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Intra-group and Inter-group Racial Disparities in Nonprofit Funding: Insights from Stratification Economics
Abstract
Recent research has increasingly examined nonprofit funding disparities between White and Black, Indigenous and People of Color (BIPOC) communities, especially after the murder of George Floyd in 2020. However, limited attention has been paid to funding disparities among different BIPOC sub-groups. Drawing on stratification economics, this paper investigates intra-BIPOC disparities and their relationship to White-BIPOC disparity in nonprofit funding. Using a national dataset of human services general support grants from 2018 to 2022, the study finds that racial disparities in nonprofit funding exist not only between White and BIPOC communities—as well documented in existing literature—but also among different BIPOC sub-groups. Moreover, intra-BIPOC disparities either sustain or exacerbate White-BIPOC disparity, thereby perpetuating racial hierarchies in nonprofit funding. These findings enrich our understanding of racial disparities in nonprofit funding and underscore the need for actions addressing the nuanced group dynamics both within and beyond BIPOC communities.
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Introduction
Racial disparities in nonprofit funding have garnered increasing attention, particularly following the murder of George Floyd and the subsequent racial equity movement. Funding gaps between Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) and White communities are well documented. For example, only 3.6% of the $4.3 billion grants of the top 24 independent foundations were awarded to racial minority-led organizations (González-Rivera & Donnell, 2008). While 25 selected community foundations across the nation on average designated $78 in funding per person, they only designated $6 per Black person in the communities they serve (Barge et al., 2020). In Echoing Green’s applicant pool, Black-led nonprofits received 24% less revenue than their White-led counterparts (Dorsey et al., 2020). The State of the Nonprofit Sector Survey conducted by the Nonprofit Finance Fund further found that 41% of White-led nonprofits received 50% or more unrestricted funds as compared to 26% of BIPOC-led nonprofits (Nonprofit Finance Fund, 2022).
Beyond the above public reports, scholarly literature has begun to document and explain nonprofit funding disparities along racial lines. For example, Kim and Li (2023) found that People of Color (POC)-serving and POC-led nonprofits faced greater financial difficulties compared to other nonprofits. While Kim and Li (2023) explained such disparities mostly from organization-level factors such as challenges in resource development and management, other scholars attributed the disparities to structural factors. Emerging critical perspectives (Eikenberry et al., 2019) theorized the US nonprofit sector as a White space (Heckler, 2019; Nickels & Leach, 2021), exhibiting a pattern of racial segregation in accessing resources (Danley & Blessett, 2022). The critical perspectives have challenged the conventional race-neutral view of the nonprofit sector and highlighted the structural barriers that BIPOC communities face in securing funding. 
Although existing literature has revealed and explained the inter-group disparities between BIPOC and White communities, little attention has been paid to intra-BIPOC disparities in nonprofit funding. This oversight is problematic for two key reasons. First, grouping all BIPOC communities under a single umbrella term obscures the distinct experiences and challenges faced by individual sub-groups (Deo, 2021). Only recently has systematic research begun to provide descriptive statistics on philanthropic support for different BIPOC sub-groups (Indiana University Lilly Family School of Philanthropy & DataLake Nonprofit Research, 2025). Second, different BIPOC sub-groups often compete for limited resources designated for BIPOC communities. Such competition can have significant implications for racial hierarchies, as “when BIPOC folks expend energy engaging in horizontal oppression against one another, white supremacy wins” (JustLead Washington, n.d.).
This study examines both inter-group and intra-group racial disparities in nonprofit funding, drawing on stratification economics as a general theory of group-based inequality (Darity et al., 2017; Darity, 2022). Borrowing insights from stratification economics and utilizing a national dataset of grants from 2018 to 2022, this study addresses three research questions: (1) Are there intra-group disparities in nonprofit funding within BIPOC communities? (2) Are there inter-group disparities in nonprofit funding between BIPOC and White communities? and (3) What is the relationship between intra-group and inter-group disparities in nonprofit funding? 
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The next section reviews literature on stratification economics and its potential to extend the current literature on racial disparities in nonprofit funding. It also proposes hypotheses based on the literature review. The third section introduces the data and methods used. The fourth section presents the results. Finally, the last two sections discuss the implications of the findings and conclude the paper. 
Literature Review and Hypotheses
Stratification economics shifts the analytical focus of social inequities from individuals to social groups. It posits the endogeneity of social identities such as race and the emergence of complex group dynamics characterized by intra-group and inter-group competition and/or collaboration. These insights provide a useful framework for extending nonprofit research to examine disparities in funding both within BIPOC communities (intra-BIPOC) and between White and BIPOC communities (White–BIPOC), as well as the interrelationship between these two levels of inequality.
Stratification Economics and Group-based Disparities
Stratification economics integrates economics, sociology, and social psychology to examine group-based disparities across the lines of race, gender, caste, nationality, and other social markers (Darity et al., 2015). While mainstream economics emphasizes individual optimization and therefore attributes group-based disparities to individual traits such as human capital, motivation, and taste, stratification economics centers on group identity and accentuates the structural and historical process generating group-based disparities (Darity, 2005; Darity et al., 2015). Stratification economics as an emerging field holds the following key propositions that are relevant to answering the research questions.
First, stratification economics contends that identity is not always exogenous. Mainstream economics typically views social identities such as race as fixed characteristics that influence economic outcomes but are not themselves shaped by economic processes. For example, mainstream labor economics often model labor market outcomes controlling individuals’ race, education level, experience etc., assuming that race is a pre-determined factor unrelated to the education and labor market systems. Stratification economics, on the contrary, posits the endogeneity of identity. On one hand, racial identity is not fixed. In a racially stratified society, individuals structure their identity in a way that investing in their group identities yields economic benefits (Lewis et al., 2021). Racial passing (Kennedy, 2001) is an example of such strategy when individuals conceal their racial identity to be perceived as a member of other racial groups to gain social and economic benefits. From the perspective of intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1991) where a person occupies multiple social identities simultaneously, individuals sort and weigh different identities to maximize the returns and therefore might end up in a seemingly irrational situation where a person competes with their members in one group but collaborates with members in another group (Davis, 2015). On the other hand, race is not external to economic and social systems. Rather, race is a social construct (Lopez, 1994) that is shaped by social, historical, and political forces and that has real consequences on individuals. In the case of labor market outcomes, race can’t be treated as exogenous due to the systemic racism and racial discrimination in the education system and labor market itself. 
Second, stratification economics emphasizes the dichotomy of club goods versus common pool resource goods rather than the dichotomy of private goods versus public goods. Depending on whether the consumption is rivalrous and whether it is excludable, goods can be categorized into four types as shown in Table 1. Davis (2019) argued that while mainstream economics focuses on the northwest-southeast diagonal of private goods versus public goods, stratification economics focuses on the southwest-northeast diagonal of club goods versus common pool resource goods. In a stratified society, according to Davis (2019), the advantaged groups enjoy exclusive club-like social arrangements and subsequent better consumption while the disadvantaged groups are left to compete over the limited common pool resource goods. 
Table 1. Standard taxonomy of goods
	
