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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Hate crimes, bias incidents, and hate speech across 
American society all have been rising over the 
last few years. The scientific evidence — from fed-
eral agencies, advocacy organizations, and uni-
versity-based researchers — reinforces what most 
observers already recognize: increased mass shoot-
ings, attacks on houses of worship, and a resurgence 
in white supremacist activity. As private and pub-
lic sector leaders mobilize to find ways to curb the 
problem, leaders in philanthropy have also recog-
nized the need to combat the problem of hate-fund-
ing in their sector, which until very recently was 
largely overlooked. Recent research by various civil 
society organizations and independent journalists 
has shown that individuals have been using Donor-
Advised Funds (DAFs) for years to anonymize and 
direct funding toward hate groups operating as 
501(c)(3) tax-exempt organizations.

The following document is the product of a high-
level, closed-door symposium composed of more 
than three dozen practitioners, advocates, and 
scholars in the philanthropic sector, convened in 
August 2019 by the Council on American Islamic 
Relations (CAIR), the Southern Poverty Law Center 
(SPLC), and the American Muslim Fund. The one-
day meeting aimed to assess the current state of the 
cross-sector discussion surrounding the problem 
of hate-funding in philanthropy. By identifying best 
practices, analyzing case studies, and discovering 
key points of consensus and constraint among lead-
ing figures in the sector, the conveners produced 
this white paper to serve as a learning resource for 
stakeholders. In addition to benefiting from data 
gathered at the symposium, this document was also 
informed by external interviews, literature reviews, 
and continued consultation with experts.

While the problems identified in this paper can 
be applied to the entire philanthropic sector, this 
white paper focuses on the role that community 
foundations can play in combating hate-funding. It 
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SUMMARY OF KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

•   Establish leadership. Community foundations 
should reassert their role as vanguards in estab-
lishing reforms that will curtail hate-funding 
and steward the public discussion on philan-
thropy and the public good. 

•   Learn from other sectors. Because the ques-
tions facing philanthropy are not unique, the 
sector should engage in shared-learning mod-
els concerning hate-funding and screening 
from related and parallel sectors such as social 
media, banking, the media, and internet service 
providers.

•   Support cross-sector collaboration. Industry 
leaders in philanthropy should support the 
development of resources and tools such as uni-
versity research collaborations, software prod-
ucts, and public education materials to help 
foundations and their stakeholders mitigate the 
problem of hate-funding.

•   Support the Hate is Not Charitable campaign. 
Affinity organizations should encourage their 
members to both adopt the pledge and begin 
reviewing internal procedures to screen 
grantees.

•   Expand Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) pol-
icies and programming initiatives to explicitly 
condemn hate activity. 

•   Align donor agreements with existing hate-free 
and anti-discrimination policies that govern 
other activities.

•   Adopt policies and establish best practices to 
guide peer institutions such as family founda-
tions, religious and faith-based charities, and 
commercially backed charities.

•   Establish variance power standards. Because pre-
venting and stopping hate-funding in philan-
thropy will likely trigger questions about donor 
intent, leaders in the sector should immediately 
convene research and public education initia-
tives to clarify the current state of practice on 
variance powers and DAFs.

•   Fund research. The sector should make partic-
ular efforts to support the growing but largely 
under-resourced research community — com-
posed of think tanks, scholars, and independent 
journalists — exploring the impact of DAFs on 
the philanthropic landscape.

 



SPLCENTER.ORG // CAIR.ORG CAIR & SOUTHERN POVERTY LAW CENTER 5

INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, numerous charitable institutions 
have been used by donors to indirectly support 
organizations that use their nonprofit tax status to 
actively seek funds to promote racism and bigotry. 
In 2013 and 2014, for example, the National Policy 
Institute, an organization started by white nation-
alist leader Richard Spencer, received two anony-
mous Donor-Advised Fund (DAF) grants from the 
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discussion from the convening, no part of this paper 
should be attributed to any of the participating indi-
viduals or organizations.

This document discusses the points of consensus 
and constraint that sector leaders identified during 
the roundtable discussions. The analysis and rec-
ommendations are also informed by a review of rel-
evant literature as well as continued consultation 
with sector actors, experts, and advocates. It starts 
with an overview of the problems on hate fund-
ing in the philanthropic sector, followed by a sum-
mary and analysis of the roundtable discussions 
convened during the dialogue, covering three broad 
thematic areas: the role of DAFs in hate-funding; 
anti-hate initiatives in the tech sector as a model 
for philanthropy; and the potential for sector-wide 
solutions and shared frameworks.

