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Founded in 1990, Asian Americans/Pacific Islanders in Philanthropy (AAPIP) is a national
membership and philanthropic advocacy organization dedicated to advancing philan-
thropy and Asian American/Pacific Islander (AAPI) communities. Our members include
foundations, staff and trustees of grantmaking institutions, and nonprofit organizations in
eight regional chapters in the United States. AAPIP engages AAPI communities and phi-
lanthropy to address unmet needs; serves as a resource for and about AAPI communities;
supports and facilitates giving by and to AAPI communities; and incubates new ideas and
approaches for social justice philanthropy.



his report is the result of two years of work by Asian Americans/Pacific Islanders

in Philanthropy (AAPIP) to track funding that can benefit Asian American and

Pacific Islander (AAPI) communities in the United States. Acknowledging all the
complexities and shortcomings of the currently available databases and related informa-
tion, the report explores some basic questions that we all should consider. These include
the level of funding to AAPIP community issues, who gives and gets the money, the giving
patterns that emerge, how well AAPI populations are represented at staff and board
levels in foundations, and whether there is a relationship between increased staff/board
representation and increased AAPI-focused program activity.

Data and analysis of this sort help us gain a sense of how well our nation is welcoming and
absorbing increasingly diverse populations. Clearly we can do a better job, and reports
of this kind suggest several ways for philanthropy to do its part. If we are to become the
successful multi-racial, multi-ethnic democracy of our aspiration and be economically suc-
cessful, we need to take greater count than we have so far of the distinct communities
among us and address their needs. We need to be active in pursuit of the talent that
abounds in all communities of people and ensure that our major institutions draw on
these talent pools. That is clearly required if we are going to be a competitive, successful
and just society.

Looking back over several decades, we can see how similar reports focused on other
populations and issues have prompted dialogue and action within philanthropy. AAPIP’s
report suggests ways we can begin to consider some important questions. It is a first
report of this kind, raising more important questions than it can answer at this time and
it deserves our sustained attention. | hope the report promotes the increased funding for
which it makes a good case.

Forward

By Susan V. Berresford, Ford Foundation
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Executive Summary

epresenting over 4% of the na-

tion's population, Asian Americans

and Pacific Islanders (AAPIs)' are
one of the fastest-growing populations in
the United States. Increasing by more than
70% in just the past decade, the 12 million
strong AAPIs also face growing challenges.
Inthisreport, Asian Americans/Pacificlsland-
ers in Philanthropy (AAPIP) charts funding
by top U.S. foundations against the size and
location of AAPI communities. The report
highlights the critical problems that persist
in AAPI communities—including high pov-
erty rates, the unavailability of culturally
competent services such as health care,
and increased hate-related violence post
9/11—and contrasts the myth of AAPIs as
a monolithic “model minority” against the
realities of differing socioeconomic char-
acteristics among over 28 distinct Asian
ethnic groups and 19 Pacific Islander eth-
nicities that speak over 100 languages and
dialects.?

On the occasion of its |5th anniversary,
AAPIP returned its attention to the chal-
lenges and funding disparities facing AAPI
communities that were first explored in its
seminal 1992 study, Invisible and In Need.
This new report, Growing Opportunities, in-
vites colleagues in the field of philanthropy
to match their foundations' good intentions
with the investments that will be necessary
to support the growing AAPI communities
in the 2Ist century.

The report examines the giving trends
of 20 top national foundations over |3

years, between 1990 and 2002. These na-
tional foundations are leaders in the field
and have had a major impact on public
policy and philanthropic investment strate-
gies. The report also includes a summary of
interviews with AAPI foundation staff and
case studies of three national foundations
that provide insights on giving practices to
AAPI communities, as well as funding and
staffing data that highlight recent trends im-
pacting AAPI communities between 2003
and 2006.

The study investigates whether these 20
established foundations have made long-
lasting investments in AAPI communities
through grantsto organizations serving pop-
ulations that include AAPIs, and to groups
designated in this report as “AAPI-led or-
ganizations” providing services expressly to
AAPI communities.

Key Findings
In this report, AAPIP poses four major
questions. The findings provide a base from
which to initiate dialogue on ways to rectify
continued disparities in funding to AAPI
communities.

Proportional Funding

Foundation giving to AAPI communities
has not kept pace with the growth of AAPI
communities nor with foundations' asset
growth.

KEY QUESTION I: The AAPI population
has grown to comprise 4.5% of the U.S.
population, yet 2004 foundation fund-



ing to AAPIs represented just 0.4% of all
U.S. foundation dollars,® a slight increase
from 0.2% between 1983 and 1990. Why
does there continue to be such a dispar-
ity in philanthropic investments to AAPI
communities?

Strategic Funding

On the whole, foundation support for
AAP|I communities does not correlate to
the challenges facing the growing AAPI
population, increased capacity-building re-
quirements of AAPI-serving organizations
or priority needs set AAPI communities.

KEY QUESTION 2: Our analysis of the
top 20 national foundations' giving over
a |3-year period revealed that there has
been no overarching investment strategy
in foundation giving to AAPI communi-
ties, even though significant social and
economic challenges continue to hinder
AAPI community progress. Is there a rea-
son for foundations’ lack of strategic focus
in funding AAPI communities? What are
philanthropy’s priorities for AAPI-related
funding?

Funding During National Crises

AAPI communities turn to trusted service
providers, especially during times of na-
tional crisis, yet national foundations seem
to have directed little support to AAPI-led
organizations after 9/11 and Hurricanes
Katrina and Rita.

KEY QUESTION 3: After 9/11 and Hur-
ricanes Katrina and Rita, AAPI communi-
ties were adversely impacted in a wide
range of areas, including health, civil rights
and employment. During these times,
they turned to trusted, culturally-compe-
tent service providers within the commu-
nity who could speak their language and
had expertise in their particular needs.
However, foundation investments to
AAPI-led organizations, especially during
times of national crisis, do not appear to
have kept pace with community needs.
Have issues of cultural competency been
critically analyzed and incorporated in
foundations' relief and recovery funding

strategies?

Foundation Staff & Board Representation
While there has
growth in AAPI staff and board repre-

been commendable
sentation at foundations, there is no clear
correlation between this growth and in-
creased funding for AAPI communities. A
broader foundation strategy would also
include an emphasis on ethnic diversity,
lived experience, cultural competency and
a substantial deepening of foundations’ in-
stitutional knowledge and engagement of
AAPI populations.

KEY QUESTION 4: Since the publication
of Invisible and In Need in 1992, AAPI foun-
dation staff has increased from 1% to 4.5%
of all foundation staff, although this growth
has not been consistent. Representation
of AAPIs on foundation boards has also
grown slowly but steadily during this time.
Is growth in the number of AAPI founda-
tion staff and board members sufficient
to increase philanthropic investments to
AAPI communities, or are additional strat-
egies needed?

Case Study Learnings

This report features two sets of case stud-
ies. The first set is community stories wo-
ven throughout the report, which highlight
some of the challenges, strengths and valu-
able assets in AAPI communities. The sec-
ond set is foundation case studies focusing
on the strategic initiatives undertaken by
three of the top 20 foundations to address
the needs of AAPI communities. They share
the following characteristics: needs analysis;
partnerships with AAPI intermediaries or
engage community leaders; and building of
institutional competency regarding AAPI
communities.

The Ford Foundation’s support of the
National Gender and Equity Campaign,
a |0-year capacity-building project spear-
headed by AAPIP, is premised on work-
ing with AAPI leaders and organizations
to identify critical issues and needs and
on supporting systemic change.

KEY LEARNING: Working with AAPI
community leaders and organizations
can result in support for multi-pronged
efforts that lead to systemic change.



The W. K. Kellogg Foundation’s Health
Through Action for Asian Americans,
Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders
Program is a five-year partnership with
the Asian and Pacific Islander American
Health Forum (APIAHF), serving as
an intermediary organization, to focus
on reducing AAPI health disparities by
strengthening community capacity. Re-
granting to AAPI-led organizations in
local communities is a core strategy.

KEY LEARNING: Partnering and re-
granting through knowledgeable and
experienced  community-focused inter-
mediaries helps to ensure that needed
investments are channeled to AAPI-led
organizations for salient opportunities.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation’s RESPECT
program and Race Matters Toolkit
demonstrate the foundation's focus on
integrating a racial justice lens into its
work. Though neither project focuses
directly on AAPI communities, they
ensure that issues and disparities fac-
ing these populations are intentionally
included in the foundation’s community
analysis and giving strategy.

KEY LEARNING: Foundations can deep-
en their analysis and institutional knowl-
edge about communities by engaging in
ongoing learning opportunities.

RECOMMENDATIONS —
A Call to Action for Philanthropy!

Many pathways lead to strategic grantmak-
ing. Our recommendations follow two
main routes: to first deepen philanthropy's
understanding of AAPI communities, then
take action to develop strategies to invest
in communities of color, particularly AAPI
communities.

Deepen philanthropy’s understanding:

|. Initiate the collection of more disaggre-
gated data on funding by race;

2. Track the impact of funding strategies in
health, education, economic and com-
munity development, criminal justice

and immigration to ensure that they
reach communities of color, including
AAPIs;

3. Hear concerns from communities of
color through affinity groups, grantee
convenings, advisory boards, commu-
nity tours and listening sessions; and

4. Fund a study to identify whether there is
a relationship between increased AAPI
staffing and proportional funding for
AAPI communities.

Take action:

Develop strategies to invest in communities
of color, including diverse AAPI subgroups,
through:

5. Funding collaboratives and exploratory
grantmaking with AAPI-serving organi-
zations and foundations;

6. Operational funding to increase the
ability of AAPI-led organizations to par-
ticipate fully in a democratic society;

7. Programmatic funding for leadership
development, collaborative relation-
ship-building, strategic communications,
policy development and advocacy, data
collection and analysis, deepening cul-
tural competency and organizational
development;

8. Relief and recovery funding strate-
gies that support culturally competent
AAPI-led organizations during periods
of national crisis; and

9. Increased recruitment of staff and
board members representing the cul-
tural competencies and breadth of
AAPI communities.

ENGAGEMENT

AAPIP hopes this report will engage our
philanthropic colleagues in dialogue. The
time for a significant investment strategy in
AAPI communities is now. AAPI communi-
ties continue to grow at a tremendous pace
in the United States, and must be involved
in shaping and impacting the policies and
conditions that affect their lives and society
as a whole.



Foundations Analyzed

The top 20 national foundations examined in this report were selected based on
three parameters: (1) The foundation has been in existence for at least 20 years;
(2) The scope of its giving has been national; and (3) Its ranking as a “top 20"
foundation is based on its total giving in 2002. These 20 foundations are:

* Alfred P. Sloan Foundation

» Carnegie Corporation of New York

* Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

* Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation

* F. W. Olin Foundation, Inc.

* John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation
* John S. and James L. Knight Foundation

* Robert R. McCormick Tribune Foundation

* Robert Wood Johnson Foundation

* The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation

* The Annie E. Casey Foundation

* The David and Lucile Packard Foundation

* The Ford Foundation

* The Harry and Jeanette Weinberg Foundation, Inc.
* The Kresge Foundation

* The Rockefeller Foundation

* The Starr Foundation

* The Whitaker Foundation

* W. K. Kellogg Foundation

* W.M. Keck Foundation

Note: Since this research project began 2 years ago, at least two of the foun-
dations examined in this paper—the FW. Olin Foundation and the Whitaker
Foundation have spent down their endowments and are now closed.



