash grants to organizations that
specialize in providing in-kind support at the point of delivery – for example, a cash grant
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to a food bank to support in-kind provision of foods and other necessities.

Figure 7: Noncash share by donor type
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Notes. Lines plot the share of total giving made as noncash contributions, by donor type over year.

4.6 For large donors, giving begins at home
The Schedule B data includes information on donors’ addresses. This information is com-
plete for 98.4% of Schedule B entries for which the donor’s name is also present. We
leverage this information to analyze geographic patterns of giving among large donors to
Section 501(c)(3) nonprofits.

Because of the donor-recipient linkage gap, prior work has struggled to directly observe
the geographic scope of a charity’s fundraising market. Without this information, it can be
difficult to identify the impact of events affecting donors’ finances on charities’ revenues
and activities. This is because many such events — such as changes in local macroeconomic
conditions, revisions to state or local tax codes, or even elections – have a differential effect
on donors who reside in different jurisdictions. The charities supported by affected donors
will feel the downstream effects of changes in donors’ finances. However, a given charity’s
exposure to a given economic shock will depend on the geographic distribution of their
donors. Since charities may legally fundraise in any state in which they are registered, it
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is entirely possible that events affecting the fundraising environment in Alaska may affect
the revenues of a charity headquartered in Florida.

Previous work typically seeks to overcome these data limitations by assuming that
a charity’s fundraising market coincides with the geographic boundaries of the state or
county in which it is headquartered (see for example Duquette 2016, Karol 2023, LaLu-
mia 2025). Other work considers the possibility that charities’ fundraising markets extend
to multiple states (Karol 2025), or that the relevant catchment area for charitable fundrais-
ing is substantially more local (Gayle et al. 2017; Mayo 2021; Thornton and Lecy 2025).

Card et al. (2010) provides some evidence that donors like to give locally. The authors
document an increase in gifts to local charities when the market value of publicly traded
firms headquartered in the same city rises. The authors then include a control for the
share of highly-paid individuals living in the city, and observe that this control substan-
tially attenuates the effect of corporate headquarters on local charitable giving. They thus
conclude that the majority of this effect is attributable to increased giving by highly-paid
individuals working at corporate headquarters, as opposed to gifts made by the corpora-
tions themselves. This evidence is indirect. Using the donor-recipient linked data from
Schedule B, it is possible to revisit these conclusions and provide direct evidence.

In Figure 8, we report the share of all large donations a charity receives which originate
from donors located in the same geographical area. The blue line represents the share of
donations made by donors whose 5-digit ZIP code matches that of the charity’s headquar-
ters. The red line represents the share of donations made by donors whose listed address is
in the county where the charity is headquartered. Finally, the green line reflects the share
of donations made by donors located in the same state as the charity’s headquarters.

Approximately 15% of large gifts originate within the same zip code as the charity’s
headquarters. Nearly 30% originate within the same county, although this share fell to
26.8% as of 2023. Prior to the COVID pandemic, roughly 60% of large gifts went to or-
ganizations located in the donor’s own state; beginning in tax year 2020, this figure fell
by approximately 7 percentage points. These figures suggest that for large donors, most
giving is local, but not hyper-local. In recent years, large donations have more frequently
benefited out-of-state nonprofits.

Figure 9 again reports the shares of donations originating within the same geographic
area, now shown separately by the type of donor. Here, we see that the aggregate trends
shown in Figure 8 hold among individuals, foundations, and corporations. That is, charities
are disproportionately likely to receive donations from donors located nearby, regardless of
which type of donor the gift comes from. However, the probability that a charity receives
funding from a nearby donor does vary depending on the donor type. A greater share of
a charity’s foundation funding will come from within-state (57%), compared to the share
of corporation funding originating within the same state (33%). Furthermore, the share of
local giving by each donor type has declined over time.