In addition to identifying specific aspects of the 
problem, the discussion at the symposium yielded 

several key themes that deserve special mention. 
These include 1) the unique role of community 
foundations in combating hate-funding; 2) the need 
for foundations to abandon the “pretense of neu-
trality” in their giving strategies and to expand their 
commitment to diversity, equity, and inclusion; 3) 
the need for sector-wide reform and coordination; 
and 4) the importance of safety and risk assessment. 
The conclusion contains a series of immediate and 
actionable recommendations for stakeholders to 
consider. Also included are appendices that con-
tain useful information for practitioners, such as 
suggested further readings, resources on security 
for organizations thinking about screening out hate 
groups, definitions of key terms, and frequently 
asked questions. •

Richard Spencer has used the National Policy Institute to advocate for an 
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II. ARE DONOR-ADVISED FUNDS THE PROBLEM?

Donor-Advised Funds play an increasingly power-
ful role in philanthropy. They allow donors to make 
a non-revocable charitable contribution to a public 
charity (such as a community foundation, though 
increasingly non-traditional providers such as 
Fidelity Charitable Gift Fund,  Schwab Charitable 
Fund, and others) for which the donor receives an 
immediate tax benefit.25 The public charity invests 
the money, and the donor is able to recommend 
contributions to charitable organizations from the 
fund over time. DAFs are marketed both as charita-
ble savings accounts or — because DAFs have com-
paratively modest overhead costs — as a cheaper 
and easier alternative to a private foundation. They 
are used primarily by individuals, though sev-
eral institutional foundations and corporations 
use DAFs as their preferred giving vehicle. In 2018, 
there were 728,563 DAFs across the country — a 
growth of 55 percent over the previous year. Donors 
contributed $37.12 billion and used them to recom-
mend $23.42 billion in grants to qualified charities. 
Charitable assets held by DAFs totaled $121.42 bil-
lion, up from $112.1 billion in 2017.26 

The rapid expansion of DAFs has changed the 
landscape of traditional philanthropy by decen-
tering the role foundations have played in shap-
ing the funding of civil society activity and allowing 
smaller, less experienced charitable 
actors to influence the public space 
in ways that were previously impos-
sible or unlikely.27 Among the range 
of emerging problems identified in 
this new philanthropic landscape is 
the use of DAF dollars to promote 
non-active charitable work. While 
traditional philanthropy might fund 
broad public interest services and 
activities such as public education, 
medical research, or the arts, DAFs 
now allow donors to direct fund-
ing toward narrow, ideologically 
driven organizations that operate 
under a 501(c)(3) status. Given that 
recent research by journalists, think 
tanks, and advocacy organizations 
has shown the way in which DAFs 
have been used to fund hate activ-
ity, stakeholders in philanthropy are 

seeking ways to prevent their platforms from being 
exploited by extremist groups that leverage DAFs for 
their powerful tax benefits, anonymity, and wealth 
preserving characteristics. During the first session of 
the symposium, conveners asked stakeholders from 
the private, philanthropic, and academic sectors: “Are 
DAFs the problem?”

The overwhelming consensus among stakehold-
ers was that DAFs in and of themselves are not the 
problem, but that there are a number of problems 
surrounding them. Among the most important con-
cerns were the way DAFs enable consolidation of 
wealth (due to the lack of regulated payout rates) 
and provide a screen of anonymity for donors.28 And 
although there was recognition among leaders in 
community foundations, nonprofits, and even com-
mercially backed DAF sponsors that DAFs have 
radically changed the landscape of philanthropy in 
the last decade, most experts agree that efforts to 
aggressively regulate them are destined to fail and 
would cause more harm than good to the charitable 
sector as a whole. On the positive side, others noted 
that DAFs have contributed to the democratization 
of institutional charity, allowing people who are not 
wealthy to become philanthropists.