Introduction

“This report aims to provide
grantmakers with a useful overview
of Asian Pacific Americans, the
country’s fastest-growing minority
group but one little understood

or addressed by philanthropic
organizations. It is intended to
acquaint funders with common
issues Asian Pacific American

communities face.”

forward to Invisible and In Need

his brief statement began the for-
ward to Asian Americans/Pacific
Islanders in Philanthropy's (AAPIP)
seminal 1992 study, Invisible and In Need,
which laid out critical challenges and fund-
ing disparities facing Asian American and
Pacific Islander (AAPI* communities and
charted a roadmap to guide funders in ad-
dressing these problems. It has been more
than 10 years since the publication of that
report, yet many of the conditions high-
lighted in the study have worsened. While
numerous foundations have identified AAP]
community needs and priorities—such
as leadership development, collaborative
relationship-building, strategic communica-
tions, policy development and advocacy,
data collection and analysis, deepening cul-
tural competency and organizational de-
velopment—AAPI communities continue
to face significant disparities in accessing
needed philanthropic resources to meet
these priorities. Furthermore, AAPIs con-
tinue to be treated as one homogenous
entity, when in fact AAPI communities rep-
resent 28 distinct Asian ethnic groups and
|9 distinct Pacific Islander ethnicities, with
over 100 different languages and dialects
and different socioeconomic characteris-
tics.®> This homogeneous treatment is due
in part to a paucity of critical disaggregated
data and data collection activities targeting
the diverse AAPI subgroups.
With its deep commitment to strength-
ening community infrastructure, AAPIP
decided to return to the issues presented

in Invisible and In Need as it celebrated |5
years of building bridges between commu-
nity and philanthropy. With a nod to Handy
L. Lindsey, a leader in the field who posed a
critical question about the relationship be-
tween African Americans and professional
philanthropy in his 2003 James A. Joseph
lecture® as a way to amplify the field's lack
of progress in supporting communities of
color, AAPIP also decided to pose a series
of questions about the relationship be-
tween AAPI and philanthropy. This report
is comprised of four key questions, which
are posed to the field of philanthropy and to
our foundation members and allies in order
to engage in a much-needed dialogue on
the level and type of investments necessary
to support our growing AAPI communities
in the 2Ist century.

The four questions are:

I. The AAPI population has grown to com-
prise 4.5% of the U.S. population, yet 2004
foundation funding to AAPIs represented
just 0.4% of all U.S. foundation dollars,” a
slight increase from 0.2% between [983
and 1990. Why does there continue to be
such a disparity in philanthropic investments
to AAPI communities?

2. Our analysis of the top 20 national foun-
dations’ giving over a |3-year period re-
vealed that there has been no overarching
investment strategy in foundation giving to
AAPI communities, even though significant
social and economic challenges continue to
hinder AAPI community progress. Is there



a reason for foundations’ lack of strategic
focus in funding AAPI communities? What
are philanthropy’s priorities for AAPI-re-
lated funding?

3. After September Il and Hurricanes
Katrina and Rita, AAPI communities were
adversely impacted in a wide range of ar-
eas, including health, civil rights and em-
ployment. During these times, they turned
to trusted, culturally-competent service
providers within the community who could
speak their language and had expertise in
their particular needs. However, founda-
tion investments to AAPI-led organiza-
tions, especially during times of national
crisis, do not appear to have kept pace with
community needs. Have issues of cultural
competency been critically analyzed and
incorporated in foundations' relief and re-
covery funding strategies?

4. Since the publication of Invisible and In
Need in 1992, AAPI foundation staff has
increased from 1% to 4.5% of all founda-
tion staff, although this growth has not
been consistent. Representation of AAPIs
on foundation boards has also grown slowly
but steadily during this time. Is growth in
AAPI foundation staff and board members
sufficient to increase philanthropic invest-
ments to AAPI communities, or are addi-
tional strategies needed?

This study aims to better understand
what has happened to AAPI communities
since the publication of Invisible and In Need.
[t does not replicate the earlier report,
but rather focuses on national foundation
giving patterns to AAPI communities. In
order to accomplish this goal, AAPIP pro-
filed and analyzed the giving of 20 national
foundations:®

* Alfred P. Sloan Foundation

* Carnegie Corporation of New York

» Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

* Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation

¢ F. W. Olin Foundation, Inc.

* John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
Foundation

* John S. and James L. Knight Foundation

* Robert R. McCormick Tribune
Foundation

* Robert Wood Johnson Foundation

e The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation

* The Annie E. Casey Foundation

* The David and Lucile Packard
Foundation

* The Ford Foundation

* The Harry and Jeanette Weinberg
Foundation, Inc.

* The Kresge Foundation

* The Rockefeller Foundation

* The Starr Foundation

* The Whitaker Foundation

* W. K. Kellogg Foundation

* W.M. Keck Foundation

The report gauges trends and patterns
in the philanthropic field as a whole, based
on data from these foundations. Most are
leaders in the field and have had a major
impact on public policy and philanthropic
investment strategies for more than 30
years. The key question of interest in this
current study is whether these estab-
lished foundations have made long-lasting
investments in AAPI communities. The
top 20 national foundations used in this
research were identified based on three
parameters:

|. The foundation had to be in exis-
tence for at least 20 years;

2. The scope of the foundation’s giving
had to be national; and

3. lts ranking as a “top 20" foundation
was based on its total giving in 2002,

These top 20 foundations provide a valu-
able snapshot of the current national
funding trends and environment, but do
not reflect all philanthropic endeavors or
institutional practices, many of which may
impact AAPI communities. Notably ab-
sent from this list are the newly-emerging
large national foundations, many of them
founded with new wealth generated from
technology companies and the dot.com
boom, and the many new state health con-
version foundations, which were created
primarily with assets resulting from the sale
of nonprofit hospitals to a for-profit corpo-
ration. The publication of this report may
spur increased self-examination by newer
foundations to see whether the findings are
consistent with their own grantmaking.
The organizational data used in this
research cover all organizations serving



AAPI communities. This includes both or-
ganizations serving numerous populations,
including AAPIs, and groups that provide
services exclusively to AAPI communities.
These latter organizations are designated
as "AAPI-led organizations” in this study.
In addition to examining these 20
national foundations, the report incor-
porates Foundation Center research on
overall giving trends, research from the
Council on Foundations on foundation
staffing and board representation, and
some perspectives from AAPI founda-

tion staff. While the primary years ana-
lyzed in this report are 1990 to 2002,
data for 2003 through 2006 are also
used at various points to provide context
and establish recent trends that impact
funding to AAPI communities. Lastly, the
report presents three foundation case
studies, which provide some replicable
philanthropic strategies in addressing
AAPI community needs and issues, and
four community stories, which highlight
the strengths and underscore the valu-
able assets in AAPI communities.



I. Growing Needs in AAPI Communities’

he needs of Asian American/

Pacific Islander (AAPI) communi-

ties have historically been masked
by the inaccurate “model minority” ste-
reotype, which assumes that all AAPI
communities have assimilated successfully
into U.S. society. This myth has become
further entrenched due to a lack of critical
disaggregated data and information about
AAPI subgroups. In reality, the term “Asian
American/Pacific Islander” encompasses an
incredibly diverse range of communities.
Each group faces pressing needs particular
to its own history, experience and language,
and discrimination in the United States fur-
ther compounds these needs. Some of the
most critical societal issues and problems
that have historically confronted AAPI
communities in the United States continue
to persist today.

Health

In 2005, 46 million Americans had no
health insurance, and the number has
only increased since then,”® catapulting
the health care debate to center stage in
the national policy arena. Meanwhile, rises
in numerous health risk factors, includ-
ing high blood pressure and obesity,'" are
straining our health care systems and the
national economy.'? These national health
trends bear out in communities of color,
and particularly in AAPI communities:

» Currently, 36% of AAPI women under
age 65 have no health insurance, and
Korean Americans are the most likely

to be uninsured of any racial or ethnic
group in the country;'

* The rate of cervical cancer among Viet-
namese Americans is five times higher
than for white women, and is the high-
est rate of any racial or ethnic group;'

* Over 60% of the Asian immigrant pop-
ulation speaks English with limited pro-
ficiency; and

* According to U.S. Census figures, 40%
of all AAPI individuals speak English less
than “very well” As a result, language
and cultural barriers between patients
and doctors impede access to quality
medical care by increasing the risk of
misdiagnosis or mistreatment.'

Poverty

U.S. incomes are rising significantly overall,
but most of this growth falls on the upper
end of the income scale. Intensifying eco-
nomic disparities in the United States'® are
reflected within the diverse AAPI popula-
tions. “Model minority” status often over-
shadows dramatic poverty in particular
ethnic communities:

* While AAPI families are more likely
than white families to have a household
income of more than $75,000, they are
also more likely than white families to
have an income of less than $25,000;
and"”

* Asian American seniors and children
are more likely than average to be poor,
according to Census 2000 data. While
0.6% of non-Hispanic white seniors live




below the poverty line, 12.3% of Asian
American seniors are living in poverty.
Additionally, 13.6% of Asian American
children live in poverty, compared to
9.3% of non-Hispanic white children.'®

Violence

For over 10 vears, violent crime rates in the
United States have been steadily decreas-
ing, although within the past few years they
have begun rising again.” However, during
this same period, communities of colon,
especially low-income communities, includ-
ing AAPIs, have continued to face spikes in
violent crimes:

* The number of hate crimes against
AAPIs is on the rise across the nation,
particularly after the attacks of 9/11.
According to the Asian American Justice
Center, the number of bias-motivated
incidents targeting AAPIs, particularly
South Asian Americans, doubled in the
three-month period following 9/11;%°
and

» FEach year, more than 4,000 AAPI wom-
en and children from across the coun-
try utilize a range of services provided
by the Asian Women'’s Shelter (AWS),
based in the San Francisco Bay Area.
AWS is forced to turn away 75% of the
battered women requesting shelter
due to lack of space.”

Education

Achievement gaps remain for AAPIs in
elementary and secondary schools. The
“model minority” myth often masks the
challenges facing AAPIs, particularly in
certain ethnic communities, in educational
achievement:

* Education attainment varies greatly by
AAPI community. Census 2000 data re-
veal that 53.3% of Cambodians, 59.6%
of Hmong, 49.6% of Lao and 38.1% of
Vietnamese over 25 years of age have
less than a high school education. By
contrast, only 13.3% of Asian Indians,
12.7% of Filipinos, 8.9% of Japanese
and 13.7% of Koreans over 25 years of
age have less than a high school educa-
tion;?*and

* The teaching force across the United
States is largely white, female, mono-
lingual and middle class. While AAPI
students represent 4.4% of the student
population, AAPI teachers represent
only 2% of the nation’s teachers. In New
York City, Asian Americans comprise
more than 0% of the student popula-
tion but only 2.8% of the teachers.?

Economic Development

Despite rapid economic growth since 2001,
U.S. family incomes have continued to fall.?*
Many states turn to community economic
development strategies to address disad-
vantaged communities’ economic health.
Low-income AAPI communities share
common characteristics with low-income
Latino and African American communities,
and face unique language and cultural bar-
riers, but they continue to be underrep-
resented in the community development
field and research:”

* A survey of AAPI community-based
organizations engaged in economic de-
velopment activities in distressed AAPI
neighborhoods identified inadequate
external funding and a lack of govern-
mental support as key barriers to AAPI
community economic development.?®

» Contrary to the common perception of
immigrant neighborhoods as ethnic en-
claves, results from this survey suggest
that most workers in distressed AAPI
neighborhoods are integrated into the
regional economy and commute out-
side their immediate neighborhoods
for work.?

Immigration

Regardless of the ideological divide in the
immigration debate, the United States, as
a nation comprised of immigrants, has his-
torically benefited tremendously from im-
migration. Still, immigrants to the country
continue to face grave human rights chal-
lenges. AAPIs, though often invisible in the
national immigration debate, represent a
significant proportion of immigrants caught
in the maelstrom of repressive government
policies that criminalize immigrants:

* In 2004, 63% of immigrants from Asia
came to the United States through



Continuing U.S. History of Discrimination
Against Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders

As Helen Zia, author of Asian American Dreams, points out, “An Asian face still
signals ‘foreigner'—especially at key patriotic moments.”' In addition to the con-
tinuing challenges that AAPI communities face overall, AAPIs must also face the
challenges of being viewed as the perpetual “outsider” or "“foreigner,” regardless
of the number of generations of their families who have lived in the United States.
The racial profiling and discrimination that accompany this perception are illus-
trated in the long history of discrimination against AAPIs in the United States:

* Violence, lynchings, discrimination against, and deportation of Chinese
Americans in the 1800s;

* Immigration laws in the 1920s and 1930s banning Japanese, Korean and
Filipino immigration;

* Use of the “Enemy Alien Act” in 1941 to detain over 120,000 Japanese
Americans;

* The racist murder in 1982 of Vincent Chin, who was mistaken for Japanese
American and scapegoated for the recession and loss of jobs in the 1980s.
His murderers received only two years probation and a $3,700 fine;

* The detention and mistreatment of Dr. Wen Ho Lee, who was accused
of passing nuclear secrets to China in 1999. The FBI was unable to build a
case against him and, after ruining his reputation and career, only charged
him with mishandling classified documents;

* The threat of detention and deportation facing 1,500 Cambodian
Americans and the current deportation of over 70 Cambodian Americans
since the United States signed a Memorandum of Understanding with
Cambodia in 2002; and

* Employment of the “Special Registration” program, in which more than
83,000 Arab, Muslim and South Asian non-citizens (teen and adult men)
from “suspect countries” had to register with the Bureau of Immigration
and Customs Enforcement, resulting in the initial detention of 2,747, 12%

of whom were deported, with the threat of deportation facing another
13,000.