22



Figure 8: Share of Local Donations, by Geography
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Source: Form 990 and 990-EZ, Schedule B, and authors’ calculations.
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Figure 9: Share of Local Donations, by Geography and Donor Type
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5 Discussion
This paper describes, for the first time, the flows of charitable contributions observed in
the IRS Form 990 Schedule B. Schedule B is unique among administrative data sources in
that it reports individual instances of large-dollar giving by receiving charity and donor on
an annual basis, from every type of donor. We use machine learning methods to classify
these donors by type of entity and describe how major giving happens in the United States.

Our analysis overturns some stylized facts and conventional wisdom about giving in the
United States. First, while the majority of all charitable giving in the USA comes from in-
dividuals, direct gifts from individuals and their estates represent only a small share of large
gifts to Form 990-filing charities. Instead, large gifts from individuals overwhelmingly flow
through a foundation or a DAF before arriving at its final destination. This suggests that,
for major donors at least, the ability to separate tax planning from giving is important, and
that the rate of flows out of these philanthropic capital institutions is a major driver of the
tempo of social impact (Calabrese 2012; Heist and Vance-McMullen 2019; Andreoni and
Madoff 2020).

Second, we show that over the study period, government contributions represented
a large and rising share of support for ostensibly private charitable organizations. While
public contracting has long been known as a major source of support for many charities
(Andreoni and Payne 2003), often outstripping private donations, grants alone are also a
major source of nonprofit sector support, particularly for human services organizations. In
the years following the COVID-19 pandemic, nonprofits’ reliance on government support
increased.

Third, we show for the first time that specific kinds of donors support specific kinds of
charities. Education is particularly dependent on foundations and DAFs; human services on
government; and public benefit charities on corporate giving. Health charities as a broad
grouping show relatively more diversity in donor support, but within NTEE classifications,
there is a concentration of certain donor types. Among health care delivery organizations
and medical research organizations, for example, most donations derive from foundations
and government sources. Among health-related associations like patient advocacy groups
and professional medical organizations, the greatest share of donations comes from gov-
ernment and corporate sources. These patterns contrast with mental health organizations,
which are primarily dependent on government contributions.

Finally, we describe geographic patterns of giving among large donors. Consistent with
previous work, we find that large donors are particularly likely to give to local charities.
However, we also show that in any given year, at least 40% of large gifts come from donors
located in another state. This share depends on the type of donor — individuals and foun-
dations are most likely to give within-state, whereas the rate of in-state giving is much
lower for donors categorized as corporations. This demonstrates a key benefit of Schedule
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B data – its unique linkage of donors to recipient charities. Previous work often relies on a
set of assumptions about the geographic area in which a charity fundraises to characterize
the effects of policies and events on private financial support for that charity. These data
allow us to empirically evaluate key assumptions about the geographic scope of a charity’s
fundraising market.

While we hope consideration of these facts will prompt new theories of giving and
veins of research, the results presented here should be interpreted in light of the constraints
imposed by Schedule B data sourcing, the text-based approach to constructing the dataset,
and the descriptive nature of our investigation. We do not observe giving to charities
that do not file Form 990, such as churches and houses of worship. We also cannot use
Schedule B data to investigate the distribution of giving that is exempt from the reporting
requirements — i.e., contributions that do not exceed the threshold of $5,000 per donor-
charity-year. Future work will introduce additional refinements and layers of detail to
the high-level classification presented here, and will be used to determine and evaluate the
effects of policy shocks on giving decisions.
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A Additional tables and figures
The following tables and figures provide additional supporting information not included
in the main text in the interest of brevity.

Table A1 reports the confusion matrix for our classifier. Specifically, it compares clas-
sifications by type suggested by the classifier to actual donor types (where known). In
general, the Naive Bayes classifier has a very low error rate, and we observe no systematic
pattern in the errors it does make. Table A2 reports additional statistics on the performance
of the machine learning classifier by class.

Table A3 reports total flows and flow shares by donor class and charity NTEE code.
This is the same information reported in figure 4, but with more fine-grained NTEE
groupings of charitable organizations.

Figure A1 reports the time series from figure 3, adjusted for inflation using the Con-
sumer Price Index.