Nonetheless, stakeholders and experts agree that 
DAFs play a unique role in exacerbating the prob-

lem of hate-funding in philanthropy 
itself. For some foundations, the 
problem may seem relatively small 
in that funding may come in a small 
amount and by only a few donors, 
thus amounting to a minuscule per-
centage of a charity’s overall giving. 
That said, participants agreed that 
even if the number of contributions 
to hate groups is relatively small, it 
contributes to the normalization of 
problematic and possibly dangerous 
activity and rhetoric. Stakeholders 
seemed to fully support not funding 
hate. In one instance, the president 
of a major metropolitan community 
foundation, responsible for the man-
agement of more than $3 billion in 
charitable assets, was adamant that 
even if it were “only one dollar being 
funneled through their name to a 

The overwhelming 
consensus among 
stakeholders was 
that DAFs in and 
of themselves are 
not the problem, 
but that there are a 
number of problems 
surrounding them.
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A central concern raised by all stakeholders is 
the issue of anonymity. Because a DAF is in and of 
itself a charitable vehicle, when a DAF donor con-
tributes to a fund, they are not necessarily identi-
fied in the public and private records of where the 
donation ultimately arrives. Rather, it is the spon-
soring DAF organization that is identified as the 
origin of the donation. This is the case even though 
the donor receives the tax benefit at the time of the 
contribution to the DAF.41 With standard charities 
or nonprofits, if a donor provides a financial con-
tribution, that donor understands that they lose 
control over the way their funding is managed or 
used. Thus, with DAFs, both elements — surren-
der of control and transparency — are avoided. The 
structure of the DAF creates a scenario in which 
a donor contributes to an account that is legally 
and logistically managed by an external agency 
but in practice and reality remains in the control 
of the donor. In this way, a donor can direct a con-
tribution anonymously to a 501(c)(3) organization 
while ensuring that the original source of the con-
tribution remains hidden from public view. The 
public sees only an untraceable DAF account serv-
ing as a buffer and intermediary between anony-
mous donors and 501(c)(3)s. This structure allows 
donors to give anonymously to nonprofits that 
promote hate — while only the name of the spon-
soring charity is listed in public records.

The philanthropic and charitable sector has tra-
ditionally advocated self-regulation by developing 
self-governance and industry standards that avoid 
federal or state interference.42 While some stake-
holders and critics urge regulatory intervention, 
the legislative track record on DAF reform is poor. 
In 2014, for example, former U.S. Rep. Dave Camp 
(R-MI) suggested placing a five-year limit on undis-
tributed DAF monies as part of a larger tax reform 
bill, but the proposal never reached the floor for 
debate.43 Even more modest regulations to close 
loopholes and incentivize charities to pay out funds 
at higher rates have been met with silence from 
legislators.
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III. INTERNET GOVERNANCE AS A MODEL FOR PHILANTHROPY

In many ways the tech industry, especially social 
media companies and internet service providers, 
mirrors the philanthropic sector — especially pub-
lic charities such as community foundations and 
DAF providers. For example, they both interface 
with public and private interests in a similar fash-
ion in that they are private institutions while simul-
taneously exerting a strong influence in the public 
space. Both sectors also claim to function as neutral 
platforms that serve their users and clients needs, 
and both have significant concerns about manag-
ing the line between dangerous hate speech and free 
speech. And, both sectors are grappling with the rise 
of hate in general.

In recent years, the tech industry has taken 
steps to address hate on their platforms, and there 
are important lessons that philanthropy can learn 
from these efforts. For that reason, the symposium 
hosted key advocates involved in the discussion 
about online hate speech and violent extremism. 
Specifically, it brought together First Amendment 
experts, financial access advocates, and leading fig-
ures involved in campaigns to help the tech sector 
adopt anti-hate policies. Participants in the sympo-
sium agreed that, like the tech sector, philanthropy 
can best address the issue of hate by adopting com-
prehensive and concrete anti-hate policies that are 
transparent to their donors and the wider public.

The problem of hate speech in the digital space 
is nearly as old as the space itself. Until recently, 
internet companies — from social media giants like 
Facebook to online payment vendors like PayPal — 
have generally used First Amendment arguments 
to justify a lack of strong policies and procedures 
for banishing the purveyors of hate from their plat-
forms.46 Tech companies, however, are private enti-
ties and the First Amendment does not apply to 
the policies of a private corporation but rather to 
actions taken by government. Some companies have 
claimed to operate as neutral platforms, simply pro-
viding a space for their users to engage, and have 
abstained from direct content production, modera-
tion, or regulation.