Sources:

* Asian-Nation: The Landscape of Asian America. www.asian-nation.org.

» Christi, M.A. et al. America’s Challenge: Domestic Security, Civil Liberties
and National Unity after September |1. Washington, DC: Migration Policy
Institute, 2003.

| Hong, Terry, “Collateral Damage: ‘Asian Americans On War & Peace.” AsianWeek, 6 Sept. — 12 Sept., 2002.

the family-based or family-sponsored
immigration system.? For this rea-
son, AAPI families are detrimentally
impacted by backlogs in immigration.
Of the nearly 3.5 million individuals
who are caught in the backlog, 1.5
million are from Asian countries. (For
example, a U.S. citizen parent peti-

tioning for an unmarried adult child
in the Philippines must wait 14 years
before immigrating to the United
States.);* and

Despite difficulties in collecting data,
it is estimated that approximately one
million Asians in the United States are
undocumented.*®



I1. Invisibility or Opportunity?

Disparities in Foundation Giving to
AAPI Communities

his report measures philanthropic

giving to AAPIs against four key

questions that address the funding
gap; funding strategies; disaster funding; and
diversity in foundation representation.

KEY QUESTION |

The AAPI population has grown to com-
prise 4.5% of the U.S. population, yet 2004
foundation funding to AAPIs represented
just 0.4% of all U.S. foundation dollars,* a
slight increase from 0.2% between 1983
and 1990. Why does there continue to
be such a disparity in philanthropic invest-
ments to AAPI communities?

Key Findings

* The nation’s foundations devoted 0.4%
of their total grant dollars to AAPI com-
munities in 2004. During the 12 years
before, the highest level ever reached
was 0.6% of total grant dollars to AA-
Pls in 2002;%

* The top 20 national foundations gave
an average of 0.4% of their total grant
dollars to AAPI communities between
1990 and 2002. Funding by these foun-
dations to AAPIs reached an all-time
high of 1.21% of total grant dollars in
2002;

* AAPI-led organizations received less
than half of the top 20 national founda-
tions’ total grant dollars to AAPI com-
munities, but more than 70% of the
total grants, indicating that their grants,
though more numerous, were signifi-

cantly smaller in size than those to non-
AAPI-led organizations; and

* Non-AAPI-led organizations received
72% of the grant dollars from the larg-
est grants ($500,000 and above) to
AAPI communities from the top 20
national foundations.

Summary

Foundation giving to AAPI communi-
ties has not kept pace with the growth of
AAPI communities or with foundations'
asset growth. These trends are mirrored
in the top 20 national foundations’ pattern
of giving to AAPIs. Moreover, insufficient
support for AAPI-led organizations raises
questions about the long-term sustainabil-
ity and voice of AAPI communities in the
civic infrastructure of the nation.

Demographic Shift

In the last decade, AAPIs have been one
of the fastest-growing segments of the U.S.
population, increasing by more than 70%.
AAPIs now number over 12 million people
and represent more than 4% of the total
U.S. population. More than half of the AAPI
population lives in three states:

» California;
* New York; and
* Hawaii.

One of the fastest-growing AAPI regions,
however, is largely off the philanthropic
radar. The South recorded a 10% growth
in AAPI residents in 2000. That year saw
more than 600,000 AAPIs residing in Texas,



Figure I: Total Grant Dollars to AAPIs, All Foundations (1992-2004)
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making this state the home of the nation’s
fourth-largest AAPI population.*®

As AAPI populations continue to boom,
so do many of the serious problems con-
fronting these communities, such as pover-
ty. For example, as of 2000, 17.7% of Pacific
Islanders were living in poverty, com-
pared to the national average of 12.4%.*
Furthermore, many of the challenges first
identified in Invisible and In Need in 1992,
such as limited access to health care servic-
es and racially-motivated violence, continue
to hinder progress in AAPI communities.

Grantmaking Trends to AAPI
Communities

Giving by the nation’'s 68,000 foundations
reached a record high of $31.8 billion in
2004, and the total assets of these founda-
tions grew to $510.5 billion. With this high
level of giving and assets, foundations' total
investment in AAPI communities over this
time period is as surprising as it is disquiet-
ing. After a slight increase, topping out at
0.6% of all foundation dollars in 2002,%
foundation grants to AAPI communities
decreased to 04% of all dollars in 2004
(Figure 1).3¢

Furthermore, AAPI communities re-

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

ceived only 0.7% of the number of grants
awarded in 2004. Though low, this figure
actually represents a steady increase in the
number of grants going to AAPI communi-
ties since the early 1990s, when it was at
0.4% .

The report Short Changed: Foundation
Giving and Communities of Color, by the
Applied Research Center, states that, "As
a proportion of total foundation giving,
grants to communities of color fell from a
peak of nearly 10% of all grants in 1998 to
7% in 2001, and claims that, “while giving
to people of color has increased over re-
cent years, it has not kept pace with overall
increases in philanthropic support.’* These
statements ring true for AAPI communities.
The share of total foundation funding for
AAPI communities has fluctuated primarily
under 9% and has not kept pace with either
overall foundation giving increases or the
AAPI population’s growth and needs.

Top 20 National Foundations

(1990 to 2002)

The top 20 national foundations analyzed
for this study gave $26.7 billion in total
grant dollars between 1990 and 2002, but
AAPI communities received just $104.6

Figure 2: Share of Grant Dollars to AAPIs, Top 20 Foundations (1990-2002) m
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Table I: Top 20 Foundations Ranked by Total Grant Dollars to AAPIs (1990-2002)

O oo N o AW N —

o

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

FOUNDATION

The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
The Ford Foundation

The Starr Foundation

W. K Kellogg Foundation

The Rockefeller Foundation

The Kresge Foundation

The Harry and Jeanette Weinberg Foundation, Inc.

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

Robert R. McCormick Tribune Foundation
Carnegie Corporation of New York

The David and Lucile Packard Foundation

John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation

John S.and James L. Knight Foundation

The Annie E. Casey Foundation
The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation
W. M. Keck Foundation

Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation
Alfred P, Sloan Foundation

F.W. Olin Foundation, Inc.

The Whitaker Foundation

TOTAL

million, or 0.4%, of these funds. The year
2002 was the only time during this |3-year
period when AAPIs broke the 1% mark
and received 1.21% of total grant dollars
(Figure 2), totaling $37.6 million, from these
20 foundations.®” It is important to note
that the organizational data used in this
research covers organizations serving many
populations, including AAPI communities.
Given the documented inclination of
marginalized AAPI community members
to turn to AAPI-led organizations, fund-
ing not directed expressly to serve AAPI
community members may not reach them
proportionate to their size in a given com-
munity. Undoubtedly, AAPI community
members do benefit from general, undi-
rected grant dollars; however, no tracking
exists to quantify its impact. The inclu-
sion of AAPI communities within broader
designations of ‘communities served’ may
mask the total dollars and number of
grants actually benefiting AAPI communi-
ties. A number of non-AAPI-led organiza-
tions count AAPIs as one of many com-
munities of color benefiting from their
services, and it is difficult to determine
how much of these organization’s limited

Total Grant Dollars Total Number of [RIIZINIET A LIEEN Total Number of | Giving to AAPIs as
Grants lars for AAPIs Grants for AAPIs | % of Total Grant

Dollars

$3279,907,226 8428 59 1.129%
$5,087,115,335 23,145 14 0.39%
$ 1,166,724,101 4401 26 0.92%
$2,265,001,879 7,408 29 0.35%
$ 1,231,832,095 9,636 100 0.53%
$ 1,015,586,254 2,091 13 0.42%
$ 589,501,820 2,730 21 0.61%
$ 902,095,269 5703 22 0.35%
$ 643,890,251 9,778 68 0.39%
$ 724,246,120 3221 18 0.34%
$2,819,587,206 9,396 25 0.08%
$ 1698380917 8926 37 0.11%
$ 569,483,379 3743 18 0.27%
$ 639,275,500 5200 12 0.09%
$ 1,730,439,449 5027 3 0.02%
$661211712 747 2 0.04%
$ 360,522,836 2,162 4 0.05%
$ 479,983,598 2,199 2 001%
$ 251793264 72 “ 0 0.00%
$ 570,653,770 1,969 “ 0 0.00%
$26,687,231,981 115,982 573 0.39%

dollars are used to directly benefit AAPI
communities.

Only two of the top 20 foundations al-
located more than 1% of their total 2002
grants dollars to AAPI communities:

* Robert Wood Johnson Foundation:
$28 million from 39 grants (5.84% of
total grant dollars to AAPI communi-
ties); and

* The Harry and Jeanette Weinberg
Foundation, Inc.: $1.7 million from six
grants (1.71% of total grant dollars to
AAPI communities).

Most of the 20 foundations in this sample
gave to AAPI communities for at least eight
of the I3 years analyzed, but only three
foundations have given consistently to
AAPI communities for all 13 years: #°

* John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
Foundation;

* Robert R. McCormick Tribune Foun-
dation; and

* The Rockefeller Foundation.

The two foundations providing the largest
amount of funding (based on total grant
dollars) to AAPI communities over the 13-



year period were (Table 1):

* The Robert Wood Johnson Founda-
tion ($36.8 million, or 1.12% of total
grant dollars).

* The Ford Foundation ($19.9 million,
or 0.39% of total grant dollars).

Total grant dollars from these two founda-
tions contributed to over half (54.25%) of
the total amount given to AAPIs over the
I3-year period by the 20 foundations.

The two leading funders providing the larg-
est number of grants to AAPI communities
were (Table 2):

* The Ford Foundation (114 grants,
or 0.39% of total number of grants
given); and

* The Rockefeller Foundation (100
grants, or 0.53% of total number of
grants given).

The total number of grants given by the top
two foundations comprised over one-third
(374%) of the total number of grants given
to AAPIs over the |3-year period by the 20
foundations.

Grants to AAPI-led organizations*
Culturally-competent community-based
organizations that represent the popula-
tions they serve are critical to any strat-
egy aimed at strengthening disadvantaged
communities. In AAPI communities, these
formal and informal entities offer language
capacity, cultural understanding and sensi-
tivity; allay fears; and amplify community
concerns in the impacted populace’s own
voice. These organizations are trusted by
the communities they serve and represent
principally because they are accountable
and responsive to these communities’ fun-
damental needs and concerns.

AAPI-led organizations are considered
in this report as groups that provide ser-
vices exclusively to AAPI communities.
In analyzing foundation grants to these
organizations, the research reveals trends
about the extent to which grant dollars
given to communities of color are intend-
ed to play an integral role in the visioning
and implementation of solutions to com-
munity issues. These numbers give rise to
questions about a deeper disparity in the
field: What proportion of grantmaking

Table 2: Top 20 Foundations Ranked by Total Number of Grants to AAPIs (1990-2002)

FOUNDATION

The Ford Foundation

The Rockefeller Foundation

Robert R. McCormick Tribune Foundation

The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation

John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation
W. K. Kellogg Foundation

The Starr Foundation

The David and Lucile Packard Foundation

Ao e o R o) T U, L N CU R S ]

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

S}

I'l | Carnegie Corporation of New York
12| John S.and James L. Knight Foundation
I3 The Kresge Foundation

14 | The Annie E. Casey Foundation

I5 | Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation
16 | The Andrew W.Mellon Foundation
I7 | W.M. Keck Foundation

18 | Alfred P Sloan Foundation

19 EW.Olin Foundation, Inc.

20 | The Whitaker Foundation

TOTAL

The Harry and Jeanette Weinberg Foundation, Inc.

