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Abstract: Donor-advised funds are a prominent and rapidly growing charitable giving
vehicle. There is substantial information about the money flowing into them, but we
know relatively little about what they ultimately support, and anecdotal news stories
have raised questions about the role theymaybe playing in high-profile policy-oriented
giving. With this in mind, we examine whether donor-advised funds are dispropor-
tionately supporting politically engaged charities. We find that donor-advised fund
sponsors distribute grants to politically engaged charities – those engaged in lobbying
or affiliated with organizations supporting political campaigns – at a rate nearly
1.7 times that of other giving sources. We further show that this feature is more
pronounced with giving to fringe political groups, as donor-advised fund sponsors give
to anti-government and hate groups at a rate 3.5 times that of other giving sources; in
fact, we find that donor-advised funds account for more than one-quarter of all
contributions received by these organizations. To focus on whether onemotivation
for such giving is the layer of opacity donor-advised funds create, we also examine
private foundation grants to donor-advised funds. Private foundations are
required to publicly disclose the identities of both their major donors and bene-
ficiaries. Donor-advised funds, on the other hand, must only disclose grant re-
cipients, and those disclosures are aggregate and not at the fund or donor level. For
this reason, when a private foundation distributes to a donor-advised fund rather
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than directly to a beneficiary charity, donor privacy is a principal consequence. We
find that donor-advised fund sponsors give disproportionately more to politically
engaged charities when more of the sponsor’s revenue comes from private
foundations.

Keywords: charity; donor-advised funds; politics

1 Introduction

The rapid emergence of donor-advised funds, or DAFs, as the giving vehicle of choice
for many donors represents perhaps the largest shift in the charitable giving land-
scape in the United States since the passage of the Tax Reform Act of 1969 over
50 years ago. Estimates show that DAFs now take in more than one-quarter of
individual giving, and DAF sponsors now comprise six of the 10 largest US charities in
terms of annual contributions (Flannery 2024).

DAFs are segregated financial accounts that are managed by an accredited
charity known as a sponsoring organization or DAF sponsor. A donor can claim an
immediate tax deduction upon contributing money to a DAF account and then serve
as an “advisor” to the account, recommending how the funds should be invested,
when they should be granted out, and which operating charities should ultimately
receive them. Legally, the DAF sponsor controls the account assets, but sponsors
may – and almost always do – give substantial deference to the donors-as-advisors in
making these choices (see, e.g., Reiser and Dean 2023).

Donor-advised funds play a charitable intermediary role similar to that of pri-
vate foundations, but their reporting requirements regarding donors and grantees
are very different. Private foundations must publicly report both major donors and
grant recipients in their annual Form 990-PF disclosures. As public charities, on the
other hand, DAF sponsors are only required to disclose grant recipients in aggregate
in their Form990 Schedule I, and are not required to disclose either the grantees of or
the donors to individual funds.

This paper considers not only whether donors in general are disproportionately
making gifts to politically engaged charities through DAFs, but also whether private
foundations in particular are disproportionately directing politically engaged grants
through DAFs – behavior that may be encouraged by the opacity DAFs offer.

Our analysis identifies politically engaged charities as those either directly
engaged in lobbying efforts or affiliated with organizations engaged in political
campaigns, regardless of partisan ideology. We begin with a sample of all public
charities in the US that filed their Form 990 annual information returns electroni-
cally for all tax years since the imposition of electronic filing requirements. This
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results in a data set that includes returns filed from calendar years 2020–2022. We
split the data set into two samples: DAF sponsors (those for which donor-advised
funds represent 10 % or more of total assets) and operating charities (all others).

We then develop a means of classifying the operating charities based on their
type of political engagement, if any. For this analysis, political engagement catego-
rization is tied to IRS classification of political activities and can take the form of
(i) lobbying, i.e., spending on efforts for or against legislation, and/or (ii) politicking,
i.e., engaging in activities in support of or against electoral campaigns. Because direct
politicking by 501(c)(3) charities is prohibited, we include engagement through
affiliated 501(c)(4) or 527 nonprofits which themselves engage in direct politicking in
(ii). Such a circumstance reflects the potential for indirect support of political
activity.

Using these political engagement classifications, we examine the overall funding
rates of each operating charity category and rates of funding from the sample of DAF
sponsors. We find that DAF sponsors fund politically engaged charities at a rate
1.7 times that of other funding sources, with the donors using large national DAF
sponsors being particularly generous in their giving to politically engaged organi-
zations. We also find that the more a sponsor relies on DAFs for its revenue, the
greater its rate of politically engaged giving, suggesting it is not merely the inter-
mediary role of sponsors but rather DAFs in particular that account for themagnified
giving rates.

We also examine whether the connection between DAFs and politically engaged
giving applies to the case of extreme fringe groups. We find that DAFs fund orga-
nizations deemed hate or anti-government groups by the Southern Poverty Law
Center at a rate 3.5 times that of other funding sources; in fact, DAF grants account for
one-quarter of all contributions received by these organizations. We also find
that – as with conventional politically engaged giving – sponsors give more grants to
fringe groups when they rely more on DAFs for their own funding.

Finally, we measure whether donors funding private foundations in particular
are using DAFs to facilitate grants to politically engaged charities. Private founda-
tions are required to publicly disclose both major donors and grant recipients in
Form 990-PF filings, while DAF sponsors do not have to publicly disclose their donors
and only have to disclose grantees at the aggregate level. Sending a grant through a
DAFwould, therefore, be a convenientway for a private foundation donor to sidestep
disclosure requirements, since the foundation needs only to list the DAF sponsor as
the recipient, not the ultimate beneficiary. Consistent with the hypothesis that this
opacity can be a driver of politically engaged giving through DAFs, we find that DAF
sponsors that receive more of their funds from private foundations also distribute
more of their grants to politically engaged charities.
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In otherwords, whenDAF giving obscures donor identities that would otherwise
be publicly reported, such giving is also more concentrated in politically engaged
charities. This suggests that foundation donors may indeed be circumventing public
disclosure of their political giving by filtering funds through DAFs.

2 Background and Related Literature

2.1 The Donor-Advised Funds Boom

The first donor-advised funds were established in the 1930s and have been a staple
fundraising instrument for community foundations for decades. Their recent surge
began with the birth of national sponsors like Fidelity Charitable and Vanguard
Charitable in the 1990s (Berman 2015). Since that time, donor-advised funds have
seen astronomical growth, with double-digit annual average growth rates over the
past decade, and now take in over one-quarter of giving by individuals in the US (e.g.,
Flannery et al. 2023).

Donor-advised funds provide substantial advantages over othermeans of giving.
Like private foundations, DAFs give donors a great deal of control over charitable
funds. As instruments of public charities, they offer greater tax advantages than
private foundations, and save the donormuch of the cost and administrative burden
of operating a charitable fund (see, e.g., Hackney and Mittendorf 2017).