While an open internet creates immense social 
value and provides opportunities for people to 
connect in ways that were simply unimaginable a 
decade ago, it has also proven that it does not favor 
equal speech. The open internet, for all its good, 

has been used by a highly vocal minority to engage 
in hateful activities and promote violence in viola-
tion of the fragile public trust that it provides. Hate 
groups and individual extremists regularly exploit 
online platforms to organize, fund, incubate, and 
normalize racism, sexism, xenophobia, and reli-
gious bigotry. The proliferation of dangerous hate 
speech online chills the speech of targeted groups, 
and it both threatens and causes real harm to peo-
ple’s safety and freedom. This reality has led to sig-
nificant challenges around content management 
and platform governance.47

While several civil rights organizations have 
long pressured social media platforms and internet 
companies to address online hate, it took the tragic 
events surrounding the 2017 “Unite the Right” rally 
in Charlottesville, Virginia, for companies to real-
ize that the “no action” approach inherent in rely-
ing merely on free speech arguments is an action 
in itself.48 That day showed beyond a doubt that 
hateful rhetoric online can easily turn into deadly 
violence in real life. Since then, many tech com-
panies have realized that they need to play a more 
active role in ensuring their platforms are not 
used to spread hate and promote violence. While 
some companies made progress, many others have 
failed.49 As a result, civil society stakeholders and 
civil rights organizations began to take aggressive 
action and explore sector-wide solutions. 

The SPLC and the Center for American Progress, 
joined by Color of Change, Free Press, the National 

In recent years, the tech industry has 
taken steps to address hate on their 
platforms, and there are important 
lessons that philanthropy can learn 
from these efforts.
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Hispanic Media Coalition, and the Lawyers’ 
Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, formed a 
broad-based coalition of civil rights, anti-hate and 
open-internet organizations.50 This coalition, called 
Change the Terms, is dedicated to helping compa-
nies significantly decrease hateful activities online 
while maintaining a commitment to an open inter-
net. After nearly a year of gathering stakeholder 
input from civil society, the technology sector, and 
policy circles, the coalition launched a set of model 
policies — comprehensive, legally grounded cor-
porate policies and standards for social media 
platforms, payment service providers, and other 
internet-based services. Additional outreach to 
build momentum was done after the public launch 
and has led to new and heightened levels of coor-
dination between coalition members, individu-
als, groups most often affected by online hate, and 
internet companies.

To preempt concerns that were likely to arise, 
particularly around free speech, the coalition com-
municated in advance with good faith critics in the 
community, such as the American Civil Liberties 
Union and the Electronic Frontier Foundation, to 
convey that online hate is itself a threat to the free 
speech of others. In addition to threatening people’s 
safety and freedom, it discourages the online speech 
of targeted groups and curbs democratic participa-
tion. Moreover, the coalition communicated about 
why the First Amendment does not apply to the pol-
icies of a private company and that, even if it did, it 

should be remembered that the First Amendment 
does not protect all speech. The coalition very care-
fully crafted its definition of hateful activity to cover 
types of speech that courts have said are not pro-
tected as free speech: incitement to violence, intim-
idation, harassment, threats, and defamation.51 This 
dialogue with free speech advocates helped sharpen 
final policy documents and led the coalition to cre-
ate a document that outlined and answered poten-
tial contentions. This document was then released 
in parallel with the policies themselves.52

The model policies provided numerous bene-
fits. For one, they immediately provided structure, 
transparency, and accountability to online con-
tent moderation. They set a benchmark to measure 
the progress of major tech companies and provide 
a guide for newer companies that may be wrestling 
with these issues for the first time. For advocacy 
groups and coalition members, the policies helped 
them organize and speak with a united front. Prior 
to the model policies, some large companies used 
the lack of a unified voice among civil rights and 
advocacy groups to drag their feet and even to play 
different groups against each other to impede prog-
ress. However, with a standardized policy model, 
groups gained the power to push internet com-
panies to respond to their terms and enact policy 
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IV. TOWARD A SHARED FRAMEWORK — BEST PRACTICES ON 
SCREENING HATE GROUPS