Total Grant Dollars | Total Number of | Total Grant Dollars
Grants for AAPIs
$5087,115335 23,145 $ 19,934,825
$ 1,231,832,095 9,636 $ 6,580,975
$ 643,890,251 9,778 $2497,878
$ 3,279,907,226 8,428 $ 36,828,365
$ 1698380917 8926 $ 1,793,500
$27265001,879 7,408 $ 7,867,400
$ 1,166,724,101 4,401 $ 10,693,375
$2,819,587,206 9,396 $2,117,025
$ 902,095,269 5,703 $ 3,133,550
$ 589,501,820 2,730 $ 3,615,000
$ 724,246,120 3221 $ 2,450,000
$ 569,483,379 3,743 $ 1,547,200
$ 1,015,586,254 2,091 $ 4,250,000
$ 639,275,500 5200 $ 560,905
$ 360,522,836 2,162 $ 169,500
$ 1,730,439,449 5027 $ 280,000
$ 661211712 747 $ 250,000
$ 479,983,598 2,199 $ 59970
$ 251,793,264 72 $0
$ 570,653,770 1,969 $0
$26,687,231,981 115982 $ 104,629,468

Total Number
of Grants for
AAPIs

F

Giving to AAPIs as
% of Total Grant
Dollars

039 %
053 %
039 %
1.12%
0.11 9%
035%
092 %
0.08 %
035 %
061 %
034 %
027 %
042 %
0.09 %
0.05 %
002 %
0.04 %
001 %
0.00 %
0.00 %
039 %




COMMUNITY STORIES:
National Korean American Service & Education Consortium (NAKASEC): Los Angeles, California

NAKASEC's story illustrates the potential of AAPI-led organizations to mobilize for powerful social change and to amplify
their successes by allying with peer organizations, given the availability of long-term sustained support.

Founded in 1994 by three local community centers, the National Korean American Service & Education Consortium
(NAKASEC) is committed to ensuring that Korean Americans can participate fully in the nation’s civic infrastructure. It
achieves this goal by working at six levels:

|. Education and research, focused on youth leadership and development;

2. Immigrants Rights Project, which incorporates grassroots organizing, coalition-building and issues promotion
through the media to educate, mobilize and advocate for immigrant rights and reform;

3. Civil Rights Advocacy Program, which educates Korean Americans about civil rights history, issues and legislation;

4. Civic Engagement and Voter Empowerment, a program that has grown since 1996 and incorporates voter educa-
tion, registration, mobilization, assistance, research and voter rights advocacy;

5. Social Services, the bedrock of NAKASEC's “Empowerment Model,” which seeks to meet critical human needs,
build trust in the community, keep current on issues/concerns facing the community and develop grassroots lead-
ership; and

6. Culture, especially the “poongmul” (Korean percussion ensemble) to promote the Korean culture for cultural
exchanges and continue to build identity and history in the community.

Much of this work is done at three local community centers located in Chicago, Los Angeles and Queens. These centers
were originally formed in the early 1980s to meet the needs of the growing Korean American community, and were
united through identity work and homeland politics and issues. Their focus changed in the 1990s after the civil unrest in
Los Angeles, which Eun Sook Lee, Executive Director of NAKASEC, describes as a “wake up call to the community.”
Community members recognized the need to participate more fully in shaping policies that affected their lives. Since that
time, NAKASEC has won substantial victories including achieving legislative victories such as the restoration of SSI and
Food Stamps for immigrants; strengthening the community’s understanding and work on civil and immigrant rights issues;
deepening the organization’s roots, trust and accountability in the community in order to provide an authentic voice for
Korean Americans; and working on the regional and national level.

A major factor to NAKASEC's success has been its ability to develop strong coalition partnerships with other com-
munities of color, Asian American and Pacific Islander populations, and immigrant groups. According to Lee, “The Korean
American community comprises less than |% of the population, therefore it is incumbent that they work together with
other communities to build power for change.” However, she is concerned that many funders and policy makers compare
and contrast different communities of color and at worse force them to compete against each other, which often hurts
these groups working together.

A second critical factor in NAKASEC's success has been its ability to develop strong multigenerational leadership. For
example, Lee notes that many Korean American seniors have been very active in fighting for the rights of undocumented
immigrants, including young people, though the majority are documented immigrants.

A central challenge the organization has faced and has witnessed across AAPI groups is that many foundations support
immigrant rights but seem less willing to support immigrant leadership. Lee is concerned that by overlooking AAPI-led
organizations’ work on immigrant leadership, funders may not see the incredible potential in the community.

goes towards the empowerment of AAPIs
as experts and leaders to confront prob-
lems in their own communities?

Of the $104.6 million (and 573 grants)
awarded to AAPI communities by the
top 20 national foundations, AAPI-led or-
ganizations received slightly less funding
($50.5 million) than non-AAPI-led groups
($54.1 million). However, the vast major-
ity (70.5%) of grants to AAPI communities

went to AAPI-led organizations, revealing
that, on average, grants to AAPI-led orga-
nizations, though more numerous, were
significantly smaller in dollar amount.

The 20 foundations’ AAPI-focused grants
went to 258 organizations, of which 13|
(50.8%) were AAPI-led institutions. Most
of the largest grants, however, went to non-
AAPI led organizations. These numbers
point to disparities not only in overall giving



to AAPI communities, but also to dispari-
ties in giving to AAPI-led organizations.

Notably, six of the 20 national founda-
tions gave 100% of their AAPI contribu-
tions to AAPI-led organizations:

* The Kresge Foundation

* The Harry and Jeanette Weinberg
Foundation, Inc.

* Robert R. McCormick Tribune
Foundation

* The Annie E. Casey Foundation

e The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation

* W. M. Keck Foundation

The top two foundations in percentage of
total grant dollars to AAPI-led organiza-
tions were:

* The Harry and Jeanette Weinberg
Foundation, Inc.: 0.61% of total grant
dollars, or $3.6 million; and

* The Kresge Foundation: 0.42% of total
grant dollars, or $4.2 million.

The two foundations giving the largest
numbers of grants to AAPI-led organiza-
tions were:

* The Harry and Jeanette Weinberg
Foundation, Inc.: 0.77% of all grants
given, or 2| grants; and

* The Rockefeller Foundation: 0.72% of
all grants given, or 31 grants.

AAPI Grants by Grant Size

The majority of the top 20 national founda-
tions gave grants above $100,000 to AAPI
communities (Table 3). The average grant
size was $182,600 and the median grant size
was $50,000. If the 25 grants of $1 million
and above are removed from the analysis,
the average grant size falls to $116,900.

Most grants to AAPI-led organiza-
tions were within the $100,000-$499,999
range. The average grant size in this range
was $226,500 and the median grant size
was $200,000. The majority of grants to
non-AAPI-led organizations were also
within the $100,000-$499,999 range, but
the average grant size was slightly larger at
$227,200 and the median grant size was
also higher at $219,000.

The 47 grants to AAPI communities of
$500,000 or more totaled $53.8 million, ac-
counting for 8% of the grants in the sample
but over half (51%) of foundation dollars.

However, only 15 of these 47 grants, total-
ing $15.2 million (28% of all grant dollars in
this range), went to AAPI-led organizations,
primarily arts and culture groups, while 68%
of the grants and 72% of the grant dollars
in this upper range went to non-AAPI-led
groups, mostly hospitals and universities.
The two largest grants made to AAPI-led
institutions, both health organizations, dur-
ing the 13 years were for $2.5 million each
from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
and the W.K. Kellogg Foundation.

On the other end of the spectrum,
the majority of the 107 small grants in the
$10,000-$19,999 range were awarded to
AAPI-led organizations. The McCormick
Foundation awarded the largest number
of grants in this range.

While AAPI communities benefited
from significant grants ($100,000 and
above), most of those funds went to sup-
port non-AAPI-led institutions. Very large
grants ($500,000 and above) went to non-
AAPI-led organizations almost exclusively.
Community-based organizations, especially
those run by and for the population being
served, offer familiarity with their commu-
nities, access to informal and formal net-
works, provide culturally appropriate and
language-accessible services, and demon-
strate deep commitment to the well-being
of the community. AAPI-led organizations
fail to thrive, and often perish, without suf-
ficient funding. The lower level of invest-
ment in AAPI-led institutions by this group
of top national foundations raises serious
questions about the infrastructure and
capacity of these groups to support their
communities over the long term.

KEY QUESTION 2

Our analysis of the top 20 national founda-
tions' giving over a |3-year period revealed
that there has been no overarching invest-
ment strategy in foundation giving to AAPI
communities, even though significant social
and economic challenges continue to hinder
AAPI community progress. Is there a rea-
son for foundations' lack of strategic focus
in funding AAPI communities? What are
philanthropy’s priorities for AAPI-related
funding?

Table 3: Size of Grants to AAPIs,
Top 20 Foundations (1990-2002)

Grant Size Number

$ 10K-$ 19K 107
$ 20K - $ 49K 131
$ 50K — $ 99K 19
$ 100K — $ 499K 169
$ 500K — $ 999K 22

$IM+ 25




Table 4: AAPI Population by Region (2000)
and Giving by the Top 20 National Founda-
tions to AAPI Communities (1990-2002)

AAPI Total Grant Total
Population Dollars Grants
Midwest 1,425,940 $86M 97
‘ Northeast ‘ 2,419,367 ‘ $254M ‘ 133
‘ South ‘ 2,357,223 ‘ $242M ‘ 78
‘ West ‘ 6,295,680 ‘ $465M ‘ 265 ‘

Midwest .

Northeast

West L
South -

Key Findings

* The 20 foundations’ funding to AAPI
communities reaches the largest East
Coast and West Coast population cen-
ters—New York and California—but
little goes to other states with large
AAPI
New Jersey and Texas;

populations, including Hawaii,

* The top 20 foundations’ primary sup-
port for AAPI communities between
1990 and 2002 was program develop-
ment funding, which comprised 43%
of all grant dollars. General operating
support followed at a distant second,
with 5% of all grant dollars; and

* Between 1990 and 2002, the largest
amount of the 20 foundations' total
grant dollars to AAPI communities
went to higher education, followed by
health and arts/culture/media. Arts
groups received the largest number of
AAPI-focused grants.

Summary

On the whole, support for AAPI commu-
nities does not correlate directly to chal-
lenges facing the growing AAPI population,
increased capacity-building requirements
of AAPI-serving organizations or priority
needs set by the communities.

As the introduction to this study in-
dicates, national foundations have often
employed long-term investment strategies
when addressing or attempting to eradicate
a serious societal problem. This section of
the report explores trends that might in-

Figure 3: Giving to AAPIs by the Top 20
National Foundations by Total Grant Dollars
(1990-2002)

8%

45 %

form investment strategies for supporting
AAPI communities based on:

* Regional differences — Some regions
of the United States are experiencing
significant growth in AAPI populations.
Are large national foundations drawing
on information about regional changes
and growth trends when they invest in
AAPI communities?

* Types of support — Many foundations
have come to recognize that long-term
general operating support is critical for
ensuring the longevity of nonprofit or-
ganizations and increasing their capacity
to work in communities. What types of
support are national foundations giving
to AAPI communities, especially AAPI-
led organizations?

» Fields of work — Many types of non-
profit organizations are responsible for
the lasting health and growth of com-
munities. Do national foundations use
an AAPI-lens when funding nonprof-
its for efforts to impact critical social
and economic trends? What areas of
work that benefit AAPI communities
are being sustained by these national
funders?

Regional Focus

Mapping the top 20 national foundations’
grants against AAPI demographics across
the United States (Figure 5) reveals that
during the 13-year period these foundations
gave the bulk of their grant dollars to the
two states with the largest AAPI popula-

Figure 4: Giving to AAPIs by Region: Number
of Grants (1990-2002)

23%



Figure 5:AAPI Population by State (2000) & Giving to AAPI Communities by Top 20 National Foundations (1990-2002)

Northeast: $25,382,741
133 Grants

DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Numbers indicate number
of grants given in each state

Midwest: $8,559,359
97 Grants
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265 Grants
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South: $24,153,948
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S Grant Dollars by State
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Number of AAPIs
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100,000 — 500,000

[ 500,000 - 100,000

more than 1,000,000

tions—New York and California. But look-
ing beyond this funding, AAPI population
growth does not appear to be a consistent
factor in these foundations' regional funding
strategies. In particular, AAPI populations
are growing in the Midwest and South and
face growing needs; however these were
not strategic areas of regional focus for the
top 20 national foundations.