The recent rapid growth of DAFs has put them under considerable scrutiny,
much of which is focused on their lack of a distribution requirement (Andreoni 2018;
Andreoni and Madoff 2023; Heist and Vance-McMullen 2019). Other features have
raised eyebrows as well: distributions to DAFs can count towards meeting annual
private foundation payout requirements (which generally amount to 5 % of assets
annually), distributions from DAFs can enable organizations to satisfy the public
support test and thereby avoid classification as private foundations, and reporting
requirements established at the sponsor level obscure account-level behavior
(Brunson 2020; Colinvaux 2017).

Though operating charities’ disclosures about individual donors (in Form 990
Schedule B) are typically redacted from the public, the information is still available
for regulators to examine. And private foundations must publicly disclose their
major donors as well as their grantees. With DAFs, on the other hand, information
about grants from specific donors to specific charities is obscured from the public,
regulators, and sometimes even the charity recipients themselves. This means that if
donors want to shield their identities when giving to politically charged, vulnerable,
or controversial charity recipients, filtering those funds through DAFs is an effective
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way to do so, particularly when the alternative is to give through a private foun-
dation (Gibbons 2021).

2.2 The Confluence of Politics and Charity

Political engagement by charities is a broad concept – one that could conceivably
encompass most activities of charitable organizations (Aprill et al. 2023). In fact,
nonprofits have a rich history of leading civic engagement, promoting democratic
principles, and advocating for groups and causes (e.g., MacIndoe et al. 2025; Mosely
et al. 2023; Pekkanen et al. 2014; Suarez 2020). Tax law has isolated two specific types
of political involvement – politicking and lobbying – as political activities subject to
limitation. For our purposes, politicking, which can also be called electioneering, is
advocacy for or against specific political candidates, while lobbying is advocacy for
or against specific legislation.

Often dubbed the “Johnson Amendment,” the provision of the US tax code
enacted in 1954 that prohibits support of or opposition to political candidates
effectively bans partisan politicking by 501(c)(3) organizations (Colinvaux 2014). Yet
some have flouted these rules, sometimes inadvertently and other times as a prov-
ocation (Mayer 2018). This, in combination with notoriously low IRS audit rates,
means that such prohibited activity may occur at organizations receiving DAF
support.1

Even for those that do not violate the prohibition on direct partisan activities,
having affiliated organizations that engage in direct politicking represents a key
source of indirect political engagement by charities. It is notoriously difficult to
prevent indirect subsidies of politicking by 501(c)(3) organizations, since those with
social welfare 501(c)(4) affiliates often share brand names, volunteers, and resources,
andmay even provide grants to these affiliates (Galle 2020). For example, the 501(c)(3)
foundation arms of the American Civil Liberties Union and the National Rifle As-
sociation have both given financial support to their 501(c)(4) affiliates. Though
501(c)(3) organizations are required to ensure that grants to non-501(c)(3) affiliates
are used for nonpolitical charitable purposes, this funding nevertheless arguably
frees up resources whichmakes it easier for those affiliates to perform their political
work (Colinvaux 2019). With unlimited lobbying ability and loose restrictions on
direct political activity, 501(c)(4) organizations havemuchmoreflexibility in political
involvement than their 501(c)(3) counterparts.

1 The most recent IRS Data Book (2023) notes just over 1,000 examinations of returns for Forms 990,
990-EZ, and 990-N among a population of over 1.789 million filings by tax exempt organizations.
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The fact that a 501(c)(3) organization can have a 501(c)(4) affiliate that engages in
expanded political activities (and therefore is not overly burdened by a restriction on
its own direct activities) was even one justification for the Supreme Court opting to
uphold limits on direct political activities by 501(c)(3) organizations (Aprill 2011).
While not all 501(c)(4) affiliates are engaged in direct politicking, evidence suggests
that it plays a substantial role for around 15 % of them (Post and Boris 2023; Post et al.
2023). Those 501(c)(3) organizations with 501(c)(4) affiliates tend to be larger orga-
nizations, and 501(c)(4) organizations that are involved in electoral politics also tend
to take in more revenue than others (Koulish 2016). When a 501(c)(3) charity has an
affiliated 527 organization – a tax-exempt organization established for expressly
political purposes – the connection to politicking is even more explicit.

Even when 501(c)(3) charities are not part of larger networks, they often
themselves engage in lobbying to support or oppose legislation. Tax law permits this,
provided the charity’s lobbying is “no more than an insubstantial part of its activ-
ities.” They also can opt for a 501(h) election that provides specified dollar limits on
lobbying – an option rarely taken, as evidence suggests 501(h) elections are taken by
around 2 % of all 501(c)(3) organizations (Grasse et al. 2021).

Figure 1 summarizes the types of charitable political engagement we consider in
our analysis.

Figure 1: Types of 501(c)(3) charity political engagement. Note: All clip art used in this diagram is from
The Noun Project and was designed for public use by the following artists: chain links by
kareemovic2000; legislation icon by Icon 5; politicking icon by Becris; banned activity icon by Fernanddo
Santtander.
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In each of the types of engagement above, charitable dollars directly or indi-
rectly support political activities to varying degrees. When they do, donor disclosure
rules serve as a check on egregious or prohibited support. If the support comes from
a private foundation, for example, the foundation’s annual 990-PF disclosures pro-
vide clear documentation back to the donor (Brody 2012). And when donors give
directly, the recipient charity reports its major benefactors to the IRS on its annual
990 Schedule B disclosures (Thompson 2022).

Donor-advised funds can obscure this window of transparency. If a donor gives
to a politically engaged charity by funneling grants through a DAF, as opposed to a
private foundation, the IRS and the public have no way of knowing who they are. For
instance, when Acting Attorney General Matthew Whitaker was asked in a
congressional hearing who the donors were that supported his previous nonprofit
employer, he said he did not know since the funds came from a DAF (Colinvaux and
Madoff 2019). And while media reports of large grants from donor-advised funds to
hate groups have naturally raised public concern, many of the donors behind these
grants remain undisclosed (Kotch 2023).

Politically engaged charities often play a crucial role in advocacy, public
engagement, and legislative reform. Yet, given the variety of ways political engage-
ment arises, the confluence of charitable political engagement and the growth of
DAFs has implications for regulators, charities, and ordinary citizens alike. Whether
the connection between DAFs and politically engaged giving is merely theoretical
(and examples of it are merely cherry-picked anecdotes) or if it is instead a systemic
phenomenon is largely unknown – a gap we seek to fill in this study.

3 The Prevalence of Donor-Advised Fund Giving to
Politically Engaged Charities

3.1 Classifying Political Engagement of Charities

To understand the extent to which donor-advised funds facilitate giving to politically
engaged charities, we begin with a classification of charities according to the two key
dimensions governing charitable political engagement – politicking and lobbying.