	Excludable
	Non-excludable

	Rivalrous
	Private goods
	Common pool resource goods

	Non-rivalrous
	Club goods
	Public goods


Source: Table 4 in Davis (2019)
Third, stratification economics emphasizes the importance of relative positions in group dynamics. Borrowing from social psychology research on happiness, stratification economics contends that a person’s relative social rank matters more than their absolute standing (Darity, 2022). The last-place aversion (Kuziemko et al. 2014) motivates people to constantly assess (1) their status vis-à-vis other members of their group; and (2) the status of their own group vis-à-vis other groups (Darity, 2022). Therefore, individuals might compete with other members of their own group to improve their relative status within the group, as well as collaborate with group members to collectively improve the relative status of their own group as compared to other groups. 
Fourth, stratification economics stresses the material benefits of discrimination. Since the seminal discrimination model of Becker (1957), mainstream economics has posited that identity-based discrimination is arbitrary personal tastes that will eventually fade out in the face of market competition (Charles & Guryan, 2008; Jonson, 2025). Another mainstream economics model—statistical discrimination (Aigner & Cain,1977; Arrow, 1973; Phelps, 1972)—posits that discrimination is a rational response to incomplete information, whereby employers rely on group-level statistics to infer individual productivity. While statistical discrimination theory moves beyond personal tastes and acknowledges the role of stereotypes, it fails to address the structural and historical forces that generate and perpetuate inequality across social groups. In contrast, stratification economics argues that there are material benefits for the advantaged group to discriminate and to maintain their privileged status in a stratified society. According to some stratification economists, discrimination is purposeful, intentional behavior of the advantaged groups to keep the disadvantaged groups behind even in market economics (Darity, 2005; Darity et al., 2015; Davis, 2019; Chelwa et al., 2022; Darity, 2022). This motivation to discriminate gets even stronger with the increasing perceived status threat by White Americans from the demographic shift that moves the country towards a majority-minority one (Krosch et al., 2022). Such perceived status threat has changed White Americans’ political ideologies (Craig & Richeson, 2014) and shaped presidential election outcomes (Mutz, 2018), and therefore, affected policies related to the wellbeing of racially minoritized groups and inter-racial relations.
In summary, stratification economics centers on group identities and group-based disparities. From the perspective of stratification economics, individuals act as representatives of social groups which are the real economic agents (Davis, 2015). Stratification economics “conceives of a world where there is a continuous interplay, often competitive, sometimes collaborative or cooperative, between social groups animated by the collective self-interest of their respective members” (Darity, 2022, p3) to maintain or advance their relative status both within a group and across groups. 
[bookmark: _Toc124343716]Stratification Economics and Nonprofit Funding Disparities
[bookmark: _Hlk126921466][bookmark: _Hlk126921522]While the burgeoning literature on stratification economics mostly focuses on economic outcomes (Vijaya et al., 2015; Diette et al., 2015; Jennings et al., 2022; Rangel, 2015), stratification economics as a general theory of group-based inequality is applicable to studying group-based disparities in nonprofit funding. In fact, some core tenets of stratification economics align with both established and emerging strands of nonprofit scholarship, particularly supply-side studies and critical perspectives. Yet, stratification economics provides a useful theoretical lens to extend the current nonprofit research and sheds new light on the nuanced group dynamics of nonprofit funding along racial lines.
Stratification economics argues that discrimination bears material benefits for the advantaged group to maintain their privileged status. Besides providing services, nonprofits also provide opportunities for individuals to associate and express interests and values, as well as to push for changes in government policy or societal conditions (Lipsky and Smith, 1989; Salamon et al., 2000; Frumkin, 2002). Such expression and advocacy roles of nonprofits make them potential game changers to impact group-based disparities in both market and non-market outcomes. Therefore, viewed from stratification economics, disinvestment in BIPOC communities in the nonprofit sector could bring benefits to the advantaged group to maintain their status. 
The stratification economics perspective on club goods and common pool resource goods is consistent with the supply-side approach to nonprofit studies which have argued that the more resourceful communities are more likely to organize nonprofits to promote their interests (Paarlberg & Zuhlke, 2019; Cheng et al., 2022). Research on group-based disparities in nonprofit funding also concluded that getting connected to the philanthropic community, which is largely controlled by the more advantaged, White people, is one of the barriers for BIPOC-led nonprofits (Dorsey et al., 2020) and nonprofits located in communities of color (Paarlberg et al., 2020) to secure funding. Danley and Blessett (2022) further argued that the nonprofit sector exhibits patterns of segregation that protects White interests and contributes to racially segregated access to resources. These findings suggest that the White community maintains nonprofit resources as club goods, while BIPOC communities are left to compete for the scarce common pool resources. 
Both drawing on Critical Race Theory (Delgado & Stefancic, 2017), stratification economics and critical perspectives on nonprofits share the proposition that race is a social construct institutionally embedded within economic and nonprofit sectors. Critical nonprofit scholars have theorized the nonprofit sector as a White space (Nickels & Leach, 2021), where White people are predominantly present, especially in leadership roles, and the rules and norms reinforce the institution of Whiteness (Heckler, 2019). Emerging empirical evidence have indicated that within this White space, nonprofit serving BIPOC communities face greater challenges in securing nonprofit funding (Danley & Blessett, 2022; Kim & Li, 2023). 
Therefore, stratification economics, supply-side studies of nonprofits, and critical nonprofit studies share the same argument that BIPOC communities are disadvantaged as compared to White community when it comes to nonprofit funding. 
H1: BIPOC communities receives less nonprofit funding than White community. 