Table A1: Confusion Matrix

Predicted Class

Individual Corporations
Foundations

and DAFs Government

Ac
tu

al
C

las
s Individual 102,100 1,432 6,785 264

Corporations 207 72,732 1,564 897
Foundations

and DAFs 434 4,633 152,583 2,184
Government 9 747 816 35,280

Notes. This figure presents the confusion matrix for the composite Naive Bayes model described
in Section 3. Rows represent the actual class of each of the pre-labeled donors; columns represent
the class predicted by the model for each donor.
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Figure A1: Real aggregate Schedule B contributions by donor type
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Source: Form 990 and 990-EZ, Schedule B, and authors’ calculations. Figures in billions
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Table A2: Classifier Statistics

Precision Recall F1
Individuals 0.9233 0.9937 0.9572
Corporations 0.9646 0.9144 0.9388
Foundations and DAFs 0.9546 0.9433 0.9490
Government 0.9573 0.9134 0.9349

Macro-Averaged F1 0.9450
Accuracy 0.9478
95% CI (0.9471, 0.9485)
No-Information Rate 0.4227
p-value: Accuracy > NIR 0.000
Kappa 0.9249

Notes. This table presents classifier statistics for the composite Naive
Bayes model described in Section 3.
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Table A3: Contributions by donor type and NTEE code

NTEE Group Giving by source (billions USD)
Individuals Corporations Foundations Governments Other

A Arts, Culture & Humanities 1.993 1.636 10.069 5.250 0.123
(0.46%) (0.38%) (2.32%) (1.21%) (0.03%)

B Education 7.834 5.679 27.353 32.313 0.293
(1.81%) (1.31%) (6.30%) (7.45%) (0.07%)

C Environment 0.603 1.694 4.411 2.532 0.047
(0.14%) (0.39%) (1.02%) (0.58%) (0.01%)

D Animal-Related 0.694 0.485 1.761 1.323 0.015
(0.16%) (0.11%) (0.41%) (0.30%) (0.00%)

E Health Care 2.778 6.780 25.527 21.196 0.313
(0.64%) (1.56%) (5.88%) (4.88%) (0.07%)

F Mental Health 0.141 0.551 1.966 10.022 0.008
(0.03%) (0.13%) (0.45%) (2.31%) (0.00%)

G Health Associations 0.289 2.792 3.116 6.735 0.016
(0.07%) (0.64%) (0.72%) (1.55%) (0.00%)

H Medical Research 0.355 0.663 4.190 2.701 0.001
(0.08%) (0.15%) (0.97%) (0.62%) (0.00%)

I Crime & Legal-Related 0.105 0.537 2.084 5.525 0.029
(0.02%) (0.12%) (0.48%) (1.27%) (0.01%)

J Employment 0.034 0.747 1.081 3.886 0.020
(0.01%) (0.17%) (0.25%) (0.90%) (0.00%)

K Food, Agriculture & Nutrition 0.374 5.536 2.864 3.837 0.124
(0.09%) (1.28%) (0.66%) (0.88%) (0.03%)

L Housing & Shelter 0.220 1.120 2.200 8.176 0.019
(0.05%) (0.26%) (0.51%) (1.88%) (0.00%)

M Public Safety 0.027 0.198 0.441 0.611 0.001
(0.01%) (0.05%) (0.10%) (0.14%) (0.00%)

N Recreation & Sports 0.296 0.743 2.374 0.933 0.026
(0.07%) (0.17%) (0.55%) (0.21%) (0.01%)

O Youth Development 0.253 0.710 2.227 1.661 0.014
(0.06%) (0.16%) (0.51%) (0.38%) (0.00%)

P Human Services 1.108 3.213 11.083 49.965 0.087
(0.26%) (0.74%) (2.55%) (11.51%) (0.02%)

Q International 0.622 7.976 10.237 11.635 0.032
(0.14%) (1.84%) (2.36%) (2.68%) (0.01%)

R Social Advocacy 0.183 0.533 1.787 0.893 0.044
(0.04%) (0.12%) (0.41%) (0.21%) (0.01%)

S Community Improvement 0.218 1.973 3.215 7.982 0.016
(0.05%) (0.45%) (0.74%) (1.84%) (0.00%)