To identify politicking charities, we first include 501(c)(3) charities that are
affiliatedwith nonprofit organizations that engage in overtly political activity. This is
an indirect, allowed, and common way that a charity can hold ties to politicking.
Specifically, a charitymay have a 527 political organization affiliate, or itmay have an
affiliated 501(c)(4) social welfare group that is engaged in political activities, as re-
flected in any of the following disclosures by the 501(c)(4) affiliate: incurring section
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527 exempt function expenditures (Form 990, Schedule C, Part I-C, Line 3), filing an
1120-POL (Form 990, Schedule C, Part I-C, Line 4), engaging in activities in support of
or opposed to a political candidate (Form 990, Part IV, Line 3), or making campaign
activity expenditures (Form 990, Schedule C, Part I-A, Line 2). For each year under
analysis, we label any charity that reports an affiliated tax-exempt entity on Form
990, Schedule R which satisfies any of the above criteria as a politicking charity.
While these affiliations do not constitute direct politicking, each reflects a circum-
stance where the charity can be viewed as potentially subsidizing or at least indi-
rectly supporting such political activity.

Though direct politicking is prohibited by charitable organizations, we also
include any charity in a given year that discloses having engaged in activities in
support of or opposed to a political candidate (Schedule 990, Part IV, Line 3), political
campaign expenditures (Form 990, Schedule C, Part I-A, Line 2), or payments of
section 4955 excise taxes (Form 990, Schedule C, Part I-B, Line 1 or 2) in the group of
politicking charities.

To identify lobbying charities, we include 501(c)(3) organizations for which
lobbying is a nontrivial part of their operations. 501(c)(3) charities are permitted to do
a limited amount of lobbying, provided that it is in support of or in opposition to
specific legislation, rather than political candidates or parties. For each year under
analysis, we label any charity for which lobbying expenditures (Form 990, Schedule
C, Part II-A, Line 1c, column (a) or Form 990, Schedule C, Part II-B, line 1j, column(b))
representmore than 1 % of their overall budget (Form 990, Part I, Line 18) as lobbying
charities.2

Given the substantial difference between politicking and lobbying, we will
examine giving rates to them separately as well as in total.3

Appendix A provides an example of the classification methodology for a specific
charity, Appendix B provides a full description of our political classification meth-
odology, and Figure 2 below graphically summarizes the categorization criteria.

2 The 1 % threshold was established to capture organizations for whom lobbying was consequential
to their operations and also to ensure the lobbying filter was not solely capturing recipient organi-
zation size. That said,we repeated our analysis by including organizations that report any lobbying in
this category, noting qualitatively similar results.
3 As Prentice (2018) notes, Form 990 disclosures are an imperfect reflection of the totality of lobbying
and advocacy efforts by charitable organizations. To keep our analysis rooted in tax law interpre-
tation of lobbying, we focus on Form 990 disclosures. Subsequent analysis could conceivably expand
beyond Form 990 measures to consider whether other indicators of lobbying or advocacy provide
additional insights about the connections between DAFs and politically engaged charitable giving.
Prentice (2018), Post and Boris (2023), and Post et al. (2023) provide some fruitful avenues for such
inquiry.
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3.2 Sample Description

To examine funds flowing from DAFs to operating charities, we begin with a public
data set of all public charity Form 990 information returns filed electronically with
the IRS for all tax years since the imposition of an electronic filing requirement
(covering calendar years 2020–2022). For each year under analysis, we separate
organizations into DAF sponsors and operating charities, with DAF sponsors being
any organizations for which donor-advised fund assets (Form 990, Schedule D, Part I,
Line 4 (a)) were 10 % or more of total assets (Form 990, Part I, Line 20) that year.

We then classify each operating charity in each year according to whether it is a
politicking charity, lobbying charity, neither, or both, following the identification
process explained in Appendix B. This yields 721,181 charity-year observations, of
which 8,716 are politically engaged. Of the politically engaged observations, 2,454 are
politicking charities and 6,630 are lobbying charities).4

Figure 2: Categorizing 501(c)(3) charity political engagement. Note: All clip art used in this diagram is
from The Noun Project and was designed for public use by the following artists: chain links by
kareemovic2000; legislation icon by Icon 5; politicking icon by Becris; banned activity icon by Fernanddo
Santtander.

4 Note that the number of politicking charities and lobbying charities together exceeds the number
identified as politically engaged. This is because some politically engaged organizations were both
politicking and lobbying charities.
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Table 1 presents the breakdown of operating charities by category and year,
along with summary measures of size. These measures include the mean and stan-
dard deviation of both Assetsit and Contribit split by year and political classification,
where Assetsit represents end-of-year assets (Form 990, Part I, line 20) and Contribit
represents annual (non-government) contributions (Form 990, Part VIII, line 1h less
line 1e), each adjusted for inflation to 2022 levels (Appendix C provides a full
description of all variable definitions used in the analysis).

The summary statistics show high variation in charities’ sizes, as has been
commonly observed in the literature, and this feature persists across years and

Table : Descriptive statistics of operating charities sample.

Pooled Full sample
(N = ,)

Politically
engaged
(N = ,)

Politicking
(N = ,)

Lobbying
(N = ,)

Variable (in s) Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

Assetsit , , , , , , , ,
Contribit , , , , , , , ,

 Full sample
(N = ,)

Politically
engaged
(N = ,)

Politicking
(N = )

Lobbying
(N = ,)

Variable (in s) Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

Assetsit , , , , , , , ,
Contribit , , , , , , , ,

 Full sample
(N = ,)

Politically
engaged
(N = ,)

Politicking
(N = )

Lobbying
(N = ,)

Variable (in s) Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

Assetsit , , , , , , , ,
Contribit , , , , , , , ,

 Full sample
(N = ,)

Politically
engaged
(N = ,)

Politicking
(N = )

Lobbying
(N = ,)

Variable (in s) Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

Assetsit , , , , , , , ,
Contribit , , , , , , , ,

This table presents descriptive statistics for the size and number of operating charities not classified as DAF sponsors. All
numbers are presented in thousands of  US dollars. Rows provide year splits and columns provide political
engagement category splits.
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political classifications. In each subsample, a small number of very large organiza-
tions skews the averages, causing significant variation in asset and contribution
levels. To control for the over-influence of outliers, therefore, our regression ana-
lyses primarily use scaled data and winsorized continuous variables (although we
find similar qualitative results without winsorization). The data also shows that
politically engaged organizations are larger than nonpolitical ones. In fact, the
average sizes of politicking charities – whether in terms of contributions or
assets – are generally at least three times that of the full sample average.