Although supply-side and critical nonprofit research have documented and explained racial disparities in the nonprofit sector, these studies are largely confined to the White vs. non-White dichotomy. What remains underexplored is the nuanced group dynamics both within and beyond BIPOC communities. While diversity might bring about creativity and collaboration (Konrad, 2003), it could also bring conflict and competition between groups, the results of which might not necessarily benefit the protected groups that diversity programs mean to benefit (Myers, 2015). In the context of nonprofit funding, nonprofits representing the interests of diverse groups might collaborate or compete to secure nonprofit funding. Funding intended to serve BIPOC communities might not end up benefiting BIPOC communities when the full picture of group dynamics is considered. In other words, racial disparities in nonprofit funding may exist not only between BIPOC and White communities, but also between different BIPOC sub-groups. 
H2: There are intra-group disparities in nonprofit funding within BIPOC communities.
Insights from stratification economics help to extend the current literature to examine the nuanced group dynamics of nonprofit funding along racial lines. The relative position proposition of stratification economics indicates that the capacity of collective action within a group to improve their relative position vis-à-vis more dominant groups declines as intra-group inequality increases (Chelwa et al., 2022). This is because the fate of individuals in the group is increasingly delinked from the fate of the group (Dawson, 1994 as cited in Chelwa et al., 2022) with increasing intra-group inequality. The implication of this argument of stratification economics on the group-based disparities in nonprofit funding is that if intra-BIPOC inequality in funding increases, the collective efforts of BIPOC communities to close the funding gap between them and the White community decrease. In other words, intra-group disparities within BIPOC communities are expected to have no effect on the existing inter-group disparity, or in a worse case, exacerbate such inter-group disparity. 
H3: Intra-group disparities within BIPOC communities have positive or no effects on inter-group disparity between BIPOC and White communities.
[bookmark: _Toc124343719]Data and Methods
Data
This study used national grant data from the Foundation Center to examine the nuanced group-based disparities in nonprofit funding. The data was retrieved through the Foundation Directory Online (FDO) professional database on May 4, 2023. FDO is the most comprehensive grant-level database in the US. The database is updated weekly with grant data collected through 35 sources including the grantmakers’ and recipients’ tax forms, grantmakers’ websites, self-reporting from grantmakers, printed application guidelines, the philanthropic press, and others. Each grant entry receives Philanthropy Classification System (PCS) codes on subjects, populations, organization types, transaction types, and support strategies. PCS adopts multiple approaches to coding grant entries including keywords searches, autoclassification based on machine learning models, and manual coding (Candid, n.d.).
This study used data on human services general support grants awarded to 501(c)(3) public charities in the United States from 2018 to 2022. Human services is the area where most BIPOC-serving nonprofits are concentrated. Of the 524,525 grants intended to serve racial and ethnic groups from 2018 to 2022, thirty percent (157,668) were human services grants. General support grants are grants to support the day-to-day operating costs of an organization or to further the general purpose of an organization. As a type of unrestricted grant, general support grants are critical for nonprofits’ operations. However, it remains a big challenge for BIPOC-serving nonprofits to secure general support grants (Nonprofit Finance Fund, 2022). Given the concentration in human services grants awarded to BIPOC communities and the urgent need for racial equity in unrestricted nonprofit funding, human services general support grants constitute an ideal case to examine the nuanced group dynamics in nonprofit funding. 
The data used in this study contained 104,925 non-duplicated human services general support grants of $4.7 billion awarded to 31,253 501(c)(3) public charities with valid Employer Identification Numbers (EINs) between the years of 2018 and 2022. The data was organized in an organization-year-group structure, which is the total dollar amount of grants awarded to an organization in a specific year that is intended to serve one of the following mutually exclusive groups: Asian, Black, Latinx, Indigenous people, BIPOC, and unmarked.  
Grants serving Asian, Black, Latinx, and Indigenous people are those with serving population codes of “People of Asian descent”, “People of African descent”, “People of Latin American descent”, and “Indigenous People” in Foundation Center’s Philanthropy Classification System respectively. 
Grants serving BIPOC include two types of grants. The first type are those grants that were intended to serve two or more of the abovementioned BIPOC sub-groups. The second type are those grants with the first-level population code of “Racial and Ethnic Groups” checked only but without any second-level population codes such as the abovementioned four BIPOC sub-groups checked, that is, grants serving the broad BIPOC communities without specifying which BIPOC sub-groups. 
[bookmark: _Hlk205425685][bookmark: _Hlk205425700][bookmark: _Hlk205425719]Grants serving the unmarked population are those without any serving population codes of “Racial and Ethnic Groups” checked. Drawing on the literature on normative whiteness, this study used grants serving the unmarked population to operationalize grants awarded to the White community. Normative whiteness argues that the White racial identity is invisible, or unmarked, as usual (Frankenburg, 1993). The normativity of whiteness grants White people a natural, logical, and right status (Munoz, 1999) and conceals the advantaged status they enjoy in organizations (Nkomo, 1992) and in society at large. 
The grants dataset was supplemented with data of the recipient organizations retrieved from their 990 tax forms and the geographical characteristics of the cities where they were located retrieved from the American Community Survey five-year estimates. Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics of the dataset. As shown in Table 2, grants serving the unmarked White population took up 92% of all grants in the dataset. This pattern is consistent with the empirical evidence reviewed above that BIPOC communities have been disadvantaged in nonprofit funding. 
[Table 2 about here]
Methods
This study used fixed-effects regressions to answer the research questions. For the first two research questions on group-based disparities, the study used Equation (1) to estimate between-group disparities in the dollar amount of grants received by nonprofits.
	
	
	(1)


 denotes the log of the total amount of grants awarded to nonprofit i in year t.  denotes the group that the grants are intended to serve.  denotes a vector of organizational-level characteristics that are related to grant outcomes of nonprofit i in year t.   denotes a vector of geographical characteristics of city c where nonprofit i locates in year t that vary across cities and across years. denote the year fixed effects and city fixed effects respectively.  denotes the error terms. 
The organization-level control variables include the following: total assets of the nonprofit to measure the size of the organization (Calabrese, 2011; Charles & Kim, 2016); the age of the nonprofit measured by the difference between the year when the organization was granted a 501(c)(3) status and the year when the grant was awarded (Calabrese, 2011; Heutel, 2014; Charles & Kim, 2016); the 10-group National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE) codes used by the IRS to classify nonprofit organizations based on their major activities such as education, health, human services, etc. (Thornton, 2010); the percentage of the total revenue of the nonprofit that comes from contribution to measure how dependent the nonprofit is on donations and contributions (Prentice & Clerkin, 2023); the percentage of total expenses of the nonprofit on administration and fundraising to measure the overhead ratio of the organization (Bowman, 2006); and the debt ratio of the nonprofit which is measured by the ratio of the total liabilities to the total assets of the organization (Calabrese & Grizzle, 2012).
The city-level control variables include the following: the total population and the percentage of BIPOC population of the city; the total philanthropic assets which is the sum of total assets of private grantmaking foundations, corporate foundations, private independent foundations, private operating foundations, public foundations, community foundations, and federated giving programs to measure the availability of grant fundings in the city; nonprofit density which is the number of nonprofits per 1,000 population of the city to capture the level of competition over grants; GINI index of the city to measure the income disparity; and the percentage of the population that lived in the same city last year as a proxy of the strength of community.
To answer the first research question, this study examined two types of intra-BIPOC disparities given the structure of the grants data from the Foundation Center. The first type is the disparities among Asian, Black, Latinx, and Indigenous people. To examine this type of intra-BIPOC disparities,  in Equation (1) was operationalized as a categorical variable with four levels of Asian, Black, Latinx, and Indigenous people. The analysis was repeated with each level being the base level. The second type of intra-BIPOC disparity is the disparity between BIPOC broadly and the four specific BIPOC sub-groups. To examine this type of disparity,  in Equation (1) was operationalized as a dummy variable that take on the value of 1 if the grants were intended to serve BIPOC broadly and 0 if the grants were intended to serve specific BIPOC sub-groups of Asian, Black, Latinx, or Indigenous people. Essentially, the first type addresses the question if disparities existed among the four specific BIPOC sub-groups. The second type addresses the question if grants serving the four specific BIPOC sub-groups were more or less than grants serving BIPOC communities broadly.
To answer the second research question about inter-group disparity between BIPOC and White communities,  in Equation (1) was operationalized as a dummy variable that takes on the value of 1 if the grants were intended to serve the unmarked White population, and 0 if the grants were intended to serve BIPOC broadly or the four specific BIPOC sub-groups.
To answer the third research question, this study collapsed the dataset to the city level to examine how the intra-BIPOC disparities was related to the White-BIPOC disparity in grants received by nonprofits located in a city. To examine this relationship, this study used Equation (2). 
	