The Midwest

The Midwest, though experiencing a 86.5%
growth in its AAPI population since 1990,
ranked significantly lowerthan otherregions
in respect to the amount of grant funding
from the top 20 foundations. lllinois, which
has the 6th largest AAPI population in the
nation,” received 79 grants, or 14% of all
grants given to AAPI communities over the
|3-year period, making it the third-larg-
est recipient in terms of number of grants
(Figure 5). However, these 79 grants rep-
resented only $4.7 million, revealing that
the grants to lllinois were considerably

smaller in size than the grants awarded to
other regions. Similarly, Minnesota, a state
where the AAPI population increased by
[13%* received only |1 grants totaling just
$486,750. This leads to questions about
the impact of grants to AAPI communities
in the Midwest region.

The South

Of the grants given to the South, where
the AAPI population increased by 110%,%
the bulk went to Washington, D.C. ($14.2
million, 51 grants). However, this does
not necessarily imply that these grant dol-
lars served AAPI communities in the D.C.
metropolitan region or anywhere else in
the South, since 42 of the 51 grants to
Washington, D.C. were channeled to
national organizations. Fewer than half
of the grant dollars ($9.96 million) and a
little over one-third of the grants (34.6%,
or 27 of the 78 grants) to the South
went to organizations based outside of
Washington, D.C.



Other demographic and funding trends
are illustrated in Figure 5:

* Hawaii, the state with the third-largest
AAPI population (I.I million), compris-
ing 91.6% of the state’s total population,
received only $5.3 million and 26 grants
over the [3-year period;

* Texas, with a growing population of
687,252 AAPIs, received just two grants
amounting to $1.2 million;

* New Jersey, with more than half a mil-
lion AAPIs (541,429), was the state that
received the lowest grant amount to
AAPIs of any state: just one grant of
$30,000;

* Washington, with close to half a million
AAPIs (438,502), received just |2 grants
amounting to $2.6 million; and

» Other states with smaller AAPI popula-
tions received varying amounts of grant
dollars, with no consistent pattern.

Types of Support

The Ford Foundation-commissioned 2000
study Asian American Women: Issues, Con-
cerns and Responsive Human and Civil Rights
Advocacy, found that a lack of access to
resources results in limited organizational

Figure 6: Grants to AAPIs by Type of Support, Top 20 Foundations (1990-2002)

Program Development 43%
Film/Video/Audio 2%
Performance/Productions 2%
Management/Program Development 2%
Commissioning New Works 3%
Building/Renovation 4%

Exhibitions 4%

Research 5%

Conferences/Seminars 5%

Program Development, Research 5%

General/Operating Support 15%

capacity among most AAPI-led community
organizations.

The 20 national foundations' primary
type of support to AAPI communities be-
tween 1990 and 2002 was program devel-
opment funding, which comprised 43% of all
grant dollars, followed by general operating
support, which was a distant second with
15% of all grant dollars (Figure 6). These
figures are consistent with overall trends for
the field.

In 2002, programmatic funding was the
primary type of support given by all foun-
dations, and general operating support
had grown slowly to represent 18.8% of
all grant funding. The Foundation Center
attributes this upward trend in general
support funding to: (1) A response to the
decline in government support for non-
profit organizations; and (2) A recognition
by foundations of the capacity-building
needs of nonprofits.*

General operating support, which is de-
fined by the Foundation Centeras “funds for
general purpose or work of an organization,
and funds to cover day-to-day personnel,
administration and other expenses for an

existing program,” is critical for the overall

5%

15%

15%



COMMUNITY STORIES:
The Women’s Association of Hmong and Lao (WAHL) —St. Paul, Minnesota

WAHLSs story signifies both the willingness of AAPI service-based organizations to engage in broader social change advocacy
and the difficulty in sustaining funding for AAPI-led community-based organizations.

A significant number of Hmong men, because of their support and work with the CIA during the Vietnam War, were killed dur-
ing and after the war, leaving behind many war widows. The Women'’s Association of Hmong and Lao (WAHL) was founded
in 1979 by a group of young Hmong women who had arrived in the United States as refugees in 1975. The organization was
originally established to help older Hmong widows access needed social services in their new homeland.

As the organization grew from a volunteer-run effort into a nonprofit organization with staff, its work broadened from the pro-
vision and management of social services for the elderly to a range of community programs. These new areas of work included
welfare-to-work programs, a women's sewing cooperative, citizenship classes, and transportation and translation services. The
group’s most controversial areas of work were its programs developed to address issues of domestic violence, sexual assault
and teen pregnancy.

At the height of its success, WAHL had a budget of over $| million and a staff of 20. The organization’s greatest success,
according to Bo Thao, former Executive Director of WAHL, was developing programs that reflected the changes facing the
community, especially designing programs and services that addressed the changing needs of women and girls. WAHLUs greatest
challenge, according to Thao, was that the organization became “pigeon-holed” as an ethnic and cultural community service
provider and was unable to gain support for more policy/advocacy work.

WAHL faced two additional disconnects with many of its foundation and government funders. One gap existed between the
type of programming the community needed and requested and the funders' own directives. For example, one funder offered
a grant for WAHL's domestic violence program, but restricted the support only to survivors of domestic violence. When
WAHL pushed back and requested that use of the funds be broadened to encompass not only survivor services but also com-
munity services education, the funder was inflexible and WAHL returned the money.

A second disconnect reflected the shortage of funding for operating support and led to the demise of the organization in
2005. Though the board and staff recognized a need to build WAHL's own internal capacity and infrastructures to operate its
programs, they were often unsuccessful in securing operating support, and the majority of its funding was for program staff
and direct services. Ultimately, WAHL found itself unable to develop appropriate infrastructures and systems to support its
operations, and transferred many of its social services to other Hmong organizations.

The organization's ground-breaking gender-based work, including domestic violence and sexual assault services, were never
taken in by these groups and ceased to exist when WAHL closed its doors. Thao reflected on the end of this vital community
institution by pointing out that, “Foundations talk a lot about sustainability but are not really willing to hear about organizational
challenges. Program survival is quite different from organizational survival. Though WAHL was the only women's organization
that provided programming that addressed the needs of some of the community’s most fragile members; we were ultimately
unsuccessful in sustaining themselves.”

health and sustainability of an organization.
It provides resources to meet basic organi-
zational needs and allows for flexibility to
respond to changing conditions.”” For ex-
ample, core operating support can provide
needed resources for the creation of new
programs, expansion of current programs
and hiring of critical staff. Some foundations
have come to recognize the value of general
operating support, such as The California
Wellness Foundation, which asserts that,
“...valuable work accomplished by non-
profit organizations is rooted in the ability

to meet basic organizational needs."*

Despite the gradual growth in general
operating support, the lack of sufficient
general operating dollars remains a key
concern in the nonprofit sector, as it has
for many years. AAPI-led organizations
are no exception, and the data in this re-
port show that these organizations have
had limited success in demonstrating the
need for increased general support re-
sources so that they can strengthen their
internal infrastructure and thus become
more effective.



Figure 7: Total Number of AAPI-Focused Grants by Fields of Work, Top 20 Foundations (1990-2002)
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Fields of Work/Subject Areas

Historically, education has received the
largest share of all foundation grants and
grant dollars, followed by health and hu-
man services. According to the National
Committee for Responsive Philanthropy’s
report on social justice philanthropy, the
majority of philanthropic dollars goes to
higher education institutions, large non-
profit hospitals and cultural institutions
such as symphonies and large museums.*

An analysis of the top 20 national foun-
dations reveals a similar pattern in their
AAPI funding, with significant dollars sup-
porting large arts institutions, such as mu-
seums, or funding research and university
departments in the name of serving AAPI
communities.

As Figure 7 reveals, the three fields of
work that received the highest total grant
dollars from the 20 foundations supporting
AAPI communities were:

|. Higher Education
2. Health
3. Arts/Culture/Media

Of these categories, higher education re-
ceived the greatest level of support with

7%

2%

1%

$25.6 million from 63 grants, many of them
for significant amounts.

The three fields of work receiving the
largest number of grants to benefit AAPI
communities were (Table 5):

|. Arts/Culture/Media
2. Legal/Advocacy
3. Human Services

Arts/culture/media received 136 AAPI-fo-
cused grants totaling $15.4 million. Of these
grants, $11.1 million was targeted to AAPI-
led organizations, although a majority of
these grants were for small amounts.

The significantly varying levels of both
AAPI-focused grant dollars and number
of grants (Tables 5 & 6), even in the top
three subject areas/fields of work, indicates
an absence of explicit funding strategies to
reach AAPI communities.

Vital funding to higher education, health
and arts/culture/media organizations for
AAPI communities should not supplant
support for social justice strategies such
as community organizing and economic
development.



Table 5: Three Fields of Work Receiving the Most Total Grant Dollars

Arts/Culture/Media Health Higher Education
Amount # of Grants Amount # of Grants Amount # of Grants
1990 $ 110,500 6 $0 0 $0 0
1991 $ 115,800 4 $ 1,600,000 2 $ 187,500 2
1992 $ 598375 7 $ 350,000 2 $ 275,000 4
1993 $ 515,000 12 $ 98,860 | $ 632,600 3
1994 $ 1,480,118 10 $ 702,250 3 $ 124,725 3
1995 $ 705,750 8 $ 1,020,000 2 $0 0
1996 $ 393,000 8 $ 558,000 2 $ 1,975,570 12
1997 $ 1,430,000 12 $ 75,067 | $ 20,000 |
1998 $4,122,280 14 $ 4,358,192 6 $ 575,000 2
1999 $ 692,700 I $ 5,725,000 4 $ 171,750 3
2000 $ 2983375 13 $ 462,500 3 $ 1,243,704 6
2001 $ 896,000 13 $ 2,909,900 7 $ 2205338 7
2002 $ 1,364,767 18 $ 6,988,435 I3 $ 18,191,728 20
TOTAL $ 15,407,665 136 $ 24,848,204 46 $ 25,602,915 63
KEY QUESTION 3 Key Findings

After 9/11 and Hurricanes Katrina and Rita,
AAPI communities were adversely im-
pacted in a wide range of areas, including
health, civil rights and employment. During
these times, they turned to trusted, cultur-
ally-competent service providers within the
community who could speak their language
and had expertise in their particular needs.
However, foundation investments to AAPI-
led organizations, especially during times of
national crisis, do not appear to have kept
pace with community needs. Have issues
of cultural competency been critically ana-
lyzed and incorporated in foundations' re-
lief and recovery funding strategies?

* For AAPI communities, culturally-com-
petent services are particularly criti-
cal to service delivery during times of
national crisis. AAPI communities turn
to those who can speak their language
and have community-based expertise;

* After September I, giving by the top
20 national foundations increased to
AAPI communities overall, but few of
these grants were explicitly designated
as funding in response to 9/11. Out of
the $37.6 million given to AAPI com-
munities in 2002, only $2.2 million was
identified as 9/ll-related funding. A
majority of these 9/11-designated funds

Table 6: Three Fields of Work Receiving the Most Number of Grants

Arts/Culture/Media Human Services Legal/Advocacy
Amount # of Grants Amount # of Grants Amount # of Grants
1990 $ 110,500 6 $ 225,000 9 $0 0
1991 $ 115,800 4 $ 415,000 6 $ 170,000 |
1992 $ 598,375 7 $ 150,000 5 $ 464,953 5
1993 $ 515,000 12 $ 189,600 10 $ 830,000 10
1994 $ 1,480,118 10 $ 76,823 6 $ 409,800 7
1995 $ 705,750 8 $ 122,688 7 $ 650,000 5
1996 $ 393,000 8 $ 180,000 8 $ 1,070,000 6
1997 $ 1,430,000 12 $ 403,000 9 $ 975,000 5
1998 $ 4,122,280 14 $ 92,000 6 $ 912,500 5
1999 $ 692,700 I $ 482,259 10 $ 1,238,825 9
2000 $ 2,983,375 13 $ 790,000 8 $ 1,540,000 6
2001 $ 896,000 13 $ 699,608 I3 $ 1,368,550 9
2002 $ 1,364,767 18 $ 4,665,760 23 $ 2,825,000 14
TOTAL $ 15,407,665 136 $8491,738 120 $ 12,454,628 82




were given to AAPI-led organizations,
but constituted just 5% of this $37.6
million; and

* Inordertoprovide culturally-competent
services following Hurricanes Katrina/
Rita, particularly to the Vietnamese
population in the Gulf Coast, many
smaller local AAPI-led organizations
often stepped in to fill essential disaster
recovery and relief needs where larger,
more resourced organizations could
not. These organizations have reported
ongoing struggles to access funding.