To examine grants from DAF sponsors, we compile identifiable grants for each
sponsor-year, where identifiable grants include all grants listed on Form 990
Schedule I for which the recipient EIN is in the operating charities sample. We begin
with all DAF sponsor observations, consisting of 4,198 organization-years. For each
year under analysis, we remove any DAF sponsor observations for which there were
no identifiable grants, excluding 1,568 organization-years.5 From this group of
2,630 organization-years with identifiable grants, we also remove any observations
for which the reported grants paid from DAF accounts (Form 990, Schedule D, Part I,
Line 3) are less than zero or exceed total grants (Form 990, Part I, Line 13), or for
which contributions to DAF accounts (Form 990, Schedule D, Part I, Line 2) are less
than zero or exceed total reported contributions (Form 990, Part VIII, Line 1h less
Line 1e). This results in aDAF sponsor sample representing 2,475 organization-years.6

On an annual basis, this number of DAF sponsors is consistent with those identified
in extant research on overall DAF resource flows (Flannery and Mittendorf 2025a;
Heist and Vance-McMullen 2019).

To examine differences in behavior across DAF sponsors, we then split DAF
sponsors based on their type, using the commonly-accepted three-type classification:
community foundations, national sponsors, and single-issue sponsors.We categorize
any organization included on a list of national sponsors maintained by the Institute
for Policy Studies – presented in Appendix D – as a national sponsor. To identify
community foundations, we obtain the National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities
(NTEE) codes for each sponsor and categorize any sponsor with an NTEE code

5 This filter primarily removed the smallest sponsors; more than two-thirds of the exclusions were
because the sponsor reported no grants to domestic charities in Schedule I. The remaining exclusions
were because the grants listed on Schedule I went only to other DAF sponsors, charities that did not
file a Form 990, charities for which the EIN was not provided, or even non-501(c)(3) recipients (e.g.,
501(c)(4) organizations).
6 It is worth noting that in the final sample, nearly one-third of the sponsors made at least one grant
to an organization for which the EINwas not identified. However, this primarily reflected very small
gifts, with missing EINs accounting for only 1.2 % of Schedule I grant dollars in the sample. Open
questions remain about the nature of such missing EIN grants; we leave such questions for
future study.
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starting with T31 as a community foundation. Any other sponsors with “foundation”
or “trust” along with a U.S. geographical reference in their name (without reference
to religion, fraternal organizations, universities, specific populations of people, or
any other single-issue group) we also classified as community foundations. The
remaining sponsors are classified as single-issue sponsors (this process mirrors that
in Flannery and Mittendorf (2025b)).

Table 2 presents the breakdown of the DAF sponsor grants sample by type and
year, along with summary measures of size. As with Table 1, we present both Assetsit

Table : Descriptive statistics of DAF sponsor grants sample.

Pooled Full sample
(N = ,)

Community
Fndn (N = ,)

National (N = ) Single issue
(N = )

Variable (in s) Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

Assetsit , ,, , , ,, ,, , ,
Contribit , , , , ,, ,, , ,
IDGrantsit , , , , , ,, , ,

 Full sample
(N = )

Community
Fndn (N = )

National (N = ) Single issue
(N = )

Variable (in s) Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

Assetsit , ,, , , ,, ,, , ,
Contribit , , , , , ,, , ,
IDGrantsit , , , , , ,, , ,

 Full sample
(N = )

Community
Fndn (N = )

National (N = ) Single issue
(N = )

Variable (in s) Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

Assetsit , ,, , , ,, ,, , ,
Contribit , , , , ,, ,, , ,
IDGrantsit , , , , , ,, , ,

 Full Sample
(N = )

Community
Fndn (N = )

National (N = ) Single Issue
(N = )

Variable (in s) Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

Assetsit , ,, , , ,, ,, , ,
Contribit , , , , ,, ,, , ,
IDGrantsit , , , , , ,, , ,

This table presents descriptive statistics for the size and number of charities classified as DAF sponsors. All numbers are
presented in thousands of  US dollars. Rows provide year splits and columns provide sponsor type splits.
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and Contribit, along with the total identifiable grants to operating charities, adjusted
for inflation to 2022 levels, denoted IDGrantsit.

As in extant research, DAF sponsors exhibit great variation in size, both within
and across sponsor types. Though smallest in number, national DAF sponsors have
greater assets, contributions, and grants, on average, than other types of sponsors.
These phenomena persist in both pooled and annual data.

Also notable is the difference in scale between incoming contributions and
outgoing identifiable grants. In aggregate, reported grants paid to identifiable
501(c)(3) organizations are 43 % of total contributions received by DAF sponsors. The
primary reason for this gap is simply that grants overall – not just identifiable
grants – are markedly lower than total contributions; for all sponsors as a group,
aggregate grants are 70 % of aggregate contributions.7

3.3 Donor-Advised Fund Grants to Politically Engaged Charities

To examine the extent to which DAF sponsors fund politically engaged charities, and
to compare that to funding from other sources, we begin with an overall giving rate
comparison. Even though politically engaged charities make up only 1.2 % of all
operating charities, DAF sponsors give grants to them at an aggregate rate of 5.9 % – a
rate calculated by dividing Schedule I grants to organizations identified as politically
engaged in the operating charities sample by total identifiable Schedule I grants. In
contrast, total non-DAF contributions received by politically engaged operating
charities divided by total non-DAF contributions received by all operating charities is
3.6 %. In other words, in our sample, DAFs give to politically engaged charities at a
rate 1.7 times that of other funding sources.

Figure 3 presents the giving rates of DAF sponsors to politically engaged chari-
ties, split by year (Panel A), by sponsor type (Panel B) and by political engagement
category (Panel C).

As shown in Figure 3, the higher rate of politically engaged giving among DAF
sponsors relative to other giving channels persists across both time and type of
political engagement. It is highest for national and community foundation sponsors,
for which political giving rates are 1.8 times and 1.6 times the benchmark rate,
respectively.

7 See Heist and Vance-McMullen (2019) for demonstrations of the variation in such “flow rates”
across time and organizations. A secondary cause of the gap between contributions and identifiable
grants is that not all grants are identifiable, since grants below $5,000 and grants to individuals or
foreign organizations are not reported as paid to a 501(c)(3). A tertiary reason is that some Schedule I
recipients do not have a form 990 filed electronically with the IRS or are listed without an EIN.

Donor-Advised Funds & Political Engagement 13



To further examine the extent to which greater politically engaged giving is
driven not only by sponsor type but also by a sponsor’s reliance on DAFs, we next
examine predictors of politically engaged giving rates based on variation in sponsor
type, DAF reliance, and time, estimating the following regression:

Figure 3: Aggregate rates of giving to politically engaged charities.
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PoliticalGivingRateit = β0 + β1Nati + β2SIi + β3DAFRelianceit

+ YearFixedEffects + εit (1)

To test different forms of politically engaged giving, we consider three variations on
the dependent giving rate variable (PoliticalGivingRateit): percent of all identifiable
grants made to politically engaged charities of any type (PctPoliticalit), percent of
identifiable grants made to politicking charities (PctPolitickingit), and percent of
identifiable grants made to lobbying charities (PctLobbyingit). To capture reliance on
DAFs (DAFRelianceit), we use two different measures: the percent of the sponsor’s
total grants that are paid from DAF accounts (PctGrantsDAFit) and the percent of the
sponsor’s total contributions that are received in DAF accounts (PctContribDAFit).
Sponsor type is reflected in (1) through Nati and SIi, which are indicator variables
equal to 1 if the sponsor is identified as a national sponsor or single-issue sponsor,
respectively. In each regression, we winsorize the dependent and continuous inde-
pendent variables at the 1 %-level and use standard errors clustered at the EIN level.8

Table 3 presents the results of the regressions examining sponsor characteristics
and political giving rates.