T Philanthropy & Grantmaking 13.106 18.784 15.222 3.018 0.891
(3.02%) (4.33%) (3.51%) (0.70%) (0.21%)

U Science & Technology 0.166 0.402 1.369 7.237 0.022
(0.04%) (0.09%) (0.32%) (1.67%) (0.01%)

V Social Science 0.086 0.107 0.742 1.382 0.000
(0.02%) (0.02%) (0.17%) (0.32%) (0.00%)

W Public & Societal Benefit 0.216 0.737 1.786 2.052 0.024
(0.05%) (0.17%) (0.41%) (0.47%) (0.01%)

X Religion-Related 0.845 1.230 4.504 1.433 0.035
(0.19%) (0.28%) (1.04%) (0.33%) (0.01%)

Y Mutual & Membership Benefit 0.005 0.057 0.091 0.030 0.002
(0.00%) (0.01%) (0.02%) (0.01%) (0.00%)

Z Unknown 0.010 0.040 0.153 0.098 0.000
(0.00%) (0.01%) (0.04%) (0.02%) (0.00%)

Notes. Aggregates include all donations reported by tax-exempt organizations exempt
under Section 501(c)(3), on Schedule B of their Form 990 or 990-EZ filing for tax
year 2023. Figures in parentheses represent shares of the total, across all donor types
and NTEE categories.
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B Otherwise eligible donors not on Form 990 Schedule B
In this section, we estimate the share of donations from major donors whose individual
giving transactions do not require disclosure on Schedule B, as discussed in footnote 5.

To do so, we categorize and aggregate calendar year 2023 transaction-level individual
giving data from the Fundraising Effectiveness Project / Giving Tuesday database (here-
after FEP). The FEP data collects transaction-level data from a variety of upstream fundrais-
ing and payment processing partners, which are used to report on trends in the charitable
sector. While not all charities are in the FEP data, it is a large share of all giving: in 2023,
the FEP data included $25.8 billion in gifts from 14.9 million donors to over 23,000 chari-
ties. We therefore think these data are appropriate for estimating the share of major donors
who might not be reported on Schedule B.

We categorize individual giving transactions as being greater than or equal to $1,000
or not, then aggregate the data to the donor-charity level. From there, we classify donor-
charity pairs as being one of three types

1. Non-major donors: Total gifts by the donor to the charity sum to less than $5,000

2. Major donors not on Schedule B: Total gifts by the donor to the charity sum to
greater than or equal to $5,000, but total gifts by the donor to the charity from
transactions of at least $1,000 sum to less than $5,000

3. Major donors on Schedule B: Total gifts of transactions of at least $1,000 (and, auto-
matically, total giving) by the donor to the charity sum to $5,000 or more

We can then calculate the relative share of each type of donation. Across the entire
set of 2023 FEP records, donations of the second type represent 0.81% of all 2023 dollars
given, or 0.97% of dollars given by donors who give $5,000 or more to a particular charity
in that year.

The actual percentage is likely to be even smaller than this estimate. An unknown
share of FEP charities do not share data on their major donors with their data providers.
(Roughly 30% of FEP charities do not report a transaction greater than $20,000 in 2023,
though it is unknowable what share of those are not reporting larger gifts vs. not receiving
them.) Not including those gifts in the denominator will overstate the share flowing from
any subgroup of mid-size donors.

We can also use this approach to calculate the share of gifts that are above the $5,000
threshold. Figure B2 visualizes the distribution of contributions by dollar amounts for
each donor-charity pair observed in the FEP data for year 2023. Only 0.36% of donor-
charity pairs have total giving exceeding $5,000, but these outliers account for 83% of
all dollars observed. However, this number likely overstates the share of donations from
major individual donors in our Schedule B analysis because it is impossible, in the FEP

A6



data, to distinguish individuals from DAFs or other donor types. A reasonable estimate is
that gifts above $5,000 account for ≈75% of dollars given by living individuals, though the
true figure may be different.