Summary

AAPI communities turn to trusted, cultur-
ally-competent service providers, especially
during times of national crisis, yet national
foundations seem to have directed little
support to AAPI-led organizations after
9/11 and Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. This
leads to more questions than answers.

PERIODS OF CRISIS
September |1

The attacks of 9/11 had a devastating im-
pact on AAPI communities. Over 235 Asian
Americans lost their lives in the attacks,’
and over 750 incidents of hate violence
were reported against Arabs, Muslims and
South Asians after the attacks.*? Hardest hit
was New York’s Chinatown, where busi-
nesses suffered severe losses, with over 60
garment factories closing, 60% of the gar-
ment workers becoming unemployed and
30% of restaurant facing underemployment
one year after the events. Moreover, as the
quotation above accurately describes, dur-
ing times of crisis AAPI communities often
turn to trusted service providers within the
community who speak their language and
have expertise in their particular needs.
According to a study by the Asian
American Federation of New York that fo-
cused on utilization of health care services in
Chinatown after 9/11, researchers found that
among the most important factors leading
to utilization of services was that a “trusted”
person was the source of information about
a program.® Most often this “trusted”
source was a person or institution within
the community. Thus, community-based
organizations were key to overcoming the

wariness of participants in the September
[1th Fund's Health Care Program, particu-
larly for those concerned about their undoc-
umented immigration status. Even though
culturally-competent services are important
for AAPI communities all of the time, they
become critical to service delivery during
times of national crisis.

However, funding to AAPI-led®* orga-
nizations has not always kept pace with
this particular need. After 9/11, private
donors gave $2.8 billion for recovery
and rebuilding efforts and to support
impacted communities, with $1 billion of
this funding coming from foundations and
corporations.®® Large foundations played a
key role in providing this vital funding. The
30 foundations with assets of $1 billion or
more provided 66% of all post-9/11 foun-
dation giving ($224 million).*® An analysis
of the top 20 national foundations shows
that 2002 was their biggest grantmaking
year for AAPI communities, with total grant
dollars to AAPI communities surpassing the
19 mark (1.21%).

Deeper analysis of funding by the top
20 national foundations reveals that few
of these grants were designated explicitly
in response to 9/11. Out of the $37.6 mil-
lion that these foundations gave to AAPI
communities in 2002, only $2.2 million was
identified as 9/11-related funding, compris-
ing only 18 of the 108 grants given to the
community that year. Although the majority
of these 9/11-designated funds were given
to AAPI-led organizations, they consti-
tuted just 5% of the $37.6 million to AAPI
communities.

Hurricanes Katrina and Rita

Since the examination of giving by the top
20 national foundations spans 13 vyears,
from 1990 to 2002, it does not encompass
funding after Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in
2005. However, research on general fund-
ing after the disaster points to the absence
of funding for culturally-competent services
within AAPI communities.

Over 6,000 Asian Americans were
negatively impacted by Hurricane Rita,
facing food insecurity, homelessness and
unemployment. Louisiana had been the
home to over 60,000 Asian Americans



COMMUNITY STORIES:
Asian Counseling and Referral Services (ACRS) —Seattle, Washington

ACRS' story reveals that long-term, sustained support allows for strong infrastructures and complex services that can
be mobilized at a moment's notice in times of crisis or disaster.

“To walk into a waiting room and hear over ten languages being spoken—until you experience that, you may not be
able to fully appreciate the complexity of providing services to these communities,” says Jocelyn Lui, Projects Manager
at Asian Counseling and Referral Service (ACRS).

As a nationally recognized non-profit organization, ACRS offers a broad array of human services and behavioral
health programs to Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders in King County, Washington. With over 170 largely bilingual,
bicultural staff speaking close to 30 languages and dialects, and serving over 19,000 individuals annually, ACRS has a
foundation in cultural competence at the heart of its service model. Each client, as appropriate, is matched with a
case worker who not only has the clinical and service experience needed, but also speaks the same language and has
shared cultural experiences. ACRS staff are trained to integrate culturally based methods of treatment and service
delivery. As Lui articulates, “One size doesn't fit all in creating services. When people come to us, they are already in
an extremely vulnerable place, so the more welcoming we can be, the fewer barriers people have to actually getting
in the door.”

ACRS’ work does not stop at service provision. The organization has made the linkage between social justice and
social service in its mission and work. In addition to its provision of culturally competent services, ACRS also addresses
problems and inequities on a systemic level to improve the lives of whole communities, working with other communi-
ties of color through its civic engagement, advocacy and community mobilization work. In the wake of the 1996 welfare
reform legislation which barred vulnerable immigrants and refugees from public benefits, the organization mobilized
an all volunteer effort to help naturalize immigrants and refugees. Many of those impacted were the most vulnerable
of clients—elders, those with low incomes, and those living with disabilities, who were unable to access traditional
citizenship classes or services because of cost, learning challenges or limited English speaking abilities. In the early years,
the volunteer effort helped hundreds to become citizens. The naturalization program became a formal program in
1997 and ACRS has continued to be one of the largest providers in the state. On a policy level, this work led to the first
Asian Pacific American Legislative Day, mobilizing over 2,500 people of all generations in the state capitol, to demand
that the state create a naturalization program, broaden food stamp access and allow immigrants and refugees to access
key safety net programs that could help replace the loss of federal services. APA Legislative day typically involves the
collaboration of over 100 organizations and ACRS continues to coordinate this annual organizing event

ACRS Executive Director Diane Narasaki notes that just as one size doesn't fit all in service provision, one size doesn't
fit all in social justice organizing. Both must be culturally competent and linguistically accessible to be successful, and
both involve greater complexity than mainstream service and organizing models. Ultimately, however, community
empowerment and equal access to services demand cultural competence and linguistic accessibility in our multicultural
nation.

Serving the over twenty Asian American/Pacific Islander communities in King County has a multitude of complexities.
The organization often finds that because of the sensitive nature of the services that they provide in mental health,
chemical dependency and others, providers often face a level of stigma within different AAPI communities. This is
work that requires an approach that is culturally balanced and holistic, using the resources and strength of these com-
munities to educate and outreach to community leaders and members.

It has taken many years for ACRS to gain the recognition of national foundations and federal dollars, and the organiza-
tion cites support of the Ford Foundation and Robert Wood Johnson Foundation as helping the organization begin to
build these relationships. Lui cites the “model minority” myth and a lack of understanding about the diversity of AAPI
communities as being a continuing challenge for all AAPI groups to receive funding commensurate to community need.
“AAPI ethnic communities have a wide range of issues, and funders and policy makers underestimate the problems
and costs of providing services to such a diverse community.”



PERCENT

Figure 8: Percentage of AAPI Foundation

Staff (2001-2005)

T T

IS
e e b Ly

N
|

s
|

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

before Hurricane Katrina struck. Most of
the AAPI communities, which included a
significant number of immigrants and refu-
gees, were already challenged by language
and cultural barriers prior to the disaster.®’

In response to Hurricanes Katrina and
Rita, private donors gave $5.3 billion for
relief and recovery efforts, with foundation
and corporate giving accounting for $577.1
million of this amount.®® The 24 foundations
with assets of $1 billion or more provided
77% of allindependent foundation giving for
the Gulf Coast response ($134.6 million).>
The American Red Cross was the largest
named recipient of contributions from
foundation and corporate donors, receiving
$188.4 million, or 32.7%, of this support.®°
This trend is reflective of giving trends af-
ter 9/11, when foundations and corpora-
tions gave $150 million to the American
Red Cross Liberty Disaster Relief Fund.®'
However, the Government Accounting
Office and others have highlighted concerns
with this organization, such as a lack of ca-
pacity and inflexible regulations, noting that
smaller local organizations often stepped in
to fill essential disaster recovery and relief
needs.®?

Vietnamese communities were among
the communities of color in the region that
experienced this lack of capacity firsthand.
Comprising approximately 36,000 people
in the region, according to the 2000 Census,
Vietnamese Americans faced enormous
language barriers in accessing services after
the disaster, in addition to all of the other
problems they encountered due to the
hurricane. However, neither the Red Cross
nor the Federal Emergency Management
Agency had enough permanent Vietnamese
staff to advise and provide services for the
Vietnamese community in the Gulf Coast
region. Culturally-competent community-
based organizations stepped in to fill these
large gaps in access to services. This placed
a disproportionate burden on organizations
such as the National Alliance of Vietnamese
American Service Agencies, Boat People
SOS, and other Vietnamese-centric provid-
ers, which were not necessarily compen-
sated proportionately for their work and
have reported ongoing struggles to access
funding.®®

The top 20 national funders analyzed in
this study were critical disaster relief funders,
providing the bulk of relief funds after 9/11
and Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and playing
a crucial role in setting the trends, priorities
and national strategy for disaster response.
Although in-depth research is required to
examine the intersection of cultural compe-
tency and funding trends during periods of
crisis, the examples described above reveal
a potential problem and pose a critical ques-
tion for the philanthropy field. Foundations
should consider multiple strategies when
responding to national crises or disasters
including supporting more culturally com-
petent organizations and providing needed
resources that go beyond immediate re-
lief, such as legal and housing assistance.
Moreover, AAPI organizations that have
stronger and more developed infrastruc-
tures are better prepared to respond in cri-
sis situations. Therefore, it is imperative to
build and sustain the capacity of AAPI-led
organizations prior to crises, on an ongoing
basis.

KEY QUESTION 4

Since the publication of Invisible and In Need
in 1992, AAPI foundation staff has increased
from 1% to 4.5% of all foundation staff, al-
though this growth has not been consistent.
Representation of AAPIs on foundation
boards has also grown slowly but steadily
during this time. Is growth in AAPI founda-
tion staff and board members sufficient to
increase philanthropic investments to AAPI
communities, or are additional strategies
needed!?

Key Findings

* The number of AAPI foundation staff
has increased from less than 1% to
4.5% of all foundation staff since 1990,
mirroring the overall growth of AAPIs
in the U.S. population;

* Between 2000 and 2006, AAPI rep-
resentation in the programmatic and
executive positions of foundations has
increased, although this growth has
varied year by year. AAPI staff in admin-
istrative positions declined from 13.7%
of all foundation staff in 2000 to 9.8% in
2006;



Table 7: Percent and Number of AAPI Staff for Certain Positions (2000-2006)

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
TYPE OF STAFF % Num- % Num- % Num- % Num- % Num- % Num- % Num- TOTAL
ber ber ber ber ber ber ber
ADMINISTRATIVE | 3.7 28 132 27 14.7 30 15.2 31 I3 23 22.1 45 9.8 20 204
PROGRAM 99 86 137 19 16.2 141 154 | 134 134 17 13.1 114 184 | 160 871
EXECUTIVE 6.6 4 9.8 6 14.8 9 18.0 I 164 10 13.1 8 213 13 6l

Source: Council on Foundations, Grantmakers Salary and Benefits Report databases.

Note: Administrative staff includes administrative assistant, secretary, data entry associate/clerk, clerk, and receptionist. Program
staff includes vice president (program), program director; senior program officer, program officer, program associate, and program
assistant. Executive staff includes chief executive officer/president, associate director/executive vice president, and vice president

(administration).

* There does not appear to be a direct
correlation between AAPI foundation
staffing and foundation funding to AAPI
communities, since some foundations
with significant funding to AAPI com-
munities had no AAPI staff. However,
in interviews conducted with AAPIP
chapter co-chairs and members for this
report, some interviewees agreed that
increased AAPI representation in their
foundations has led to stronger rela-
tionships with, and increased funding
to, AAPI communities: and

* AAPIs experienced a slow but steady
growth in foundation board repre-
sentation between 1994 and 2004,
growing from 19.6% to 22.9% of all
foundation board members during
that time period.

Summary

Despite commendable growth in AAPI
staff and board representation, funding for
AAPI communities has not yet increased
overall. Although representation is one es-
sential component of a broader strategy
for foundations, the report also recom-
mends an emphasis on ethnic diversity,
lived experience, cultural competency and
a substantial deepening of foundations’ in-
stitutional knowledge and engagement of
AAPI populations.