	
	(2)


 denotes the inter-group disparity between BIPOC population and the unmarked White population in city c in year t. The inter-group disparity is measured as the log of the absolute value of the difference in the total dollar amount of grants awarded to BIPOC population and to the unmarked White population.  denotes the intra-BIPOC disparities that are found statistically significant in the first research question in city c in year t. The intra-group disparity is measured as the log of the absolute value of the difference in the total dollar amount of grants between groups.  denotes a vector of control variables in city c in year t.  denote the year fixed effects, city fixed effects, and error terms respectively. 
Table 3 presents the summary statistics of the dataset collapsed to the city level. As Table 3 shows, the majority of observations on Latinx-Asian Disparity and Latinx-Black Disparity were zeros due to the fact that no grants were awarded to these groups. These zero values of disparity are different from the zero values of disparity due to the fact that Latinx and Asian, or Latinx and Black, received the same dollar amount of grants. Although in both cases the values of disparity appear zero in the dataset, these zeros capture two different scenarios: one in which disparity truly did not exist because the two groups received the same dollar amount of grants in a given year (for example, both received $5,000); and the other in which disparity seemed to be non-existent because both groups received no grants at all in a given year. To distinguish between these two scenarios, dummy variables representing true disparities were also controlled in Equation (2). These dummies take on the value of 1 if both Latinx and Asian, or both Latinx and Black, received non-zero-dollar amount of grants and 0 otherwise, In addition to including the dummy variables, robust analyses were also conducted on the sub-samples with non-zero observations for Latinx, Asian, and Black, or in other words, sub-samples of true disparities between Latinx and Asian and between Latinx and Black. 
[Table 3 about here]
Both equations included year fixed effects to account for two major events that significantly influenced nonprofit funding allocations during the study period: the COVID-19 pandemic and the murder of George Floyd. To highlight the impact of these events, the year 2020 was selected as the reference category in the year fixed effects specification.
Results
Table 4 shows the results of analyses for intra-BIPOC disparities and White-BIPOC disparity. Columns (1) – (4) show the regression results for the first type of intra-BIPOC disparities, which is disparities among the four BIPOC sub-groups, namely Asian, Black, Indigenous people, and Latinx. As shown in Table 4, a statistically significant disparity was found between Asian and Latinx, as well as between Black and Latinx. All else being equal, Latinx received 37.3% [exp (0.317)-1] more dollar amount of grants than Asian, and 42.2% [exp (0.352)-1] more than Black. 
Column (5) of Table 4 shows the results for the second type of intra-BIPOC disparities, which is disparity between broad BIPOC (without specifying which BIPOC sub-groups) and the four BIPOC sub-groups. As Column (5) shows, the second type of intra-BIPOC disparity was not statistically significant. 
Column (6) of Table 4 shows the results of inter-group disparity between the unmarked White population and BIPOC population. As shown in Column (6), the unmarked White population received more dollar amount of grants than BIPOC population. All else being equal, the unmarked White population received 26.4% [exp (0.234)-1] more dollar amount of grants compared to BIPOC population. 
[Table 4 about here]
Table 5 shows the results of city-level analysis for the third research question, the relationship between statistically significant intra-BIPOC disparities found in Table 4, namely Latinx-Asian disparity and Latinx-Black disparity, and the statistically significant White-BIPOC disparity. As shown in Table 5, while Latinx-Asian disparity had no effect on White-BIPOC disparity, Latinx-Black disparity was positively, statistically significantly related to White-BIPOC disparity. Results in column (2) of the table show that with a 1% increase in Latinx-Black disparity in dollar amount of grants, White-BIPOC disparity would increase by 0.09%. Table 6 shows similar results from the robustness analyses on the sub-sample of cities with non-zero-dollar amount of grants awarded to Asian, Black, and Latinx. Within this sub-sample, an 1% increase in Latinx-Black disparity was statistically significantly associated with 0.17% increase in White-BIPOC disparity in dollar amount of grants.
[Table 5 about here]
[Table 6 about here]
The seemingly trivial effect size of 0.09% is substantively significant given the drastic difference in the magnitude of intra-group disparities and inter-group disparity. As shown in Table 7, the mean absolute value of Latinx-Black disparity is $4,514 while that of White-BIPOC disparity is $257, 250. At the average level, the effect size of 0.09% will mean that with 1% increase, or $45 increase, in Latinx-Black disparity, White-BIPOC disparity will increase by 0.09%, or $232. In the sub-sample of true disparities, therefore ruling out the impact of the large amount of zero values of grants awarded to Latinx and Black, one percent increase, or $1,072 increase in Latinx-Black disparity is associated with 0.17% increase, or $439 increase, in White-BIPOC disparity. 
[Table 7 about here]
Discussion
Using the national dataset of human services general support grants from the Foundation Center for the years between 2018 and 2022, this study tested and confirmed the stratification economics hypotheses that not only disparities exist among BIPOC sub-groups, but also intra-BIPOC disparities were associated with the disparity between BIPOC and White communities. Statistically significant disparities were found between Latinx and Asian, and between Latinx and Black, with Latinx receiving about 40% more dollar amounts of grants than the other two groups. The results also confirmed a statistically significant disparity between unmarked White population and BIPOC population, with unmarked White population receiving 26.4% more dollars amount of grants than BIPOC population on average. Regarding the relationship between these two types of disparities, analysis at the city level showed a statistically significant positive relationship between Latinx-Black disparity and White-BIPOC disparity. With a one percent increase in Latinx-Black disparity, White-BIPOC disparity increased by 0.09 percent or by 0.17 percent if only true disparities with non-zero values were considered. The city-level analysis showed no statistically significantly association between Latinx-Asian disparity and White-BIPOC disparity. 
These findings have important theoretical, empirical and practical implications on racial equity in nonprofit funding. First, the observed inter-group disparity between BIPOC population and the unmarked White population aligns with predictions from existing literature, particularly those grounded in critical perspectives. The critical perspectives theorize the nonprofit sector as a White space (Heckler, 2019; Nickels & Leach, 2021) where BIPOC communities face systematic barriers to accessing funding. This study contributes yet another empirical evidence to support that argument. Of all human services general support grants awarded between 2018 and 2022, only 8% were designated to serve BIPOC communities. Everything else being equal, the unmarked White population received 26.4% more funding than BIPOC communities. Beyond empirical validation, this study introduces a novel approach to conceptualizing and operationalizing grants serving White community. In practice, such grants are hard to identify because, unlike grants serving BIPOC communities, they are usually unmarked. Borrowing from the concept of unmarked whiteness (Frankenburg, 1993; Munoz, 1999; Nkomo, 1992), this study operationalized grants serving White community as those that are unmarked, offering a new conceptual tool for future research on racial equity in nonprofit funding.
Second, this study pioneers the application of stratification economics to the research of nonprofit funding disparities, extending the current nonprofit literature that are largely focused on the White versus non-White dichotomy. This study found that within BIPOC communities, Latinx received more grants than Asian and Black, after controlling various factors related to nonprofit funding outcomes. This finding indicates that BIPOC communities are not monolithic and that grouping all BIPOC communities when it comes to racial equity in the nonprofit sector is problematic as such grouping might conceal the nuanced intra-BIPOC disparities. It should be noted that critical perspectives do emphasize differential racialization (Delgado & Stefancic, 2017) through which different BIPOC sub-groups are racialized differently and face unique challenges in the racial hierarchy. What is missing is research on the inter-group dynamics within BIPOC communities. Insights from stratification economics offer a starting point to more theoretical discussion on the patterns and explanations of nonprofit funding disparities between different BIPOC sub-groups. 
It should also be noted that the lack of research on intra-BIPOC disparities is due to not only theoretical insufficiency, but also empirical challenges, especially the lack of data on the population served of grantmaking. Within the nonprofit sector, characterized as a White space (Suarez, 2020; Nickels and Leach, 2021), racial attributes of grantmaking and nonprofit organizations have often been overlooked. Previous research on racial inequity in nonprofit funding has relied on either qualitative data (Danley & Blessett, 2022) or first-hand survey data (Kim & Li, 2023). The FDO dataset, coupled with the Philanthropy Classification System, presents an opportunity to examine the between-group dynamics in nonprofit funding along racial lines at the national level. However, as this dataset requires subscription and restricts bulk data download, limitations of using this dataset remain. This study underscores the necessity for more systematic, large-scale data collection efforts focusing on the racial attributes of nonprofits to facilitate a deeper understanding of racial equity within the nonprofit sector. 