Figure B2: 2023 FEP donations, size distribution curve
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Notes. Curve plots percentiles of total 2023 giving by donor-charity using the Fundraising Effectiveness
Project data.

C Magnitudes of giving by source and type (Figure 2)
This appendix describes the sources and estimation procedures used to create totals and
regions of overlap between data sources shown in Figure 2 and reported in Table 1.

• Individual giving. Under our definition, individual giving includes gifts directly
from living or deceased individuals to a charity. These include direct giving from
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individuals and from bequests/estates, but not giving that was first held via a chari-
table intermediary such as a DAF, a foundation, or another charity (e.g. United Way
or a community foundation). We observe $35 billion in individual gifts on Schedule
B.

– On individual income tax Form 1040 Schedule A. In 2023, individuals itemized
about $213 billion on their tax returns. This is calculated from IRS administra-
tive data. These donors will make up a substantial share of the individual giving
we observe on Schedule B, but most 1040 giving is not observed, because indi-
vidual gifts often are under $5,000, or to organizations that do not appear in our
dataset. For example, Giving USA consistently estimates that around one-third
of giving flows to religious causes, but churches and councils of churches (and
non-church houses of worship) do not have to file a Form 990 series return.
We also do not observe gifts to private foundations, which are reported on the
distinct Form 990-PF instead of the Form 990.

– By living individuals not on Form 1040. Non-itemized contributions by 1040
filers can come from two sources: contributions from people who do not item-
ize their tax returns, and contributions in excess of the limits on the share of
adjusted gross income that donors may deduct. For the first category, non-
itemizer giving is substantial in the aggregate — about $133 billion following
Giving USA’s estimates from national survey data. However, we estimate that
very little of it would appear on Schedule B, as giving much over the $5,000
threshold will tend to make people better off itemizing. For the latter category,
while very few filers give in excess of the AGI limits (generally 30% of AGI
for gifts of appreciated property, 60% for cash, but lower in some cases), that
tiny minority does give billions of dollars each year, as they are typically people
with high wealth but low taxable income (Duquette 2019a; Hungerman 2026).
We estimate this second stream to be about $20 billion from (Hungerman 2026,
Fig. 2A), in which giving over the limitation is about 8% of all giving for years
2019–2021, or about $160 billion total for estimated non-1040 individual giv-
ing. We would expect to see much of the giving in excess of the AGI limit on
Schedule B.

– On estate tax Form 706. In 2023, bequests from estates filing Form 706 (estate
tax) reported $49.5 billion in bequests. We assume virtually all bequests are
above $5,000; Joulfaian (2001) reports that the mean bequest on 1991 estate tax
returns was $8.4 million (or about $19 million in 2023 dollars after adjusting
for inflation). However, a large share of bequests will be to organizations that
fall outside of our dataset, most importantly private foundations (which file
the 990-PF instead of the Form 990); churches and public universities (which
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do not file the Form 990); and eligible non-501(c)(3)s (which can receive de-
ductible bequests, but which we do not examine in this paper).

– From non-filing estates. By definition, we do not observe estates that do not have
to file a return. For purposes of our figure, we follow Giving USA and assume
that non-filing estates are 30% of the total (so, about $20 billion is given by these
estates), and we assume that they give to Schedule B-filing organizations in the
same proportion as filing estates.

• Foundation giving. We consider “foundation” giving to be all contributions from
other tax-exempt charitable foundations, including not only private foundations, but
also donor-advised funds, community foundations, United Ways, and other chari-
ties, but excluding corporate foundations and funds. For tax year 2023, we find that
foundations giving reported on Schedule B totaled $152 billion.

– Via DAFs. Extrapolating backward from Heist et al. (2025), 2023 DAF grants
would be expected to be approximately $44 billion. Of that, 14% is estimated
to go to religious organizations, who typically do not file the Form 990 (Giving
USA 2021). Some unknown percentage would also not be visible because it
would flow to other organizations that do not file the Form 990, such as public
universities or small nonprofits. DAF grants may also support larger nonprofits,
which file a Form 990 or 990-EZ, but which are not included in our dataset
because the organization is exempt under a subsection other than §501(c)(3).
We also will not observe gifts under $5,000 on Schedule B. Fidelity Charitable
(2025) reports that the average Fidelity Charitable DAF grant was a bit more
than $5,000, so somewhat more than half of all DAF grants would be large
enough for Schedule B reporting. Between these two considerations, we esti-
mate that about half of DAF grants should be reported on Form 990 Schedule
B, while the other half will be either too small, or to filers not represented in
the dataset.