In light of the current political climate, a number of 
foundations and philanthropic actors have sought 
to tackle the problems of inequity and social polar-
ization by directing funding to advocacy, organizing, 
and educational programs fighting these danger-
ous trends.55 However, as current research shows, 
it is not enough for philanthropy to support these 
efforts through dollars alone. The sector also must 
take measures to combat hate within its own ranks. 
Indeed, a growing number of foundations, funding 
collaboratives, workplace giving programs, corpo-
rate giving entities, and other organizations in the 
philanthropic sector have individually developed 
more extensive policies and practices to ensure that 
their giving is both in compliance with the law and 
aligned with their mission and values statements.56 
While participants all recognized the urgency of 
the problem, called for immediate action to address 
it, and understood the importance of sector-wide 
change, the question remains with regard to how to 
implement systems to screen out hate groups from 
DAF portfolios. Despite the challenges, several key 
areas of consensus and constraint emerged in the 
discussion that can help stakeholders identify con-
crete steps to implement systems that prevent hate 
groups from exploiting their platforms.

As has been mentioned throughout this paper, 
participants again repeated the unique role that 
community foundations play in serving as van-
guards in the effort to screen out nonprofits that 
promote hate and discrimination. Through the 
course of the conversation, it became clear that 
foundations would need to approach the problem 
in a tiered and phased approach, recognizing that 
the problem requires long-term capacity-build-
ing solutions. It was recommended that the most 
immediate step all foundations can take is to begin 
instituting a conversation among staff, executive 
teams, and governing boards. These discussions can 
and should take the form of task forces composed 
of members from various levels of the organization 
who review how the issue affects the foundation and 
what corrective measures can be implemented to 
shield it from being indirectly used by hate groups. 

Unfortunately, many participants and stake-
holders have raised the issue that even beginning a 

conversation around hate groups can be controver-
sial within some organizations due to its presumed 
political nature. However, it is best for stakehold-
ers to recognize that while there may be a legitimate 
degree of difference on what constitutes anti-social 
and polarizing activity, at a core level community 
foundations should understand the problem of hate 
within a public safety context. At a bare minimum, 
screening practices and policies should be imple-
mented against organizations and activities that 
contribute to a climate of fear and risk for vulner-
able and targeted communities, as the role of hate 
propaganda in fueling violence is well documented.

The second step in the process of screening 
for hate groups and one that can also be accom-
plished with relative ease is to review a founda-
tion’s existing policy and programming ecosystem 
on Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) and build 
anti-hate due diligence structures therein. The cen-
tral argument here is that foundations are already 
predisposed to adopt anti-hate policies and may 
have more available internal resources than they 
recognize. As one participant argued during the ses
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country’s largest commercial providers of DAFs, 
recently banned contributions to the National Rifle 
Association (NRA).68 This ban came after the City 
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and financial services industries. It is also used 
by, and actively markets to, the charitable sec-
tor.76 World-Check is often criticized by civil rights 
organizations, advocates, and experts on interna-
tional terrorism for bias and misinformation that 
can result in the blacklisting and de-platform-
ing of legitimate charitable groups.77 The commer-
cial nature of World-Check, its lack of coordination 
with civil society organizations, its use of unsub-
stantiated data, and its lack of transparency make 
it a highly problematic tool to screen out hate.78  
Despite the numerous problems with the prod-
uct, World-Check is still used widely in the philan-
thropic sector and is integrated into a number of 
grant management software programs.

Adding new steps in due diligence processes will 
take up more time and staff capacity — two things 
in short supply at most foundations. Indeed, most 
stakeholders acknowledged the fact that their orga-
nizations simply lacked the human resources and 
in-house subject area expertise to implement com-
prehensive due diligence and vetting processes to 
screen out hate. For these reasons, nearly all par-
ticipants agreed that while comprehensive due dil-
igence policies are needed, there is also a need for 
advocacy organizations, academia, and philan-
thropy to work together to develop easy-to-use 
due diligence tools for screening out hate at a sec-
tor-wide level.

If these three sectors — academia, advocacy 
organizations, and philanthropy — work together 
to develop tools and model policies, it will circum-
vent several difficulties and dangers that could 
occur if any of these groups were to develop these 
in isolation of each other. For example, if philan-
thropy were to develop a tool or policies without 
input from advocacy organizations and academia, 
it would run the risk of missing important nuances 
or regulating hate arbitrarily. Because of the siloed 
nature and extensive time commitment required 
of academic research, scholars working in isolation 
from philanthropy or civil society could run the risk 
of using data that is outdated and therefore of lim-
ited value. Furthermore, because academic research 
tends to be heavily dependent on funding, it could 
run the risk of not being sustainable over time. 
Finally, if advocacy organizations alone provide 
guidance or recommendations for the sectors, it 
may create a public relations risk for philanthropic 
organizations wishing to adopt these recommenda-
tions. As the GuideStar experience has shown, this 
could also lead to fringe groups and their supporters 
launching harassment and intimidation campaigns. 