Third, the novel application of stratification economics to the study of racial disparities in nonprofit funding further contributes to the understanding of the relationship between intra- and inter-group disparities. The finding of the neutral or positive relationships between intra-BIPOC disparities and White-BIPOC disparity supports the stratification economics hypothesis that intra-group inequity may sustain, or in a worse case, exacerbate inter-group disparity in a stratified society. The finding that Latinx-Asian disparity had no impact on White-BIPOC disparity indicates that increasing support to Latinx community alone is insufficient to close the funding gap between the broader BIPOC communities and White community. One possible explanation is that increased support for Latinx community may come at the cost of funding for other BIPOC sub-groups such as Asian and Black. In other words, BIPOC sub-groups are positioned in competition with one another for limited nonprofit funding, rather than benefiting from a reallocation of resources away from White community. Even more concerning is the finding related to Latinx–Black disparity, which appeared to widen the funding gap between BIPOC communities and White community. While the empirical investigation of this pattern’s underlying causes is beyond the scope of this study, stratification economics offers a theoretical explanation through the concept of delinked fate (Dawson, 1994 as cited in Chelwa et al., 2022). When positioned to compete for scarce resources, some BIPOC sub-groups such as Latinx in the case of this study might receive more funding relative to other BIPOC sub-groups such as Asian and Black. According to stratification economics, these disparities could be the result of intentional actions of discrimination by the dominant group to keep their privileged status because such intra-BIPOC disparities may weaken perceptions of linked fate among BIPOC groups and undermine collective efforts to challenge White-dominant resource distribution. 
Given that the study period spans from 2018 to 2022, covering two major events that likely influenced grant allocation across racial and ethnic groups, namely the COVID-19 pandemic and the racial equity movement following the murder of George Floyd, it is of relevance to discuss results from the year fixed effects controls. As shown in Table 4, columns (1) through (4), human services general support grants serving the four specific BIPOC sub-groups increased in 2020, as compared to 2018. Column (5) further shows that grants serving both the specific BIPOC sub-groups and the broader BIPOC communities increased in 2020 as compared to both 2018 and 2019. This suggests that BIPOC communities received more funding in 2020 than in prior years, especially considering that overall human services general support grants, regardless of beneficiary groups, declined in 2020 and 2021, as shown in column (6). However, such increase in support did not persist into 2021 and 2022. This pattern aligns with findings from other studies that the surge in support for BIPOC communities in 2020 was largely symbolic and unsustainable (Heckler & Mackey, 2022; Ponce, 2023; Tomkin, 2021). Table 5 presents a more promising trend at the city level, showing that White–BIPOC disparities decreased in 2020 and continued to decline in 2021 and 2022. This indicates that local practices matter. For example, some community foundations that had previously been criticized for disinvesting in Black communities (Barge et al., 2020) made unprecedented commitments in 2020 to long-term support for Black-led organizations focused on systemic change (Ponce, 2023). Nevertheless, it is important to note that even with the downward trend in White–BIPOC disparities at the city level, these disparities remain salient and are perpetuated by intra-BIPOC disparities, as shown in Table 5.
Collectively, the findings of this study hold significant implications for both grantmakers and recipient nonprofit organizations. Grantmakers, particularly those with a focus on supporting BIPOC communities, should conduct thorough analyses of intra-group disparities within BIPOC communities relevant to their grantmaking efforts. Such analyses are crucial, especially when grantmakers adopt inclusive approaches aiming to benefit various BIPOC communities, to prevent unintended consequences such as fostering competition among different BIPOC communities for limited resources. If intra-group disparities are identified, grantmakers should allocate funding specifically aimed at addressing these disparities within distinct BIPOC communities. Furthermore, in their equity assessment plans, grantmakers should incorporate evaluations of the impacts of intra-BIPOC disparities on the inter-group disparity between BIPOC and White communities. Such assessments are vital to prevent the perpetuation of racial inequities in grantmaking practices. For BIPOC communities, nonprofit organizations should contemplate cross-group collaboration when seeking funding targeting the BIPOC communities as a whole or addressing racial equity issues more broadly. Collaboration across different BIPOC groups can enhance collective efforts to secure funding and avoid vicious competition within BIPOC communities.
This study has several limitations and cautions should be used when applying the findings. First, the conclusions only speak to human services general support grants. Extrapolation of the findings to other types of grants is limited. However, human services grants and general support grants are areas where BIPOC-focused nonprofits are concentrated and where racial equity in nonprofit funding is urgently needed. Future research could expand to other types of grants to have a fuller picture of the nuanced dynamics in grantmaking along racial lines. Second, the grant data used in this paper covered only the years from 2018 to 2022. Although this short period covers the major events over the recent years such as the COVID-19 pandemic and racial equity movements after the murder of George Floyd, extrapolation of the findings to other time periods requires caution. Finally, although the analyses control for year fixed effects and city fixed effects, the analyses are not guaranteed free of the bias of omitted variables. For example, racial composition of the recipient nonprofits’ and the grantmakers’ board and staff might have impacts on the racial disparities discussed in the paper. Research has shown that individuals tend to give more to a shared identity group (Carboni & Eikenberry, 2021; Drezner, 2018). A similar pattern might apply to institutional giving, where White- or BIPOC-controlled grantmakers such as foundations may be more likely to fund nonprofits that are led by or serve communities sharing their racial or ethnic identity. It is well documented that BIPOC communities face systemic barriers in accessing philanthropic funding, which remains largely controlled by White people (Dorsey et al., 2020). However, empirical research on the effects of racial match or mismatch between grantmakers and grantees remains limited, largely due to the empirical challenge abovementioned that data on the racial attributes of nonprofits are not readily available widely. 
Findings of this study suggest several avenues for future research to better understand racial (in)equities in the nonprofit sector. On the theoretical front, future research could explore how existing economics theories of nonprofits (Steinberg, 2006) treats the social identity of race, their implications for nonprofit funding along racial lines, and if and how stratification economics might extend or challenge the existing economics theories of nonprofits. On the empirical side, future research is needed to examine intra-BIPOC disparities in other types of funding and to explore the underlying causes of such disparities. Concepts such as differential racialization (Delgado & Stefanic, 2017) might offer useful explanatory frameworks to examine if different BIPOC sub-groups are subject to different levels of discrimination. Additionally, future empirical research should examine the mechanisms through which intra-BIPOC disparities sustain or exacerbate White-BIPOC disparities. For example, experimental studies could manipulate the concept of perceived status threat and examine if it mediates the relationship between intra-BIPOC disparities and White-BIPOC disparities in nonprofit funding.
Conclusion
This study is the first one to apply stratification economics to examine nonprofit funding disparities. It found that racial disparities in nonprofit funding existed not only between White and BIPOC communities, but also among different BIPOC sub-groups. Specifically, Latinx received more human services general support grants as compared to Asian and Black.  Moreover, intra-BIPOC disparities were found to either sustain or exacerbate White-BIPOC disparities, thereby perpetuating racial hierarchies in nonprofit funding. These insights, grounded in stratification economics, extend the current literature on nonprofits and race that are largely focused on the White vs. non-White dichotomy and illuminate the complex group dynamics that shape funding patterns within and beyond BIPOC communities. This study underscores the critical need for reliable empirical data on the racial attributes of nonprofits and grantmaking to better understand racial (in)equities in the nonprofit sector. Practically, the findings suggest that funders, such as foundations, should conduct more comprehensive analyses of racial equity in their grantmaking practices—examining not only White–BIPOC disparities but also intra-BIPOC disparities. Additionally, the harmful effects of positioning BIPOC communities in competition for limited resources must be acknowledged. Greater investment is needed to support collaboration and partnership among BIPOC sub-groups, helping to mitigate these harms and promote more equitable resource distribution.
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Table 2 Variables, Definitions, and Summary Statistics, Organizational Level
	Variable
	Definition
	Source
	N
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	Grant Amount (Log)
	The total dollar amount of grants awarded to an organization serving a specific group
	Foundation Center
	57,022 
	9.42
	1.94
	2.40
	17.72