These regressions have two notable results. First, national sponsors consistently
make grants to politically engaged charities at higher rates than do community
foundations. This feature is statistically significant (p < 0.01) and robust across types
of political engagement, be it overall (Panel A) or within our two subsets of politically
engaged giving (Panel B).

Second, the more a sponsoring organization relies on DAFs for its funding, the
more of its grants go to politically engaged recipients. This feature is also statistically
significant (p < 0.01) and robust acrossmeasures of DAF reliance. In addition, for both
of our measures of reliance, greater sponsor reliance on DAFs is associated not only
with greater politically engaged giving overall, but also with both greater politicking
support and lobbying support separately (p < 0.05).

Taken together, these results suggest that not only do donors disproportionately
use DAFs for politically engaged giving of all kinds, but also that the more dependent
a sponsor is on its DAF donors, themore apt it is to distribute such politically engaged
gifts. And although lobbying and politicking capture very different types of political
engagement – lobbying represents direct advocacy by a charity, while politicking
represents a more indirect connection to partisan activities – DAFs disproportion-
ately fund both types.

8 To ensure the robustness of our conclusions, we also confirm that qualitatively similar results are
obtained without winsorizing and by using a fractional logistic regression to capture limits on the
dependent variable.

Donor-Advised Funds & Political Engagement 15



Table : DAF sponsor giving to politically engaged charities.

Panel A: Overall political giving

DV = PctPoliticalit DV = PctPoliticalit

Intercept .*** .***
(.) (.)

NATi .*** .***
(.) (.)

SIi .** .***
(.) (.)

PctGrantsDAFit .***
(.)

PctContribDAFit .***
(.)

Year Fixed Effects? Y Y

N , ,
Adj. R . .

Panel B: Giving to political-engagement categories

DV =
PctPolitickingit

DV =
PctPolitickingit

DV =
PctLobbyingit

DV =
PctLobbyingit

Intercept .*** .*** .*** .***
(.) (.) (.) (.)

NATi .*** .*** .*** .***
(.) (.) (.) (.)

SIi . . .** .**
(.) (.) (.) (.)

PctGrantsDAFit .** .**
(.) (.)

PctContribDAFit .** .**
(.) (.)

Year Fixed
Effects?

Y Y Y Y

N , , , ,
Adj. R . . . .

These tables present regression results estimating the percent of a DAF sponsor’s annual grants that are made
to politically engaged charities (PctPoliticalit, PctPolitickingit, or PctLobbyingit) to measure the connection between
grants to politically engaged charities and sponsor type (NATi and SIi) and degree of reliance onDAFs (PctGrantsDAFit
orPctContribDAFit). Standard errors clustered at EIN are denoted inparentheses below the coefficient estimates. ***,
**, and * denote significance at the -, -, and -% levels, respectively, using two-tailed tests.
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3.4 The Limits to Sponsor Deference: A Look at Fringe Groups

To examine the outer bounds of politically engaged giving by DAFs, we next look at
the most extreme manifestation of charitable political engagement: groups advo-
cating for hate or government overthrow. Besides being particularly controversial,
grants to these groups may capture circumstances where donors would especially
value keeping their names off of Schedule B filings received by the IRS. On the other
hand, they also capture situations where one may reasonably expect sponsors to
exercise their legal control over the distribution of DAF assets to avoid being implicit
partners in extremist support. If donors are moving more money to these fringe
groups through DAFs than through other funding methods, it speaks not only to
whether donors are using DAFs for extreme forms of political support, but also
whether DAF sponsors are placing guardrails on the giving process or instead
passively acceding to donor demands.

To test these potentially competing factors, we revisit our analysis of giving
patterns, this time focusing on giving to charities included in the Southern Poverty
Law Center’s list of anti-government and hate groups (we will collectively call these
organizations “hate groups”).9 To determine the extent to which DAFs facilitate gifts
to these organizations, we first calculate aggregate hate-group giving rates for DAF
donors and other funding sources. Figure 4 presents these giving rates by year (Panel
A) and by sponsor type (Panel B).

Though the overall giving rates to hate groups are small – reflecting the small
portion of operating charities that these fringe groups represent – DAFs consistently
make grants to them at higher rates.10 Notably, DAFs make grants to hate groups at a
level 3.5 times that of other funding sources, a finding that persists across time. In
fact, grants fromDAF sponsors representmore than one-quarter of all public support
received by hate groups in the sample, a finding that also persists across time.

To test whether differences in hate group granting rates reflect outliers and
random variation rather than fundamental sponsor characteristics, we next revisit
our primary approach of examining political giving rates, but instead calculate it for
hate group giving rates. In particular, we consider the following regression model:

9 Weuse the Southern Poverty Law Center list since it is themost widely accepted and long-standing
listing of hate and antigovernment groups in the US, available here: https://www.splcenter.org/hate-
map. It should be noted, however, that the subjective nature of this determination has led to criticism
over political bias and overcounting groups (see, e.g., Montgomery 2018). Though we do not require
charities on this list to otherwise be classified as politically engaged for our analysis in this section,we
do restrict our attention to those that are 501(c)(3) organizations.
10 Though the figure suggests variation in giving rates across sponsor types, our statistical analysis
will confirm this is not systematic in the data.
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PctHateit = β0 + β1Nati + β2SIi + β3DAFRelianceit + YearFixedEffects + εit (2)

In (2), PctHateit reflects the percentage of all identifiable grants by DAF sponsor i in
year t that weremade to hate groups. We again estimate this regression for different
measures of DAF reliance, the results of which are presented in Table 4.

As the regression results reveal, the connection between DAF reliance and hate
group giving is robust to each measure of DAF reliance, even after controlling for
sponsor type and time. This is evidence that DAFs not only disproportionately
facilitate politically engaged giving, but also disproportionately facilitate the most
extreme forms of politically engaged giving.

Unlike with overall politically engaged giving, however, no sponsor type gives a
discernably greater proportion of its grant dollars to hate groups than any other type.
That is, though national sponsors do facilitate more politically engaged giving in
general, there is no statistically significant connection between hate group giving
and national sponsors as compared to any other sponsor type. Additional research
may be able to identify other characteristics of sponsors that predict greater support

Figure 4: Aggregate rates of giving to hate groups.
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of extremism, and which may warrant additional scrutiny – including examination
of the extent to which donor anonymity is a factor in such giving.