– Via private foundations. In tax year 2023, private foundations reported $117 bil-
lion in grants on their Form 990-PF. This is calculated from IRS administrative
data. Of this total, some reflects grantmaking by corporate operating founda-
tions. If we presume that corporate giving via 990-PF filing operating foun-
dations is about as large as Form 1120 corporate tax giving deductions, then
non-corporate foundation grants on Form 990-PF are about $85 billion. We
further assume that a negligible share of private foundation grants fall under
the $5,000 threshold for Schedule B reporting. However, some foundation
grants would have gone to organizations that do not file the Form 990, such as
churches and public universities. For purposes of figure 2, we estimate that $75
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billion in noncorporate 990-PF grants should be reported on Schedule B.
– Via other types of charitable funder. If our rough estimates of DAF and private

foundation giving are correct, then about $55 billion in foundation giving is not
from DAFs or private foundations, but from other institutions such as commu-
nity foundations, United Ways, and other types of charitable regranting (152-
22-75 = 55).22 We expect that virtually all of these grants will be Schedule
B reportable, except for perhaps a small share flowing to religious or public
university purposes, and assume $50 billion or so would appear on Schedule
B. This rough estimate is consistent with estimates of total foundation flows
reported in the Giving USA Foundation (2025) report.23

• Corporation giving. We define corporate giving to include gifts made by all or-
ganized business entities, including C-corporations, S-corporations, LLCs, partner-
ships, and the operating foundations maintained by some of these entities. Corporate
giving is not visualized in Figure 1. For tax year 2023, we estimate that corporate
giving was $67 billion. We believe that most corporate giving is reported on Schedule
B because most corporate gifts exceed $5,000 and because giving to 990 non-filers
such as churches should be a small share of corporate gifts.

– Reported on corporate income tax Form 1120. In tax year 2023, C- and S-corporations
deducted $33 billion in giving on their tax returns. This is calculated from IRS
administrative data.

– Other corporate giving. Our estimate of corporate giving is roughly double the
Form 1120 total, because we observe giving that would not be deducted on the
1120 form. This is because we observe gifts that 1120 filers cannot deduct, ei-
ther because they do not have taxable income for the year, or because their giv-
ing is in excess of the 10% share of income limitation. Additionally, we observe
giving from businesses that do not file a corporate tax return. Non-corporate
LLCs and other types of partnerships, for example, file Form 1065 with the

22This seems to be order-of-magnitude correct. For example, the Council on Foundations reports that
community foundations made $18.7 billion in grants in 2023 (https://cof.org/cfinsights/results/
2023/assets). Even though United Way has an umbrella organization, there are no estimates of total grant-
making by all United Ways – but even United Ways in smaller communities make millions of dollars in
grants per year, according to a casual inspection of forms 990, and there are over 1,000 United Ways in the
US.

23Gross flows from foundations in Giving USA for are net flows ($107.24 billion) plus inflows ($69.48
billion), or about $177 billion. We estimate that gross flows from non-DAF, non-corporate foundations
are $95 + $55= $150 billion, or fairly similar, despite differences in data sources and in the handling of
donor-advised fund flows. See the discussion of differences between our classifications and Giving USA
methodology in the section following.
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IRS and do not disclose their giving on that form. Instead, charitable contri-
butions flow to the individual partners via their Schedule Ks. (S-corporations
do disclose their giving on their Form 1120s, but those gifts are also treated as a
pass-through to individual shareholders and so the same giving may appear on
both Form 1120 and Form 1040.)

• Government gifts. Charities report grants from government agencies on Form 990
Schedule B. We do not separately visualize these gifts. We calculate that govern-
ments gifts on Schedule B totaled $208 billion for tax year 2023.