	Group
	Different serving populations
	Foundation Center
	57,022 
	
	
	
	

	Asian (%)
	
	Foundation Center
	0.62
	
	
	
	

	Black (%)
	
	Foundation Center
	4.07
	
	
	
	

	Indigenous People (%)
	
	Foundation Center
	1.19
	
	
	
	

	Latinx (%)
	
	Foundation Center
	0.57
	
	
	
	

	BIPOC (%)
	
	Foundation Center
	1.20
	
	
	
	

	Unmarked (%)
	
	Foundation Center
	92.34
	
	
	
	

	Year
	Year in which grants were awarded
	Foundation Center
	57,022 
	
	
	2018
	2022

	Total Assets (million USD)
	The total assets of the recipient nonprofit
	990 Tax Forms
	49,998 
	22
	546
	0.00
	57,547

	Age
	Number of years since the recipient nonprofit attained 501(c)(3) status
	990 Tax Forms
	56,917 
	27
	20
	0
	117

	NTEE
	National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE) Codes denoting activity areas of nonprofits
	990 Tax Forms
	57,022 
	
	
	
	

	Arts, Culture, and Humanities (%)
	
	990 Tax Forms
	2.93
	
	
	
	

	Education (%)
	
	990 Tax Forms
	6.02
	
	
	
	

	Environment and Animals (%)
	
	990 Tax Forms
	2.12
	
	
	
	

	Health (%)
	
	990 Tax Forms
	9.57
	
	
	
	

	Human Services (%)
	
	990 Tax Forms
	62.16
	
	
	
	

	International, Foreign Affairs (%)
	
	990 Tax Forms
	1.81
	
	
	
	

	Public, Societal Benefit (%)
	
	990 Tax Forms
	9.59
	
	
	
	

	Religion Related (%)
	
	990 Tax Forms
	5.16
	
	
	
	

	Mutual/Membership Benefit (%)
	
	990 Tax Forms
	0.16
	
	
	
	

	Unknown, Unclassified (%)
	
	990 Tax Forms
	0.47
	
	
	
	

	Contribution (%)
	The percentage of total revenue of the recipient nonprofit that comes from contributions
	990 Tax Forms
	57,022 
	0.77
	0.30
	0.00
	1.00

	Overhead Ratio (%)
	The percentage of total expenses of the recipient nonprofit that are spent on administration and fundraising
	990 Tax Forms
	44,209 
	0.07
	0.09
	0.00
	0.98

	Debt Ratio
	The ratio of the total liability to the total assets of the recipient nonprofit
	990 Tax Forms
	49,829 
	0.19
	0.27
	0.00
	1.51

	Total Population (million)
	The total population of the city where the recipient nonprofit locates
	American Community Surveys
	52,755 
	0.69
	1.77
	0.00
	8.74

	Asian Population (%)
	The percentage of the total population that are Asian of the city where the recipient nonprofit locates
	American Community Surveys
	52,712
	6.60
	7.85
	0
	72.17

	Black Population (%)
	The percentage of the total population that are Black of the city where the recipient nonprofit locates
	American Community Surveys
	52,712
	14.25
	16.12
	0
	97.04

	Indigenous Population (%)
	The percentage of the total population that are Indigenous Peoples of the city where the recipient nonprofit locates
	American Community Surveys
	52,712
	0.77
	4.21
	0
	98.62

	Latinx Population (%)
	The percentage of the total population that are Latinx of the city where the recipient nonprofit locates
	American Community Surveys
	52,712
	6.60
	7.85
	0
	95.61

	Total Philanthropic Assets (million USD)
	The total assets of grantmaking foundations in the city where the recipient nonprofit locates
	American Community Surveys
	56,891 
	8,725
	26,206
	0
	149,286

	Nonprofit Density
	The number of nonprofits per 1,000 population of the city where the recipient nonprofit locates
	American Community Surveys
	52,712 
	24
	70
	0
	560

	GINI
	The GINI index of income disparity in the city where the recipient nonprofit locates
	American Community Surveys
	52,653 
	0.46
	0.06
	0.01
	0.81

	Same Residency Last Year (%)
	The percentage of the population that lived in the same city last year
	American Community Surveys
	52,709 
	0.84
	0.06
	0.00
	1.00



Table 3 Variables, Definitions, and Summary Statistics, City Level
	Variable
	Definition
	Source
	N
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	Latinx-Asian Disparity (absolute value, log)
	The log of the absolute value of the disparity between Latinx and Asian
	Foundation Center
	16,054 
	0.35
	1.87
	0.00
	14.24

	Latinx-Black Disparity (absolute value, log)
	The log of the absolute value of the disparity between Latinx and Black
	Foundation Center
	16,054 
	0.42
	2.02
	0.00
	16.12

	White-BIPOC Disparity (absolute value, log)
	The log of the absolute value of the disparity between the BIPOC populations and the unmarked White population
	Foundation Center
	16,054 
	9.91
	2.19
	0.00
	18.97

	Latinx-Asian Disparity, true
	Equals 1 if both Latinx and Asian have non-zero values; equals 0 if both Latinx and Asian have zero values
	Foundation Center
	16,054 
	0.04
	0.18
	0.00
	1.00

	Latinx-Black Disparity, true
	Equals 1 if both Latinx and Black have non-zero values; equals 0 if both Latinx and Black have zero values
	Foundation Center
	16,054 
	0.04
	0.20
	0.00
	1.00

	Year
	Year of grants awarded
	Foundation Center
	16,054 
	2019
	1
	2018
	2022

	% Recipient Nonprofits
	The percentage of nonprofits located in the city that are awarded grants
	Foundation Center; National Center for Charitable Statistics
	16,049 
	0.16
	0.31
	0.00
	1.00

	Total Population (million)
	The total population of the city
	American Community Surveys
	15,546 
	0.04
	0.19
	0.00
	8.74

	Asian Population (%)
	The percentage of the total population that are Asian
	American Community Surveys
	15,521 
	4.25
	7.29
	0.00
	72.17

	Black Population (%)
	The percentage of the total population that are Black
	American Community Surveys
	15,521 
	8.87
	15.13
	0.00
	97.04

	Latinx Population (%)
	The percentage of the total population that are non-White Latinx
	American Community Surveys
	15,521 
	5.02
	8.08
	0.00
	95.61

	Total Philanthropic Assets (million USD)
	The total assets of grantmaking foundations in the city
	American Community Surveys
	16,049 
	274
	3,365
	0
	14,9286