Foundation Staffing and Board
Membership

Increasing representation by AAPIs on the
staff (Figure 8) and boards of foundations
has not resulted in greater funding to AAPI
communities. The static overall level of
funding to AAPI communities indicates that
staff diversity is just one critical component
in creating more inclusive philanthropic
institutions.

Data from the Council on Foundations
reveal that the number of AAPI foundation
staff has increased from less than 1% to
4.5% of all foundation staff since 1990. It is
clear that between 2000 and 2006, AAPI
representation in the programmatic and
executive positions of foundations has in-
creased, although this growth has not been
consistent from year to year (Table 7). For
example, AAPI programmatic staff grew
to 16.2% of all foundation staff in 2002,
dropped to 13.1% in 2005, and rebounded
in 2006 to 18.4%, which was the highest-
ever percentage of AAPI program staff in
the field.

The number of AAPIs on foundation
boards has been fairly consistent over the
years (Table 8). The percentage of foun-
dation board members who were Asian
American or Pacific Islander showed a
slow but steady growth between 1994 and
2004, from 19.6% to 22.9%.

Table 8: Percent and Number of AAPI Board Members by Gender (1994-2004)

1994 1997 2000 2002 2004
Gender of Staff % Number % Number % Number % Number % Number TOTAL
MALE 230 67 17.5 51 16.5 48 189 55 24.1 70 291
FEMALE 14.9 32 16.3 35 24.2 52 233 50 214 46 215
ALL 19.6 99 17.0 86 19.8 100 20.8 105 229 116 506

Source: Council on Foundations, Foundation Management Series databases.



Based on the available staffing data for
the top 20 national foundations, there
does not appear to be a direct correla-
tion between AAPI foundation staffing and
foundation funding to AAPI communities.
For example, two of the top 20 national
foundations that are noted for providing
a significant level of financial support to
AAPI communities in 2002, the Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation and the Harry
and Jeanette Weinberg Foundation, had no
AAPI staff that year.

In 2002, the Joint Affinity Group (JAG)*
published a report on philanthropic board
and staff diversity. The stated understand-
ing behind the study was that diversity
within foundations and increased philan-
thropic responsiveness to communities of
color were linked. The researchers had
wanted to study the impact of this diversity
on actual grantmaking decisions—but were
unable to fund the complete study. To date
there is no research either supporting or
refuting this assumption.

On a cautionary note, Mary Ellen Capek
and Molly Mead, in their book Effective
Philanthropy: Organizational Success Through
Deep Diversity and Gender Equadlity, cite
some examples where increasing the pres-
ence of underrepresented populations
on foundation staffs and boards may not
lead to the desired outcomes of increas-
ing resources to affected communities.
For example, their research found that, “A

majority of women in leadership positions
[in foundations] has not had a significant
impact on either foundation culture or in-
creased amounts or quality of funding for
women and girls.”®> The authors note that
diversifying a foundation's staff without
taking into account issues of class, gender,
philosophy or lived experience can lead to
limited resources rather than an increase in
strategic philanthropy.

Since foundations such as those profiled
in this report play such a critical role in
shaping and influencing the public policy
arena, stronger AAPI representation on
these foundations’ boards and staffs is vi-
tal if AAPI communities hope to prioritize
and amplify communities needs. However,
foundations should ensure that this repre-
sentation within their institutions includes
the rich diversity in ethnicity, language, cul-
ture, lived experience and history of AAPI
communities. Furthermore, a re-exami-
nation of institutional values can deepen
foundations” knowledge and understanding
of disadvantaged communities, including
AAPIs, allowing greater effectiveness in
addressing the root causes of our social
problems. This can be accomplished by de-
veloping stronger relationships with AAPI
communities. Additionally, it is vital that
foundations support and develop practice-
related research to ensure that all funders
can evaluate and learn from these oppor-
tunities and challenges.



COMMUNITY STORIES:
The National Coalition for Asian Pacific American Community Development (National CAPACD) —
Washington, DC

National CAPACD has worked hard over the past eight years to live up to its weighty mission of “being a powerful
voice for the unique community development needs of AAPI communities and to strengthen the capacity of commu-
nity-based organizations to create neighborhoods of hope and opportunity.”

As a membership-based organization of more than 100 community-based groups including community develop-
ment corporations (CDCs), preservation agencies, social service providers, intermediaries, financial institutions and
advocacy organizations, National CAPACD works on both the local and national level to improve the well-being of
low-income AAPIs. [t accomplishes this significant mission by working on four key areas; (I) access to housing; (2) data
policy; (3) economic justice; and (4) community preservation and revitalization. Four primary programs to address
these areas.

I) The ACTION TA Initiative coordinates training and technical assistance for local groups serving low-income
AAPI communities;

2) Community Convenings focus on mobilizing AAPI-serving organizations to share information, lessons, resourc-
es, and best practices on community development issues;

3) Advocacy, Policy and Research utilizes research and advocacy to increase the capacity of AAPI communities to
obtain equitable resources and community development policies; and

4) Leadership Development creates a pipeline of AAPI leaders and strengthens their ability to work for systemic
change in housing, community and economic development.

Lisa Hasegawa, Executive Director of the organization, describes National CAPACD's ability “to be a national platform
for local issues,” and “‘the power of its network,” as two of the organization’s greatest strengths. These assets are
exemplified in two recent community struggles and victories:

* National CAPACD invited Father Vien from Mary Queen of Vietnam Church in New Orleans to address its
annual conference. Father Vien called attention to the plight of the Vietnamese American community in New
Orleans East in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina, in particular, the community’s fight against the placement
of a disaster debris dump site within a mile of their homes. With a call-to-action, National CAPACD mobilized
its network of organizations to identify resources, legal assistance and help develop an advocacy strategy to
support the community’s fight and eventual triumph.

* National CAPACD identified local expertise and provided federal-level policy advocacy to support Hawaiian
grassroots organization, Faith Action for Community Equity (FACE), in its struggle to maintain a low-income
housing complex in Honolulu. FACE interceded in the impending sale of Kukui Gardents to a for-profit devel-
oper, eventually brokering a compromise to keep half of the complex accessible to low-income residents.

National CAPACD also faces many challenges including national policy-level struggles to ensure that the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and its grantees comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act to provide
equal access to Limited English Proficient communities. National CAPACD has also struggled HUD and other with
federal agencies like the Federal Reserve to address the lack of usable data from the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
which creates difficulties in researching issues such as housing discrimination.

Moreover, as a pan-AAPI, national-level intermediary, National CAPACD constantly challenges foundations that seek to
support one “umbrella” AAPI entity. “Because of our diversity,” states Ms. Hasegawa, “our communities are structured
differently — pan AAPI issue based organizations need strong ethnic specific organizations and networks to ensure that
we are able to be inclusive.”

“We are also constantly pushing to redefine the traditional Community Development Corporation model which," Ms.
Hasegawa points out, “often excludes Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, newer Asian and immigrant serving organizations
and communities.” Ms. Hasegawa sees opportunities to support community development programs in AAPI communi-
ties more systematically and on a national scale. “There is so much innovation and expertise in our communities. They
just deserve a deeper look."”



APIP interviewed members and

co-chairs in all eight of its chapters

on their efforts to raise awareness
about AAPI communities in their institu-
tions and the field. Their opinions indicate
an opportunity for field-wide discussion
between foundations and AAPI-serving or-
ganizations about philanthropic investment
in AAPI communities.

Here are four general opinions:

|. Most AAPI communities fall outside the
purview of national foundations, which
tend to focus on national strategies and
large-scale impacts. There was strong
consensus among interviewees that the
predominantly local focus of AAPI or-
ganizational work will rarely gain the at-
tention or support of national funders,
which focus primarily on national issues
and impacts. Many of those interviewed
felt that the bulk of support for AAPI
communities comes from smaller; re-
gional public and private foundations.
A few of the interviewees who worked
for the top 20 national foundations said
their institutions utilize other strategies,
such as collaboratives or re-granting, to
support local AAPI communities. For
example, the MacArthur Foundation in
Chicago often uses a re-granting strat-
egy to support local communities.

2. Most foundations do not provide direct
support for racial and ethnic groups,
but rather support these communi-
ties by funding larger policy and issue

areas. A number of the interviewees
addressed the difficulty in quantifying
financial support to AAPI communities,
citing foundations’ omission of grant
coding by race or ethnicity and their
preference for supporting broader is-
sues and policy areas that may also
benefit AAPI communities.

. Most local AAPI organizations are

small, with limited staff capacity, so
few of these organizations attempt to
apply for funding from large or national
foundations. Most of the interviewees
shared the perception that significant
capacity challenges hinder AAPI com-
munities from engaging more fully
within the philanthropic sector. Some
of the interviewees felt that AAPI-led
organizations are viewed as too “niche-
specific” to be competitive in the eyes
of national funders.

. Increased AAPI representation on

foundation staffs and boards has led
to increased resources and access for
AAPI communities. Many AAPI| founda-
tion staff perceived that their greater
representation in the field has resulted
in increased funding to AAPI communi-
ties, even though funding trends in this
report do not support this opinion.
Further exploration of this discrepancy
might begin with a review of funding pat-
terns by foundations represented by the
interviewees, which for the most part
were not among the top 20 foundations
analyzed in this report.



hree of the 20 foundations ana-

lyzed in this report have recently

undertaken strategic initiatives to
address the needs of AAPI communities.
These initiatives incorporate key elements
for developing intentional funding strat-
egies that can serve as models for other
funders. These elements include deepening
philanthropy’s understanding of commu-
nity issues, assets and challenges through
extensive needs analyses; fostering solid
partnerships with community intermedi-
aries or engaging community leaders; and
building institutional competency regarding
AAPI communities.

Key Findings:

* Working with leaders and organizations
in affected communities can strengthen
a foundation’s ability to identify critical
issues and needs;

* Foundations that partner with com-
munity-based organizations and AAPI-
led intermediaries are demonstrating
that they can jumpstart the process of
reaching communities that are other-
wise below the radar; and

* Engaging in ongoing organizational
learning opportunities deepens both
the analysis and institutional knowl-
edge of foundations.

Ford Foundation—National Gender and
Equity Campaign

The Ford Foundation funded AAPI com-
munities at varying levels for |l of the I3

years in this study. Funding to AAPI com-
munities peaked at 1.6% of the foundation'’s
total grant dollars in 1996, the same year in
which one of Ford’s 24 grants to organiza-
tions serving AAPIs went to an AAPI-led
organization.

Between 1990 and 2002, the Ford
Foundation gave |14 grants to benefit AAPI
communities. These grants represented an
investment of $19.9 million in grant dollars
out of $5.1 billion distributed, comprising
0.39% of Ford's total grant dollars for this
period of time.

Ford supported a small number of na-
tional AAPI-led organizations during this
time, though at varying levels. The foun-
dation’s largest AAPI grant, of $1.5 million,
went to the Japanese American National
Museum in California in 2002.

The foundation has given significant
grant dollars to higher education for re-
search projects and conferences focused
on the AAPI population, with most of the
funding in the form of program develop-
ment grants.

National Gender and Equity Campaign

In 2000, Ford commissioned a report
by well-respected civil rights attorney
Lora Jo Foo about the issues facing Asian
American women in the United States.
The study formed the basis for Ford'’s fund-
ing to AAPIP’s National Gender & Equity
Campaign. Ford has funded $11.5 million of
the project’'s $25 million, 10-year budget.
The foundation has made strategic invest-



ments that last up to 30 or 40 vears, as
demonstrated by its funding for much of
the “Green Revolution” in Asia and South
America, and this is its first major strategic
initiative in AAPI communities.

The National Gender and Equity Cam-
paign is a multi-year capacity-building
strategy that targets base-building efforts
in AAPI communities, so that these com-
munities can effectively engage in larger
social justice movement-building work. The
campaign has four key goals:

* Create strong, empowered commu-
nities by engaging women and men in
advocacy for social and economic justice
and gender equity;

» Exert political influence through skill-
building and networking that raises
community concerns to policymakers;

» Build effective, accountable movement
organizations by providing high-impact
tools; and

* Support nationally powerful grassroots
leadership by connecting organizational
leaders across the country with each
other and with national advocacy ef-
forts for systemic social change.