• Other gifts. We are unable to classify some gifts reported on Schedule B, usually
because the filing charity did not report a donor name. These are not visualized
separately in Figure 2. In 2023 we find $12 billion in unclassifiable Schedule B gifts.

D Comparison to Giving USA
Below we describe the major differences between our calculations and those of Giving
USA. Table D4 at the end of this Appendix summarizes these differences.

We use the Methods Appendix to Giving USA (2025) and the 2025 report (Chapter 19,
starting on page 343) as our reference for Giving USA methodology. In general, Giving USA
uses a range of survey, tax reporting, public (press) reporting, and summary data sources,
combined with predictive statistical models, to estimate annual giving for each individual
donor category in their reports.

The giving totals reported in this paper can diverge from Giving USA estimates because
of differences in the underlying data sources, definitions of donor types, and decisions about
imputation of unobserved giving.

• Giving USA (GUSA) individual giving encompasses living individuals only. Through
2022, individual giving is the sum of contributions itemized on Form 1040 Schedule
A and an estimate of non-itemizer giving imputed from two surveys (the PSID and
the SCF).

– Starting with 2023, GUSA includes “mega gifts” reported in the trade press;
however, Hungerman (2026) estimates that GUSA is still missing millions of
dollars in individual mega gifts in excess of the AGI threshold for a charitable
deduction. These are observed in Schedule B data.

– We observe gifts from estates directly, but cannot consistently distinguish be-
tween gifts from living vs. dead individuals, and so include estates in our indi-
vidual category, but GUSA does not.

A11



– GUSA treats giving to donor-advised funds as individual giving in the year that
it occurs, and subtracts DAF receipts from community foundation grants to
avoid double counting.

– GUSA uses a regression model to extrapolate individual giving from the most
recent year of IRS data to the current year; our data is as reported on the Sched-
ule B.

• GUSA treats estates as a separate donor category.

– For the most recent years where IRS tabulations of estate tax returns are un-
available, GUSA estimates giving out of large estates by taking aggregate gifts
to higher education reported to the Council for Advancement and Support of
Education and scaling that amount by a factor of about 7.231.

– GUSA estimates giving from medium-sized estates using IRS data from years
when the filing threshold for an estate was much lower than it is today.

– GUSA estimates giving from small estates using mortality data and historical
averages of bequest shares and amounts.

• GUSA foundation giving is defined as net new grants made by private foundations,
community foundations, and non-corporate operating foundations but not corporate
foundations.

– We treat donor-advised fund grants as giving from a foundation, even if the
sponsoring organization is not a foundation. Because of data limitations, we do
not net out flows of contributions for organizations that both receive donations
and make grants.

– We classify all grants from another nonprofit organization (other than a corpo-
rate foundation) as “foundation” giving even if the organization is not a private
foundation, community foundation, or similar entity. For example, we treat
grants from commercial DAF sponsors, United Ways, and parent or affiliated
nonprofits as foundation giving. The GUSA appendix does not explicitly de-
fine a policy for handling such contributions, but it appears that they are not
counted in their methods and would not be counted under their preference for
only aggregating net flows.

• GUSA corporate giving is giving on US corporate tax returns plus net flows out of
corporate foundations.

– Corporate giving in recent years where IRS aggregates are not available is mod-
eled by GUSA using a regression.
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– GUSA’s method does not appear to include corporate gifts from firms with
no taxable profit (which cannot take the deduction) or gifts in excess of the
deduction ceiling.

– We include gifts from business entities that may not file a US corporate income
tax return in “corporate” giving. These include limited liability companies,
partnerships, limited partnerships, and foreign firms. GUSA’s methodology
does not seem to include these entities.

• GUSA does not report grants from governments; we include such grants when they
are reported in Schedule B.

• Giving USA totals include gifts under $5,000 per donor-charity-year; Schedule B
data includes individual gifts valued at or above $1,000, or multiple gifts totaling
$5,000 or greater per donor-charity-year.