3.5 When Opacity is a Primary Factor: A Look at Private
Foundation Funding

Though minimal donor disclosure is certainly a feature of DAFs, it is not straight-
forward to isolate this feature as a determinant of politically engaged giving through
them. After all, if a donor’s goal is to avoid identification, it is hard for a researcher to
identify that donor, let alone their motivation, and direct giving to public charities
also provides a shield from public scrutiny. That said, there is one class of donors for
which giving through DAFs would clearly not be as attractive without the promise of
obscuring donor identities: private foundation donors.

Since DAFs can essentially serve as de facto private foundations themselves,
these two giving vehicles are often seen as substitutes. Donors seeking a charitable
intermediary (to retain control over funds, to front-load tax benefits for gifts, etc.)
can use either a private foundation or a DAF to achieve those goals (see, e.g.,

Table : Percentage of DAF sponsor giving to hate or anti-government groups.

DV = PctHateit DV = PctHateit

Intercept −.** −.**
(.) (.)

NATi .* .
(.) (.)

SIi . .
(.) (.)

PctGrantsDAFit .***
(.)

PctContribDAFit .***
(.)

Year Fixed Effects? Y Y

N , ,
Adjusted R . .

This table presents regression results estimating the percent of a DAF sponsor’s annual grants that aremade
to hate or anti-government groups (PctHateit) tomeasure the connection between grants to such groups and
sponsor type (NATi and SIi) and degree of reliance on DAFs (PctGrantsDAFit or PctContribDAFit). Standard errors
clustered at EIN are denoted in parentheses below the coefficient estimates. ***, **, and * denote
significance at the -, -, and -% levels, respectively, using two-tailed tests.
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Froehlich 2023).11 Yet it has been empirically observed that private foundations
themselves also make grants to DAF accounts (Flannery 2023).

In other words, donors who establish private foundations to serve as an inter-
mediary for their giving can, and often do, direct their foundation to distribute to
another intermediary, a DAF, before directing the funds to the ultimate charity
recipient. One explanation for these grants to DAFs is that they are a backdoorway to
meet foundation payout requirements – a feature viewed as ripe for regulation for
which fixes have been included in the Biden administration’s budget proposals as
well as the 2021 ACEAct charitable reformbill (Mann and Calvert 2021). A second, and
less discussed, explanation is that by funneling grants to operating charities through
DAFs, foundations can evade some disclosure requirements: the 990-PF returns filed
by foundations only need to list the DAF sponsor, not the ultimate charity recipient,
as the grantee (Gibbons 2021).

This second explanation suggests that the opacity inherent in DAFs is particu-
larly salient for foundation donors. Indeed, if a foundation donor intends to direct
funds to an operating charity, obscuring public disclosures is the main concrete
advantage that the donor would get from moving the funds through a DAF rather
than granting them immediately to the operating charity.

To examine this case in which disclosure effects are prominent, we test whether
the extent to which DAF sponsors receive private foundation grants is predictive of
DAF giving rates to politically engaged charities. To identify sponsor reliance on
private foundation grants, we build a data set of all Form 990-PF filings in our
analysis timeframe (2020–2022). Because 990-PF disclosures of grant recipients do
not require listing of recipient EINs, we then conduct a fuzzy logic matching algo-
rithm to connect private foundation grants to DAF recipients.12

11 Being sponsored by public charities, DAFs offer additional advantages relative to private foun-
dations beyond the reporting rules, including higher deductibility limits, more favorable deductions
for donations of complex assets, and less stringent restrictions on earmarked gifts to public charity
recipients (see, e.g., Brunson 2020; Colinvaux 2017)
12 This analysis uses a Python script to compare each grant recipient name to the name of each DAF
sponsor in the DAF grants data set and, using the open-source Python library TheFuzz, uses a
weighted ratio to calculate the Levenshtein Distance between each name pair, expressed as a sim-
ilarity score from 0 to 100, with 100 representing a perfect match. More precisely, the matching ratio
uses a weighted comparison of (i) length ratio of the two strings; (ii) longest common subsequence of
the two strings; (iii) partialmatch ratio of the two strings; (iv) partial token set ratio of the two strings;
and (v) partial token sort ratio of the two strings. For any name pair with a similarity score of 95 or
above, we classify the grant as a match. If the script finds more than one sponsor with a similarity
score of 95 or above, it will choose the sponsor with the highest score. We exclude any potential
matches forwhich the private foundation grant includes thewords “hospital,” “university,” “college,”
or for which the only words provided in the private foundation disclosure are “community foun-
dation.”
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Using this matching algorithm for each year under analysis, we then calculate
the percentage of each DAF sponsor’s total contributions that were identified as
coming from private foundations, PctPFit. To remove outliers generated in the
matching process, we excluded any PctPFit observations greater than 100 % (again
winsorizing the variable at the 1 %-level for consistency).13 This process yields
2,427 organization-year observations. With this sample, we then re-examine de-
terminants of political giving using the following regression:

PoliticalGivingRateit = β0 + β1Nati + β2SIi + β3DAFRelianceit + β4PctPFit

+ YearFixedEffects + εit (3)

As in Sections 3.3 and 3.4, we estimate this regression for different categorizations of
political giving and different measures of DAF reliance. Table 5 presents the
regression results.

The results in Table 5 confirm that even after controlling for level of private
foundation support, reliance on DAFs remains a consistent predictor of politi-
cally engaged giving, and national sponsors continue to exhibit higher politically
engaged giving rates. The results also show that private foundation support is an
additional and significant predictor of DAF sponsor giving to politically engaged
charities. The more that a DAF sponsor’s funding comes from private founda-
tions, the greater the sponsor’s percentage of grants to politically engaged
charities, with a positive coefficient estimate (p < 0.01) in each specification of
DAF reliance as shown in Panel A. This relationship persists across political
engagement categories (p < 0.01) as shown in Panel B, except in the case of giving
to hate and anti-government groups. In the case of hate group giving, the sta-
tistically insignificant nature of the positive coefficient may reflect the infre-
quent nature of such giving.

In addition to demonstrating that a foundation to DAF to politically engaged
charity pipeline is more than anecdotal, these results also provide evidence consistent
with the notion that a key advantage underlying foundation-to-DAF giving – namely,
the circumvention of disclosure requirements –drives greater DAF giving to politically
engaged charities.

To get a sense of the economic significance of these relationships, the next figure
makes use of the regression results in Table 5, Panel A to present predicted values for
the percentage of grants that are made to politically engaged charities for six
different scenarios: (i) a community foundationwith 10 %of its contributions inDAFs

13 This filter removed 48 organization-years, reflecting rare instances for which either the fuzzy
logic algorithm overmatched grants to a particular DAF recipient or the fiscal year-end differences
between the private foundation’s 990-PF and the DAF recipient’s 990 yielded unreasonable match
amounts.
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Table : DAF sponsor giving to politically engaged charities and private foundation funding.