	Nonprofit Density
	The number of nonprofits per 1,000 population of the city
	American Community Surveys
	15,521 
	32
	84
	0.10
	560

	Asian Median Household Income (million USD)
	The median household income for Asians in the city
	American Community Surveys
	7,305 
	0.10
	0.05
	0.00
	0.25

	Black Median Household Income (million USD)
	The median household income for Blacks in the city
	American Community Surveys
	7,828 
	0.06
	0.04
	0.00
	0.25

	Latinx Median Household Income (million USD)
	The median household income for non-White Latinx in the city
	American Community Surveys
	9,553 
	0.07
	0.04
	0.00
	0.25

	GINI
	The GINI index of income disparity of the city
	American Community Surveys
	15,476 
	0.43
	0.07
	0.01
	0.81

	Same Residency Last Year (%)
	The percentage of the population that lived in the same city last year
	American Community Surveys
	15,518 
	0.86
	0.07
	0.00
	1.00



Table 4 Fixed-effects Regression Results for Intra-group Disparities and Inter-group Disparity in Dollar Amount of Grants
	
	Intra-group Disparities (first type)
	Intra-group Disparities (second type)
	Inter-group Disparity

	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	VARIABLES
	Grant Amount (Log)
	Grant Amount (Log)
	Grant Amount (Log)
	Grant Amount (Log)
	Grant Amount (Log)
	Grant Amount (Log)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Group 
	Ref: Asian
	Ref: Black
	Ref: Indigenous People
	Ref: Latinx
	Ref: Asian, Black, Indigenous people, or Latinx
	Ref: all BIPOC groups

	Asian
	
	0.0407
	-0.107
	-0.310*
	
	

	
	
	(0.177)
	(0.233)
	(0.174)
	
	

	Black
	-0.0407
	
	-0.148
	-0.351**
	
	

	
	(0.177)
	
	(0.221)
	(0.154)
	
	

	Indigenous People
	0.107
	0.148
	
	-0.203
	
	

	
	(0.233)
	(0.221)
	
	(0.220)
	
	

	Latinx
	0.310*
	0.351**
	0.203
	
	
	

	
	(0.174)
	(0.154)
	(0.220)
	
	
	

	BIPOC
	
	
	
	
	-0.0420
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0889)
	

	Unmarked
	
	
	
	
	
	0.235***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0398)

	Total Assets (million USD)
	0.00336**
	0.00336**
	0.00336**
	0.00336**
	0.00115
	1.16e-05

	
	(0.00140)
	(0.00140)
	(0.00140)
	(0.00140)
	(0.000996)
	(2.06e-05)

	Age
	0.00249
	0.00249
	0.00249
	0.00249
	0.00372
	0.00989***

	
	(0.00383)
	(0.00383)
	(0.00383)
	(0.00383)
	(0.00257)
	(0.000588)

	NTEE (ref: Arts, Culture, and Humanities)

	Education
	-0.130
	-0.130
	-0.130
	-0.130
	-0.0272
	0.398***

	
	(0.456)
	(0.456)
	(0.456)
	(0.456)
	(0.241)
	(0.0815)

	Environment and Animals
	0.0360
	0.0360
	0.0360
	0.0360
	-0.319
	-0.315***

	
	(0.443)
	(0.443)
	(0.443)
	(0.443)
	(0.359)
	(0.110)

	Health
	0.0698
	0.0698
	0.0698
	0.0698
	0.211
	0.401***

	
	(0.377)
	(0.377)
	(0.377)
	(0.377)
	(0.247)
	(0.0761)

	Human Services
	-0.122
	-0.122
	-0.122
	-0.122
	0.126
	0.629***

	
	(0.310)
	(0.310)
	(0.310)
	(0.310)
	(0.187)
	(0.0691)

	International, Foreign Affairs
	0.144
	0.144
	0.144
	0.144
	0.000655
	0.0737

	
	(0.493)
	(0.493)
	(0.493)
	(0.493)
	(0.380)
	(0.111)

	Public, Societal Benefit
	-0.354
	-0.354
	-0.354
	-0.354
	0.0312
	0.471***

	
	(0.348)
	(0.348)
	(0.348)
	(0.348)
	(0.220)
	(0.0771)

	Religion Related
	-0.497
	-0.497
	-0.497
	-0.497
	-0.456
	0.249***

	
	(0.519)
	(0.519)
	(0.519)
	(0.519)
	(0.338)
	(0.0913)

	Mutual/Membership Benefit (%)
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.796**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.311)

	Unknown
	-1.182
	-1.182
	-1.182
	-1.182
	0.214
	0.480**

	
	(0.793)
	(0.793)
	(0.793)
	(0.793)
	(1.146)
	(0.191)

	Contribution (%)
	0.597**
	0.597**
	0.597**
	0.597**
	0.864***
	0.754***

	
	(0.243)
	(0.243)
	(0.243)
	(0.243)
	(0.181)
	(0.0389)

	Overhead Ratio (%)
	-1.637***
	-1.637***
	-1.637***
	-1.637***
	-1.451***
	-1.330***

	
	(0.616)
	(0.616)
	(0.616)
	(0.616)
	(0.411)
	(0.114)

	Debt Ratio
	-0.217
	-0.217
	-0.217
	-0.217
	-0.0909
	0.110**

	
	(0.232)
	(0.232)
	(0.232)
	(0.232)
	(0.162)
	(0.0429)

	Total Population (million)
	-5.229***
	-5.229***
	-5.229***
	-5.229***
	-2.095
	-1.081*

	
	(1.987)
	(1.987)
	(1.987)
	(1.987)
	(1.331)
	(0.594)

	Asian Population (%)
	3.585
	3.585
	3.585
	3.585
	6.227
	1.727

	
	(18.31)
	(18.31)
	(18.31)
	(18.31)
	(7.285)
	(1.458)

	Black Population (%)
	22.27
	22.27
	22.27
	22.27
	3.843
	0.290

	
	(15.52)
	(15.52)
	(15.52)
	(15.52)
	(8.879)
	(1.020)

	Indigenous Population (%)
	10.74
	10.74
	10.74
	10.74
	6.198
	-4.597

	
	(20.30)
	(20.30)
	(20.30)
	(20.30)
	(10.58)
	(3.296)

	Latinx Population (%)
	-3.660
	-3.660
	-3.660
	-3.660
	-0.991
	1.073*

	
	(2.803)
	(2.803)
	(2.803)
	(2.803)
	(2.453)
	(0.649)

	Total Philanthropic Assets (million USD)
	-1.83e-05
	-1.83e-05
	-1.83e-05
	-1.83e-05
	-4.79e-05***
	-3.15e-05***

	
	(2.52e-05)
	(2.52e-05)
	(2.52e-05)
	(2.52e-05)
	(1.76e-05)
	(6.83e-06)

	Nonprofit Density
	-0.0389*
	-0.0389*
	-0.0389*
	-0.0389*
	-0.00573
	0.000334

	
	(0.0236)
	(0.0236)
	(0.0236)
	(0.0236)
	(0.0219)
	(0.00141)

	GINI
	13.74**
	13.74**
	13.74**
	13.74**
	7.702
	0.732

	
	(6.439)
	(6.439)
	(6.439)
	(6.439)
	(5.308)
	(0.711)