Given the well-resourced and institutionally con-
nected networks that create and disseminate 
hate-filled propaganda in our society, it is only log-
ical that civil society, academia, and philanthropy 
equally join forces over the long term to manage the 
threat that hate presents to our democracy.

The nature of a verification list was also subject 
to productive discussion. Participants and stake-
holders acknowledged that a list was simply one 
of many tools that should be available to founda-
tions for their own analyses — but not one that 
would provide a mere checklist to escape account-
ability. Likewise, it was argued that a list should be 
considered only as a starting place for a wider con-
versation on anti-hate policies and programming 
in a foundation and that the overall goal of a foun-
dation should be to increase its capacity in this 
space through continued education and resourc-
ing. Participants also recognized that foundations 
would naturally have different approaches to the 
use and development of such tools. That is, while 
some might consider a list as an endpoint in a long 
conversation about equity and social justice, oth-
ers might consider it just the beginning. Ultimately, 
consensus was arrived upon at the notion that such 
a tool or system is needed and that foundations 
should strive for collaboration and coordination but 
not uniformity.

While it is critical for individual community 
foundations to take on this work, there was con-
sensus that a sector-wide dialogue and collabora-
tion on developing best practices for community 
foundations need to take place. In this regard the 
role of affinity groups such as United Philanthropy 
Forum, the National Committee for Responsive 
Philanthropy, and the Council of Foundations were 
identified as institutions that could begin model-
ing best practices and setting nonbinding standards 
for the sector. In particular, it was argued that a spe-
cial role should be played by the National Standards 
for Community Foundations, the accreditation pro-
gram developed by the Council of Foundations.79 
While debates over self-regulation, oversight, and 
due diligence in philanthropy are expected to con-
tinue, there was a deep consensus on the urgent 
need to develop a shared framework to allow com-
munity foundations to be better equipped to 
address hate funding in their grantmaking. •
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Philanthropy is at a crossroads. With the growth 
of bias, discrimination, and violent hate crimes 
and white supremacist terror attacks affecting our 
communities, philanthropy has a responsibility to 
address hate both in society and in the sector itself. 
Community foundations, due to their “big tent” 
local nature and civic missions, occupy a unique 
space in society, allowing them to transcend much 
of the polarized and fragmented nature of public life 
today. And while community foundations regularly 
combat social inequity, revelations that their char-
itable platforms have been used by special inter-
est networks to funnel money to hate groups has 
resulted in more demands that the philanthropic 
sector take measures to insulate itself. As thought 
leaders in philanthropy have argued, even if the 
actual dollar amounts to hate groups from commu-
nity foundations remain small in the context of the 
sector’s enormous contribution to the public good, 
those funds nonetheless contribute to the normal-
ization of hate speech and activity. More impor-
tantly, hate-funding directly undermines the civic 
mission of community foundations by going against 
their values and harms the safety of the communi-
ties they represent.

Accordingly, community foundations should reas-
sert their role as vanguards in establishing reforms 
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APPENDIX A 

SUGGESTED READINGS  
AND FURTHER RESOURCES
General
•   Amalgamated Foundation. Hate is Not 

Charitable, 2019. 
•   CAIR. “Hijacked by Hate: American 

Philanthropy and the Islamophobia Network,” 
May, 2019.

•   Democracy Fund. “As Hate Attacks Rise, 
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APPENDIX B

DEFINITIONS AND FREQUENTLY  
ASKED QUESTIONS
What is a hate group?
The Southern Poverty Law Center defines a hate 
group as an organization that — based on its official 
statements or principles, the statements of its lead-
ers, or its activities — has beliefs or practices that 
attack or malign an entire class of people, typically 
for their immutable characteristics. We do not list 
individuals as hate groups, only organizations.

The organizations on the SPLC group list vil-
ify others because of their race, religion, ethnicity, 





26 HATE-FREE PHILANTHROPY OPPORTUNITIES AND OBSTACLES TO SAFEGUARD THE SECTOR

United States and abroad, often marshaling the 
same debunked myths and demonizing claims in 
their efforts.