Panel A: Overall political giving

DV = PctPoliticalit DV = PctPoliticalit

Intercept .** .**
(.) (.)

NATi .*** .***
(.) (.)

SIi .*** .***
(.) (.)

PctGrantsDAFit .***
(.)

PctContribDAFit .***
(.)

PctPFit .*** .***
(.) (.)

Year Fixed Effects? Y Y

N , ,
Adj. R . .

Panel B: Giving to political-engagement categories

DV =
PctPolitickingit

DV =
PctPolitickingit

DV =
PctLobbyingit

DV =
PctLobbyingit

DV =
PctHateit

DV =
PctHateit

Intercept .*** .*** .** .** −.* −.*
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.)

NATi .*** .*** .*** .*** .* .
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.)

SIi . .* .** .*** . .
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.)

PctGrantsDAFit .*** .*** .***
(.) (.) (.)

PctContribDAFit .*** .*** .***
(.) (.) (.)

PctPFit .*** .*** .*** .*** . .
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.)

Year Fixed
Effects?

Y Y Y Y Y Y

N , , , , , ,
Adj. R . . . . . .

These tables present regression results estimating the percent of a DAF sponsor’s annual grants that are made to
politically engaged charities (PctPoliticalit, PctPolitickingit, PctLobbyingit, or PctHateit) to measure the connection between
grants to politically engaged charities and sponsor type (NATi and SIi), degree of reliance on DAFs (PctGrantsDAFit or
PctContribDAFit), and degree of private foundation support (PctPFit). Standard errors clustered at EIN are denoted in
parentheses below the coefficient estimates. ***, **, and * denote significance at the -, -, and -% levels, respectively,
using two-tailed tests.
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that received no private foundation grants, (ii) a community foundation with 75 % of
its contributions in DAFs that received no private foundation support; (iii) a com-
munity foundation with 75 % of its contributions in DAFs that received 10 % of its
support from private foundations; and (iv)-(vi) the same scenarios for a represen-
tative national sponsor. These scenarios represent reasonable bounds for funding
estimates; for DAF contributions, 10 % is a lower bound on DAF reliance and 75 %
approximates the upper quartile of DAF reliance in the sample, while for private
foundation funding, zero support reflects a lower bound on private foundation
reliance and 10 % support approximates the upper quartile of private foundation
reliance in the sample.

As the regression results and estimates in Figure 5 demonstrate, not only are
DAFs disproportionately used to fund politically engaged charities, but this effect is
increased when DAF sponsors get more of their own support from private founda-
tions. The increase tied to private foundation funding is not only statistically sig-
nificant but also notable in its magnitude. This suggests that regulators should be
aware not only of the potential for private foundations to use grants to DAFs to meet
payout requirements but also that they can – and evidence suggests they do – use
DAFs to anonymize giving to politically engaged charities.

4 Conclusions

Donor-advised funds have brought a quiet revolution to philanthropy in the
United States, fundamentally transforming the ways in which donors give to charity.
But we do not yet fully understand the totality of the sea change they have brought.
This paper aims to illuminate an important aspect of the donor-advised fund boom:

Figure 5: Estimated political giving rates for DAF sponsor scenarios.

Donor-Advised Funds & Political Engagement 23



the extent to which DAFs facilitate giving to organizations that are politically
engaged, either through lobbying or affiliations with other organizations engaged in
politicking/electioneering.

Using the electronic IRS filings of charitable organizations for the three most
recent years available, we find that DAF sponsors consistently fund politically
engaged charities at markedly higher rates than other funding sources. This pattern
is most pronounced among national sponsors, and among sponsors who are heavily
reliant on DAFs. We demonstrate that DAFs also facilitate disproportionate giving to
hate and anti-government groups – charities at the extreme fringe of political
engagement. Finally, we find evidence that private foundation donors are particu-
larly apt to use DAFs as a way to move funds to politically engaged charities – a
strategy that suggests that when making politically-charged gifts, foundation donors
are aware of, and making use of, the relaxed disclosure rules of DAFs.

Together, thesefindings are consistentwith the notion thatwhile there aremany
aspects of DAFs that are appealing to donors and have fueled their growth, the
opportunity to use them to make gifts to politically engaged charities while limiting
disclosure of donor identities is a key factor that distinguishes them from other
means of giving. As we are now in an environment that increasingly exhibits
politicization of nonprofit activity (Cai et al. 2025), these incentives are likely to be
magnified in the coming years.

There are, of course, legitimate reasons why donors might want their giving
to be anonymous, particularly when they fear persecution of their grantees. And
charities have a long history of responsible, effective civic engagement. But to the
extent that policymakers find it important for recipient charities, oversight
bodies, and the taxpaying public to understand the funding sources of political
organizations, DAFs represent a clear challenge. Even more so since DAFs can
also provide an end-run around the transparency requirements on private
foundations. Various policy reforms have been proposed that speak to these
concerns, including requiring that DAFs disclose their major donors and
grantees, at least to the IRS, on an individual account level; requiring that DAFs be
subject to the same disclosure requirements as private foundations; and pre-
venting foundation grants to DAFs from counting towards their charitable dis-
tribution requirement.

Regardless of if and how policymakers should respond, ourfindings suggest that
DAFs represent a sizeable, systematic, and perhaps underappreciated source of
support for politically engaged activities – a source that is not just theoretical, but
rather empirical reality.
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Appendix A : Example of Political Engagement
Classification

To illustrate our political engagement classification methodology, we explain here
howwe categorize Environmental Defense Fund Incorporated (EIN 11-6107128) for its
fiscal year ended 9/30/22. This organization discloses no direct politicking (Form 990,
Part IV, line 3), nor does it disclose any campaign expenditures (Form990, Schedule C,
Part I-A, line 2). However, it does disclose a related affiliate that is a 501(c)(4)
organization – Environmental Defense Action Fund (EIN 90-0080500) – as shown in
its Form 990 Schedule R below.

Examining the filing of the 501(c)(4) affiliate reveals that it did engage in direct
political activity, reporting over $8 million in campaign activity expenditures in its
Form 990, Schedule C below.

Given this disclosure, we classify Environmental Defense Fund Incorporated as a
politicking charity in 2022. A second way Environmental Defense Fund Incorporated
can be classified as a politicking charity is because its 501(c)(4) affiliate discloses
section 527 exempt function expenditures on its Schedule C disclosure below.
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To classify an organization as a lobbying charity, we look at any lobbying the charity
engaged in itself, rather than any lobbying its related entities may have done.
Environmental Defense Fund Incorporated did not seek a section 501(h) election, but
it did disclose lobbying expenditures totaling over $6.5 million on its Form 990,
Schedule C, Part II-B, as seen below.

The disclosed lobbying amount of $6,517,016 represented 2.4 % of Environmental
Defense Fund Incorporated’s total reported expenses of $272,766,121 (Form 990, Part
I, line 18). Since lobbying exceeds 1 % of expenses, we deem it nontrivial and classify
Environmental Defense Fund Incorporated as a lobbying charity in 2022.