• Some Schedule B data cannot be classified because donors are reported as “anony-
mous” or “undisclosed” in the donor name string; we thus have a small “other”
category, whereas GUSA specific donor classifications are exhaustive.
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Table D4: Schedule B vs. Giving USA donor mapping

Donor category Donor type (Sch B)* Giving USA (GUSA) source GUSA donor category Note

Individuals

Named individual donors Itemized contributions from IRS Form
1040 Sch A + estimates of mega-gifts and
disaster giving that have been publicly re-
ported.

Individuals Sch B includes all reported mega-gifts, disaster giving, and
other non-recurring giving, including those in excess of
the IRS charitable deduction. Some of these donations
may not be reported in GUSA.

Individuals GUSA classifies contributions made to Donor-Advised
Funds (DAFs) as part of giving in the“Individuals” cate-
gory in the year the contribution to the DAF was made.
We include giving from DAFs in the "Foundations" donor
category and attribute the donation in the year the dona-
tion from the DAF was made.

Individual estates (bequests) Estimates of bequests to higher education
institutions reported by the Council for
Advancement and Support of Education
(CASE), adjusted by historical ratio of char-
itable bequest deductions to estate contri-
butions to higher education (scale factor
= 7.231) + estimates of wealthy non-filers
based on mortality rates, population aver-
age net worth, and population shares leav-
ing a bequest.

Bequests The GUSA “Individuals” donor category includes dona-
tions from living individuals only. Bequests are reported as
a separate category in GUSA.

Corporations

Corporate donors (direct giv-
ing)

Itemized deductions from IRS Form 1120
+ estimates based on economic variables in-
cluding S&P 500 and GDP, excluding con-
tributions to own corporate foundations, +
estimates of disaster giving that have been
publicly reported.

Corporations Sch B includes corporate gifts from firms with no taxable
profit (and therefore cannot claim a deduction), gifts in ex-
cess of the corporate deduction limit, and non-recurring
gifts. Some of these donations may not be reported in
GUSA.

Corporate foundations Contributions reported from IRS Form
990-PF for corporate foundations or Can-
did summaries of corporate foundation
giving.

Corporations Sch B does not consistently distinguish between direct
corporate giving and giving through corporate founda-
tions.

Non-corporate business enti-
ties (e.g., LLCs, partnerships,
foreign firms)

.. Not included in GUSA

Continued on next page
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Donor category Donor type (Sch B)* Giving USA (GUSA) source GUSA donor category Note

Foundations

Private foundations, com-
munity foundations, non-
corporate foundations,
including DAF grants to
community foundations

Candid summaries of non-corporate foun-
dation giving + verified Warren Buffett
gifts to Gates Foundation + estimates of
pharmaceutical company donations to op-
erating foundations that redistribute to pa-
tient assistance programs + estimates of dis-
aster giving that have been publicly re-
ported, excluding DAF grants to commu-
nity foundations.

Foundations

Donor-Advised Funds National Philanthropic Trust annual
Donor-Advised Fund Report that analyzes
1,000+ DAF sponsors reporting assets.

Individuals GUSA treats DAFs as pass-through organizations, classify-
ing contributions made to DAFs as part of giving from the
“Individuals” category in the year the contribution to the
DAF was made. In contrast, we include giving from DAFs
in the “Foundations” category and attribute the donation
in the year the donation from the DAF was made.

Other non-profit organiza-
tions

.. Not included in GUSA We classify grants from another non-profit organiza-
tion such as United Way or parent non-profit organiza-
tions (but excluding corporate foundations) as part of the
“Foundations” donor category. GUSA does not explicitly
model these categories and treads their contributions as a
pass-through, similar to the GUSA treatment of DAF giv-
ing.

Government

Federal, state, and local gov-
ernment entities

.. Not included in GUSA

Unclassifiable / Other

Donors reported as “anony-
mous”, “undisclosed”, or sim-
ilar variants

.. Not included in GUSA

* Note: To be included in Schedule B, donors must have contributed one or more distinct gifts valued ≥ $1,000, or multiple distinct gifts whose total value ≥ $5,000.
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