A major misconception — one that is deliber-
ately promoted by anti-LGBTQ hate groups in 
order to accuse the SPLC of being “anti-Christian” 
— is that the SPLC considers opposition to same-
sex marriage or the belief that homosexuality is a 
sin as the sole basis for the hate group label. This is 
false. There are many organizations and hundreds 
of churches and other religious establishments that 
oppose same-sex marriage or oppose homosexual-
ity on strictly Biblical grounds that the SPLC does 
not list as hate groups.

Does the SPLC list any anti-white hate groups?
The SPLC has listed black separatist  groups since 
the late 1990s. Most prominent are the Nation of 
Islam and the New Black Panther Party, which has 
no relationship to the Black Panther Party of the 
1960s and 1970s. The organizations hold beliefs 
whose tenets include racially based hatred of white 
people. Other black nationalist groups believe black 
people are the true Israelites and many espouse vir-
ulently antisemitic and anti-LGBTQ beliefs.

What is a black separatist hate group?
Black separatist groups have always been a reac-
tion to white racism. These groups are typified by 
their antisemitic, anti-LGBTQ, anti-white rhetoric 
and conspiracy theories. They should not be con-
fused with mainstream black activist groups such 
as Black Lives Matter and others that work to elim-
inate systemic racism in American society and its 
institutions.

Why doesn’t the SPLC list Black Lives Matter?
While its critics claim that Black Lives Matter’s very 
name is anti-white, this criticism misses the point. 
Black lives matter because black lives have been 
marginalized for far too long. As BLM puts it, the 
movement stands for “the simple proposition that 
‘black lives also matter.’”

The SPLC has heard nothing from the found-
ers and leaders of the Black Lives Matter move-
ment that is in any way comparable to the racism 
espoused by, for example, the leaders of the New 
Black Panther Party — and nothing at all to suggest 
that the bulk of the demonstrators hold suprem-
acist or black separatist views. Indeed, people of 
all races have marched in solidarity with African 
Americans during BLM marches.

Why doesn’t the SPLC list Islamist terrorist groups 
like ISIS?
The SPLC lists only domestic hate groups — those 
based in and focused on organizing in the United 
States. We do, however, list several U.S.-based 
groups that are ideologically similar to groups like 
ISIS. They are usually listed as hate groups because 
of their vilification of Jews and LGBTQ people.

Why doesn’t the SPLC list antifa as a hate group?
The SPLC condemns violence in all its forms, 
including the violent acts of far-left street move-
ments like antifa (short for anti-fascist). But the 
propensity for violence, though present in many 
hate groups, is not among the criteria for listing. 
Also, antifa groups do not promote hatred based on 
race, religion, ethnicity, sexual orientation or gen-
der identity (see criteria above).

Does the SPLC list any far-left hate groups?
The SPLC’s goal is to identify all U.S.-based groups 
that meet its definition of a hate group regardless of 
whether one would think of the group as being on 
the left or the right. One can always debate whether 
a group should be considered “left” or “right.” The 
Nation of Islam, which we list for its antisemitism 
and vilification of white people, is a case in point. 
Another example is Jamaat al-Muslimeen — a 
Muslim group that is listed because of its vilification 
of Jews and the LGBTQ community. But, as a gen-
eral matter, prejudice on the basis of factors such as 
race is more prevalent on the far right than it is on 
the far left.

This does not mean that extremism and violence 
on the far left are not concerns. But groups that 
engage in anti-fascist violence such as antifa groups, 
for example, differ from hate groups in that they are 
not typically organized around bigotry against peo-
ple based on the characteristics listed above. •
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the charitable mission of the community founda-
tion. These pledges had not been in place with pre-
vious policies and prior to 2017, there was no formal 
statement of organizational commitment to diver-
sity, equity, and inclusion. We could only adopt and 
implement this anti-hate policy tied to our charita-
ble mission, after completing the extensive founda-
tional work necessary to first develop a culture that 
reflected the importance of diversity, equity, and 
inclusion. We utilized the problematic VDARE situ-
ation as an impetus to put an equity lens at the cen-
ter of our work. Now, because DAF donations must 
align with our core values, and those mission-driven 
values are embedded in our work, it will no longer 
be possible for a situation like the VDARE case to 
ever happen again.