	Same Residency Last Year (%)
	9.542
	9.542
	9.542
	9.542
	1.628
	-0.891

	
	(6.251)
	(6.251)
	(6.251)
	(6.251)
	(4.200)
	(0.680)

	Year (ref: 2020)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2018
	-0.884***
	-0.884***
	-0.884***
	-0.884***
	-0.277**
	-0.0892***

	
	(0.198)
	(0.198)
	(0.198)
	(0.198)
	(0.135)
	(0.0291)

	2019
	-0.265
	-0.265
	-0.265
	-0.265
	-0.226*
	0.0567**

	
	(0.174)
	(0.174)
	(0.174)
	(0.174)
	(0.121)
	(0.0275)

	2021
	0.0715
	0.0715
	0.0715
	0.0715
	0.156
	-0.356***

	
	(0.189)
	(0.189)
	(0.189)
	(0.189)
	(0.135)
	(0.0458)

	2022
	0.480
	0.480
	0.480
	0.480
	-0.356
	-0.400

	
	(1.203)
	(1.203)
	(1.203)
	(1.203)
	(0.850)
	(0.320)

	Constant
	0.140
	0.140
	0.140
	0.140
	6.727
	9.521***

	
	(8.020)
	(8.020)
	(8.020)
	(8.020)
	(5.566)
	(0.789)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,591
	1,591
	1,591
	1,591
	3,326
	41,084

	R-squared
	0.449
	0.449
	0.449
	0.449
	0.349
	0.263

	City Fixed Effects
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year Fixed Effects
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Robust standard errors in parentheses

	*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1


 
Table 5 Fixed-effects Regression Results for the Relationship between Intra-group Disparity and Inter-group Disparity in Dollar Amount of Grants
	 
	(1)
	(2)

	VARIABLES
	White-BIPOC Disparity (absolute value, log)
	White-BIPOC Disparity (absolute value, log)

	 
	 
	

	Latinx-Asian Disparity (absolute value, log)
	0.0535
	

	
	(0.0581)
	

	Latinx-Asian Disparity, true
	-0.477
	

	
	(0.541)
	

	Latinx-Black Disparity (absolute value, log)
	
	0.0892**

	
	
	(0.0406)

	Latinx-Black Disparity, true
	
	-0.914**

	
	
	(0.393)

	Year (ref: 2020)
	
	

	2018
	0.174**
	0.154**

	
	(0.0786)
	(0.0746)

	2019
	0.335***
	0.279***

	
	(0.0658)
	(0.0639)

	2021
	-1.296***
	-1.418***

	
	(0.105)
	(0.107)

	2022
	-3.647***
	-3.736***

	
	(0.375)
	(0.377)

	% Recipient Nonprofits
	9.038***
	11.44***

	
	(1.850)
	(2.295)

	Total Population (million)
	-3.455
	-3.048

	
	(4.908)
	(4.841)

	Latinx Population (%)
	-0.474
	-0.822

	
	(1.862)
	(1.794)

	Asian Population (%)
	-2.137
	

	
	(4.364)
	

	Black Population (%)
	
	-2.161

	
	
	(2.328)

	Total Philanthropic Assets (million USD)
	-6.30e-05
	-5.54e-05

	
	(4.58e-05)
	(4.23e-05)

	Nonprofit Density
	-0.0140
	0.000859

	
	(0.0105)
	(0.0101)

	Latinx Median Household Income (million USD)
	1.170
	1.853

	
	(2.548)
	(3.398)

	Asian Median Household Income (million USD)
	1.776
	

	
	(2.114)
	

	Black Median Household Income (million USD)
	2.792

	
	
	(3.133)

	GINI
	-2.138
	-1.370

	
	(2.565)
	(2.213)

	Same Residency Last Year (%)
	-3.276
	-2.166

	
	(2.291)
	(2.129)

	Constant
	14.05***
	12.40***

	
	(2.257)
	(2.229)

	
	
	

	Observations
	6,419
	6,645

	Number of cities
	3,054
	3,222

	R-squared
	0.250
	0.251

	City Fixed Effects
	Yes
	Yes

	Year Fixed Effects
	Yes
	Yes

	Robust standard errors in parentheses
	
	

	*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
	
	




Table 6 Robustness Check: Fixed-effects Regression Results for the Relationship between Intra-group Disparity and Inter-group Disparity in Dollar Amount of Grants, Sub-sample of Non-zero Values
	 
	(1)
	(2)

	VARIABLES
	White-BIPOC Disparity 
(absolute value, log)
	White-BIPOC Disparity 
(absolute value, log)

	 
	 
	

	Latinx-Asian Disparity (absolute value, log)
	0.0430
	

	
	(0.0591)
	

	Latinx-Black Disparity (absolute value, log)
	
	0.171***

	
	
	(0.0640)

	Year (ref: 2018)
	
	

	2019
	0.223
	-0.371*

	
	(0.337)
	(0.208)

	2020
	-0.333
	-1.241***

	
	(0.463)
	(0.346)

	2021
	-1.682**
	-2.721***

	
	(0.699)
	(0.627)

	2022
	-4.462***
	-7.954***

	
	(1.257)
	(1.330)

	% Recipient Nonprofits
	40.52
	34.55

	
	(24.65)
	(23.64)

	Total Population (million)
	-1.812
	-4.77e 

	
	(3.096)
	(3.285)

	Latinx Population (%)
	-0.942
	1.611

	
	(6.593)
	(5.518)

	Asian Population (%)
	-72.91**
	

	
	(28.08)
	

	Black Population (%)
	
	-22.55

	
	
	(24.54)

	Total Philanthropic Assets (million USD)
	7.74e-06
	5.67e-05

	
	(4.21e-05)
	(3.68e-05)

	Nonprofit Density
	-0.288
	0.298**

	
	(0.362)
	(0.122)

	Latinx Median Household Income (million USD)
	38.68**
	46.28*

	
	(18.88)
	(27.28)

	Asian Median Household Income (million USD)
	15.60
	

	
	(21.32)
	

	Black Median Household Income (million USD)
	
	46.31*

	
	
	(26.76)

	GINI
	53.90***
	8.140

	
	(16.02)
	(16.29)

	Same Residency Last Year (%)
	34.08***
	23.00

	
	(12.35)
	(15.99)

	Constant
	-35.18***
	-14.55

	
	(12.48)
	(18.44)

	
	
	

	Observations
	385
	459

	Number of cities
	215
	268

	R-squared
	0.602
	0.605

	City Fixed Effects
	Yes
	Yes

	Year Fixed Effects
	Yes
	Yes

	Robust standard errors in parentheses
	
	

	*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
	
	



Table 7 Summary Statistics of Intra-group Disparities and Inter-group Disparity in Dollar Amounts
	Full Sample
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	N
	Mean
	Min
	Max

	Latinx-Asian Disparity (absolute value)
	16,054
	$2,976
	$0
	$1,525,000

	Latinx-Black Disparity (absolute value)
	16,054
	$4,514
	$0
	$10,000,000

	White-BIPOC Disparity (absolute value)
	16,054
	$257,250
	$0
	$174,000,000

	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-sample with Non-zero Disparities
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	N
	Mean
	Min
	Max

	Latinx-Asian Disparity (absolute value)
	558
	$85,621
	$60
	$1,525,000

	Latinx-Black Disparity (absolute value)
	676
	$107,190
	$25
	$10,000,000

	White-BIPOC Disparity (absolute value)
	15,998
	$258,151
	$10
	$174,000,000