Appendix B : Classification of Politically Engaged
Charities

Charities Engaging in or Indirectly Supporting Politicking
(Politicking Charities)

Any 501(c)(3) public charity that satisfies any of the following:
– Engaged in political activities for or against candidates running for office (Form

990, Part IV, Line 3).
– Reports campaign activity expenditures (Form 990, Schedule C, Part I-A, Line 2).
– Reports having paid an excise tax under section 4955 (Form 990, Schedule C, Part

I-V, Line 1 or 2).
– Lists a related party on Form 990 Schedule R, Part II, Column (d) that is a 527.
– Lists a related party on Form 990 Schedule R, Part II, Column (d) that is a 501(c)(4)

which incurred section 527 exempt function expenditures, as reported on Form
990, Schedule C, Part I-C, Line 3.
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– Lists a related party on Form 990 Schedule R, Part II, Column (d) that is a 501(c)(4)
which filed a Form 1120-POL (Form 990, Schedule C, Part I-C, Line 4).

– Lists a related party on Form 990 Schedule R, Part II, Column (d) that is a 501(c)(4)
which engaged in political activities for or against candidates running for office
(Form 990, Part IV, Line 3).

– Lists a related party on Form 990 Schedule R, Part II, Column (d) that is a 501(c)(4)
which reports campaign activity expenditures (Form 990, Schedule C, Part I-A,
Line 2).

Charities Engaging in Nontrivial Lobbying (Lobbying Charities)

Any 501(c)(3) public charity that satisfies either of the following:
– Has a section 501(h) election and reports lobbying expenditures (from Form 990,

Schedule C, Part II-A, line 1c, column(a)) that exceed 1 % of their total expenses
(from Form 990, Part I, Line 18).

– Does not have a section 501(h) election but reports lobbying expenditures (from
Form 990, Schedule C, Part II-B, line 1j, column(b)) that exceed 1 % of their total
expenses (from Form 990, Part I, Line 18).

Appendix C : Variable Definitions

Variable Definition

Assetsit End-of-year assets reported on Form , Part I, Line  for organization i in year t,
reported in US dollars adjusted for inflation to  levels.

CFi Indicator variable equal to  if sponsor i is a community foundation. Community foun-
dations are any sponsors that have NTEE codes starting with T or that have “foun-
dation” or “trust” and a U.S. geographical reference in their name (without reference to a
single-issue group).

Contribit Contributions, gifts, and grants reported on Form , Part VIII, line h, less government
grants (Form , Part VIII, Line e), for organization i in year t, reported in US dollars
adjusted for inflation to  levels.

IDGrantsit Total value of grants by sponsor i in year t disclosed on Form , Schedule I for which the
recipient has a valid EIN and filed a Form  in year t, reported in US dollars adjusted for
inflation to  levels.

NATi Indicator variable equal to  if sponsor i is considered a national sponsor. National
sponsors are identified based on a list maintained by the Institute for Policy Studies (IPS),
presented in Appendix D.

PctContribDAFit Aggregate value of contributions to DAFs reported on Form , Schedule D, Part I, Line
(a) for sponsor i in year t, adjusted for inflation and divided by Contribit.
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(continued)

Variable Definition

PctGrantsDAFit Aggregate value of grants from DAFs reported on Form , Schedule D, Part I, Line (a)
for sponsor i in year t, divided by total grants paid on Form , Part I, Line .

PctHateit Total amount of grants by sponsor i in year t disclosed on Form , Schedule I to EINs
included in the Southern Poverty Law Center list of hate groups and anti-government
organizations, adjusted for inflation, divided by IDGrantsit.

PctLobbyingit Total amount of grants by sponsor i in year t disclosed on Form , Schedule I to EINs
included in the list of lobbying organizations (as identified in Appendix B), reported in US
dollars adjusted for inflation to  levels, divided by IDGrantsit.

PctPFit The percentage of sponsor i’s total contributions that came from private foundations in
year t. Calculated as total private foundation grants matched to sponsors using a fuzzy
logic algorithm, adjusted for inflation, and divided by Contribit.

PctPoliticalit Total amount of grants by sponsor i in year t disclosed on Form , Schedule I to EINs
included in the list of politically engaged organizations (as identified in Appendix B),
reported in US dollars adjusted for inflation to  levels, divided by IDGrantsit.

PctPolitickingit Total amount of grants by sponsor i in year t disclosed on Form , Schedule I to EINs
included in the list of politicking organizations (as identified in Appendix B), reported in
US dollars adjusted for inflation to  levels, divided by IDGrantsit.

SIi Indicator variable equal to  if DAF sponsor i is not classified as either a community
foundation or national sponsor.

Appendix D : National Donor-Advised Fund
Sponsors

Employer ID number Sponsor

- Advisors Charitable Gift Fund
- Amalgamated Charitable Foundation
- American Endowment Foundation
- American Gift Fund
- American Online Giving Foundation
- AMG Charitable Gift Foundation
- Ayco Charitable Foundation
- Bank of America Charitable Gift Fund
- Bessemer National Gift Fund
- BNY Mellon Charitable Gift Fund
- Charities Aid Foundation America
- Daffy Charitable Fund
- Dechomai Asset Trust
- Dechomai Foundation
- DonateStock Charitable
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(continued)

Employer ID number Sponsor

- Donatewell
- Donors Capital Fund
- Donors Trust
- Fidelity Investments Charitable Gift Fund
- Fiduciary Charitable Foundation
- FJC
- Fund For Charitable Giving
- Give Back Foundation
- Goldman Sachs Charitable Gift Fund
- Goldman Sachs Philanthropy Fund
- Greater Horizons
- Harris MYCFO Foundation
- Hills Bank Donor Advised Gift Fund
- Impact Investing Charitable Foundation
- Impact Investing Charitable Trust
- ImpactAssets
- Jasper Ridge Charitable Fund
- Johnson Charitable Gift Fund
- JustGive
- MightyCause Charitable Foundation
- Morgan Stanley Global Impact Funding Trust
- National Philanthropic Trust
- NCF Charitable Trust
- Nema Foundation
- Network For Good
- NPT Charitable Asset Trust
- NPX Charitable
- PayPal Charitable Giving Fund
- Philanthropic Ventures Foundation
- R S F Global Community Fund
- Raymond James Charitable Endowment Fund
- Renaissance Charitable Foundation
- Rudolf Steiner Foundation
- Schwab Charitable Fund
- Servant Foundation
- Stifel Charitable
- T Rowe Price Program for Charitable Giving
- The American Center for Philanthropy
- The Fuller Foundation
- The Independent Charitable Gift Fund
- The US Charitable Gift Trust
- TIAA Charitable
- Tides Foundation
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(continued)

Employer ID number Sponsor

- United Charitable
- Univest Foundation
- Vanguard Charitable Endowment Program
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