After consulting with and studying the practices of 
other foundations who have been held up as lead-
ers in this work, we knew our journeyneeded to go 
deeper than simply developing a policy. With a new 
CEO and leadership at Innovia, we began work-
ing with our communities, board and staff to ele-
vate and integrate diversity, equity and inclusion 
into our work. This commitment required us to 
have honest discussions about race and racism with 
our community partners.  We facilitated diversity, 
equity and inclusion training for our board, staff 
and volunteers. We changed our board structure to 
ensure it represented the communities we serve. 
We sponsored workshops supporting racial equal-
ity curriculum. We participated in and helped lead 
forums and events for businesses and community 
organizations on topics such as health disparity and 
grantmaking with an equity lens. We learned. We 
helped to teach. We supported. Many of the import-
ant steps we took are listed on the timeline below 
and this is work we plan to continue.

Recently, Innovia Foundation also updated our 
mission, vision and values and created a strate-
gic framework to guide our future decision-mak-
ing. This process took more time than expected 
by some. But these deliberate steps provided the 
groundwork and the necessary foundation for the 
adoption of our anti-hate policy. This policy gives us 
a solid, defensible standard against which to evalu-
ate organizations according to their charitable pur-
pose, not just their tax status. https://innovia.org/
news/strategic-framework/

We are confident that our updated policies and 
framework will help us work with our trusted 

partners to transform our region for the better. We 
are committed to standing alongside those who feel 
marginalized, and are dedicated to growing, learn-
ing, and continuing to engage in challenging conver-
sations in our communities about racism, hate and 
discrimination. 

Our commitment to “getting it right” is demon-
strated not only in our history over the last three 
years but even now through this episode of engag-
ing with the SPLC and CAIR to help correct what we 
feel is an imbalanced public portrayal of our orga-
nization and stakeholder community. To clarify and 
add to the public record, we have included below a 
partial summary and timeline of activities initiated 
at Innovia over the last three years, under new lead-
ership, that demonstrate our commitment in words 
and actions to forging a path to hate-free commu-
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challenge within their organizations.

• In 2018, Innovia participated in Effective 
Leadership training through the Nonprofit 
Leadership Alliance with curriculum centered 
around cultural sensitivity and promoting 
diversity, equity and inclusion in the work-
place and in our community by learning com-
passionate communication skills and a cultural 
mindfulness.

• In 2018, Innovia participated in a two-
day workshop presented by Philanthropy 
Northwest at Russell Family Foundation 
focused on grantmaking with an equity lens.

• In 2019, Innovia unveiled our new mission, 
vision and values that included for the first time 
diversity, equity and inclusion as key priorities.

• In 2019, Innovia participated in the 
Philanthropy Institute: Leading Strategies for 
Emerging Practitioners, an educational pro-
gram focused on grantmaking theories and 
practices with diversity, equity and inclusion 
being integrated into the entire training. Topics 
ranged from the historical context of philan-
thropy, how grantmaking practices can be more 
equitable, and how foundations can maximize 
impact through advocacy and collaboration.

• In 2019, Innovia was a partner and co-funder 
for two Why Race Matters Workshops for non-
profit and foundation leaders.

• In 2019, Innovia held an all-day diversity, 
equity and inclusion board retreat, facilitated 
by Richard Woo, CEO of the Russell Family 
Foundation and Doug Stamm, former CEO of 
Meyer Memorial Trust.  

• In 2019 and 2020, Innovia convened the Census 
Complete Count committee with advisors from 
underrepresented communities in our region.

• In 2020, Innovia’s Board adopted a new anti-
hate policy modeled after work from East 
Bay Community Foundation (Oakland, CA), 
Brooklyn Foundation (New York, NY) and 
other community foundations leading the field 
in promoting hate-free philanthropy.

• In June 2020, Innovia affirmed its commitment 
to advancing racial justice in our community 
and country in a statement of solidarity with 
our Black-led and Black-centered nonprofit 

partners, donors, volunteers and neighbors 
throughout Eastern Washington and North 
Idaho.

We invite community foundations and other phil-
anthropic orgainzations interested in learning from 
our journey to contact us for more information. 
We are committed to working with our colleagues 
in philanthropy to advance racial equity through 
increased learning about structural racism, pro-
moting organizational changes in policies and pro-
cedures and increasing advocacy for those who face 
injustice and systemic racism every day. We can be 
reached at info@innovia.org or (509) 624-2606.
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