Elements from the National Gender and
Equity Campaign can serve as a model for
strategic social justice philanthropy in sev-
eral ways:

* Its deliberate steps can be replicated by
other foundations;

* Its architecture relies on initial research
and analysis by experts within the com-
munity who are familiar with community
issues and dynamics;

* lItsinvestment strategy, supporting sub-
stantial multi-pronged efforts that lead
to systemic change, is based on the
identification of critical needs;

+ It gauges the level and period of invest-
ment through conversations and meet-
ings with key community leaders; and

* It identifies a mechanism to operation-
alize the giving.

W.K. Kellogg Foundation—The Health
Through Action for Asian Americans,
Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders
Program

The WK. Kellogg Foundation gave 29
grants totaling $7.7 million to AAPI com-

munities over the |3 vears of this study. It
funded AAPI communities for 10 of the 13
years of the study, comprising 0.35% of its
total grant dollars during this period.

The foundation exceeded the % mark
in 1998, when it invested just over 2% of its
grant dollars in AAPI communities, due to a
$2.5 million grant to Asian Health Services
in Oakland, California. The following year,
Kellogg's total AAPI-focused giving fell back
to just under 1% (.07%). In 2002, it again
supported Asian Health Services, with a
grant of $20,000.

At the end of 2006, Kellogg announced
a long-term commitment to the Asian
and Pacific Islander American Health
Forum (APIAHF), to work on reducing
and eliminating health disparities for Asian
American, Native Hawaiian and Pacific
Islander populations. The foundation is
dedicating $16.5 million over five years to
the Health Through Action — Community
Partnerships Grant Program, through
which the foundation seeks to strengthen
community capacity and capitalize on local
assets to meet the health needs of vulnera-
ble individuals, children and families in AAPI
communities. APIAHF received $400,000
in funding to initiate the work, serving as
the national program office in partnership
with the foundation. This nonprofit-philan-
thropic joint venture will focus on strength-
ening the capacity of local Asian American,
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander com-
munity-based organizations and collabora-
tives, enhancing policy advocacy, especially
at the national level, supporting and building
a robust network to advance a coordinated
health agenda, and identifying strategies to
produce more and better data on Asian
American, Native Hawaiian and Pacific
Islander populations.

The intended broad outcomes of the
Health Through Action community capac-
ity grants are:

» Strengthen Asian American, Native
Hawaiian and Pacific Islander commu-
nity collaboratives that can address lo-
cal health needs;

* Raise awareness and increase visibility
of Asian American, Native Hawaiian
and Pacific Islander health issues;

» Sustain an increase in access to health



programs and services for vulnerable
Asian American, Native Hawaiian and
Pacific Islander communities;

* Create more culturally competent
health systems that deliver programs
and services effectively and efficiently;
and

* Develop models of best practices for
other communities to replicate and
adapt to their unique circumstances.

Both the Ford Foundation and the W.K.
Kellogg Foundation initiatives can serve as
models for funding partnerships with AAPI
populations, in that their initiatives:

* Begin with a critical analysis that points
to deeper needs within AAPI commu-
nities; and

* Partner with AAPI intermediaries for
expertise and re-granting.

Whereas the Ford Foundation is one of
the principal contributors to the National
Gender and Equity Campaign, the Kellogg
Foundation is the sole funder of the part-
nership with APIAHF.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation—
RESPECT

The Annie Casey Foundation’s funding to
AAPI communities remained relatively low
during the [3-year period from 1990 to
2002. Casey gave 12 AAPI-focused grants
totaling $560,905 in three of the 13 years:
1999, 2001 and 2002, the same three years
during which the foundation's endow-
ment doubled to $3.6 billion. These grants
comprised .09% of Casey's total grant dol-
lars during this time period, with its larg-
est AAPI-focused grant, for slightly more
than $100,000 in 2002, going to the Asian
Counseling and Referral Service in Seattle.

The foundation’s leadership in support-
ing AAPI communities, however, has taken
a form that is not readily apparent from its
grants data. Casey has played a leading role
in the field by deepening its understanding
of communities of color, including AAPIs,
most notably through the Organizational
Priority on Equity®® program, out of which
the Race Matters Portfolio emerged, and
RESPECT, an internal affinity group of the
foundation focused on the role that issues
of race, ethnicity, class and power play in

the communities that AECF seeks to serve.
These efforts demonstrate that the founda-
tion has integrated a racial justice lens into
its work and encourages others in the field
to do the same.

In the early 1990s, two of the foundation's
staff members began a foundation-wide
conversation about the hardships expe-
rienced by African American families to
raise awareness of the challenges facing
children. This discussion, now formally
named RESPECT, has developed its own
prominent voice within the foundation. As
a result, the Annie E. Casey Foundation is
working actively to increase its capacity to
improve outcomes for children, families
and communities of color.

The mission of RESPECT is to ensure
that the foundation’s resources and exper-
tise are marshaled toward fighting racism
and promoting equity in order to create
successful futures for children, families and
communities. By promoting and modeling
approaches, solutions and programs that
work to reduce the effects of historical and
institutional privilege, RESPECT believes it
can lead the foundation toward more eg-
uitable, long-term results for the communi-
ties it serves.

Currently, the work of RESPECT in-
cludes the following activities:

* Building competency among foundation
staff on issues of race, class, culture and
power;

* Mapping the race and equity work
across the foundation and helping to
assess whether this work is more com-
prehensive and strategic over time;

* Holding public events, called “RESPECT
Presents,” that are open to all staff and
to the broader Baltimore community
for mutual learning;

» Convening scheduled, monthly forums
as an open opportunity for AECF staff
members to participate in and help
guide the development of RESPECT-
related work within the foundation;
and

* Developing an organization-wide the-
ory of change (which includes both
AECF’s grant giving and Casey Family
Services direct services programs) that
articulates specific strategies to ad-



dress issues of reducing disparities and
improving the outcomes of the families
and children who are disproportion-
ately people of color.

In 2006, The Annie E. Casey Foundation
also released the Race Matters Toolkit,
designed to help decision-makers, advo-
cates and elected officials achieve better
results in their work by providing equi-
table opportunities for all. The approach
described in the toolkit deals specifically
with policies and practices that contrib-
ute to inequitable outcomes for children,
families and communities.

The toolkit is grounded in the following
assumptions:

* Race matters; almost every indicator of
well-being shows troubling disparities
disproportionately by race;

» Disparities are often created inadver-
tently through policies and practices

that maintain barriers to opportunity;

* The only possibility for closing equity
gaps is to use strategies with an inten-
tional focus on race;

* If opportunities in all key areas of well-
being are equitable, then equitable re-
sults will follow; and

* Given the right message, analysis and
tools, people will work toward racial
equity.

These collective efforts can serve as a
model for deepening organizational under-
standing of communities of color; including
AAPIs, by:

* Beginning to build internal understand-
ing of the influences of the intersec-
tions of race, gender and class on the
foundation’s program areas; and

* Providing interactive tools to help col-
leagues and other decision-makers in-
corporate this lens into their work.



V. Conclusions and Recommendations

ut at the end of the day, our

numbers are still shockingly

small, and our inclusion, our

place at the table of decision-making, is

even smaller. There is unfinished busi-

ness. We are not where we should be as
a field.”

—Handy L. Lindsey Jr.*’

Lindsey’s statement above aptly describes
the state of AAPI communities in relation
to philanthropy, whether as grant recipients
or as foundation staff and board members.
As this study reveals, there is much unfin-
ished business when it comes to real philan-
thropic investments to AAPI communities:

I. Lack of Philanthropic Resources
AAPI communities continue to face se-
rious social and economic challenges as
they grow, but philanthropic resources
have not kept pace with either this
growth or these needs. Even if most
foundations do not provide race-spe-
cific funds, data from this sample of
20 national foundations demonstrate
that AAPI communities also come up
short on funding through issue-based
initiatives and during times of national
disaster/emergency.

2. Lack of a Real Investment Strategy
There appears to be no overarching
investment strategy in the philanthropic
field or in individual grantmaking institu-
tions for addressing the specific needs
and circumstances of AAPI communities,
at least in terms of the types of support

most needed by these communities, the
regional characteristics of these commu-
nities and the fields of work relevant to
these communities’ most pressing needs.
By not taking into account the changing
demographics, needs and challenges
facing AAPI communities, foundations
continue to hamper this population’s
visibility and potential well-being.

. Lack of Capacity-Building for AAPI-

Led Organizations

There is a critical lack of financial and
infrastructure support for AAPI-led in-
stitutions, which in turn impacts AAPI
communities’ ability to speak and act
for themselves and to participate fully
in the democratic process.®®

. Need for Institutional Understand-

ing of AAPI Communities within
Foundations

AAPI foundation staff and board
members representing diverse ethnic,
experiential and cultural backgrounds
play a crucial role in raising awareness
about, and funding to, AAPI communi-
ties. Critical to this role is a deepen-
ing of the relationship between AAPI
communities and foundations, rather
than the development of short-term,
relational connections.

. Lack of Uniform and Disaggregated

Data

When foundations do not prioritize
the clear reporting and classification
of grants, they hinder vital efforts to




research, analyze and evaluate the phil-
anthropic field, particularly in terms of
their support for racial/ethnic popula-
tions. There are three key problem
areas in foundation data collection and
presentation regarding racial/ethnic
populations:

* Coding: Most foundations do not
code their grants by the race of the re-
cipient population or organization.

» Consistent Data Reporting: Informa-
tion reported to the IRS on the 990-PF
form is often different from information
provided in foundation annual reports.
* Disaggregated Data: The 990-PF
form does not require that grant lists
be disaggregated by race/ethnicity or
program area, and many foundation an-
nual reports do not disaggregate race/
ethnicity information about grantee
organizations.

As this study demonstrates, the paucity of
disaggregated philanthropic data and the
lack of consistent, uniform data collection
systems can mask substantial disparities in
giving to communities of color, creating a
painful irony: foundations spend millions of
dollars each year on evaluation tools to mea-
sure outcomes and hold grantees account-
able and recognize persistent racial inequali-
ties, yet, by and large, they have not directed
their attentions toward funding or tracking
large-scale AAPI-focused strategies.

Recommendations — A Call to Action for
Philanthropy!

Many pathways lead to strategic grantmak-
ing. Our recommendations follow two
main routes: to first deepen philanthropy’s
understanding of AAPI communities, then
to take action to develop strategies to in-
vest in communities of color, particularly
AAPI communities.

Deepen philanthropy’s understanding:
|. Initiate the collection of more disag-
gregated data on funding by race;

2. Track the impact of funding strategies in
health, education, economic and com-
munity development, criminal justice and
immigration to ensure that they reach
communities of color, including AAPIs;

3. Hear concerns from communities of
color through affinity groups, grantee
convenings, AAPIP, advisory boards,
community tours and listening sessions;
and

4. Fund a study to identify whether there
is a relationship between increased
AAPI staffing and proportional funding
for AAPI communities.

Take action:

Develop strategies to invest in communities
of color, including diverse AAPI subgroups,
through:

5. Funding-collaboratives and exploratory
grantmaking with AAPI-serving organi-
zations and foundations;

6. Operational funding to increase the
ability of AAPI-led organizations to par-
ticipate fully in a democratic society;

7. Programmatic funding for leadership
development, collaborative relation-
ship-building, strategic communications,
policy development and advocacy, data
collection and analysis, deepening cul-
tural competency and organizational
development;

8. Relief and recovery funding strate-
gies that support culturally-competent
AAPI-led organizations during periods
of national crisis; and

9. Increased recruitment of staff and
board members representing the cul-
tural competencies and breadth of
AAPI communities.

Conclusion

Our hope is that this report can be used
as an engagement tool and an opportunity
to advance dialogue in the field of philan-
thropy. With the rapid growth of AAPI
communities, a significant investment
strategy is urgently needed. As the Ford
Foundation and other foundation case
studies reveal, the basis for creating such
strategies already exists in many founda-
tions. Asian American and Pacific Islander
constituencies must be involved in shap-
ing the policies and conditions that affect
their lives and the society as a whole.
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Since  AAPIP’s landmark 1992 study,
Invisible and in Need, was the primary ref-
erence point for this study, the goal of this
research project was to examine many of
the foundations that were covered in that
report. However, since the number of
foundations has increased exponentially
since 1992, it was impossible to include all
65,000+ U.S. foundations in this analysis.
Instead, AAPIP decided to analyze a small
cohort of national foundations in the origi-
nal 1992 study. These 20 institutions are
leaders in the field of philanthropy and play
an important role in setting funding trends
and shaping public policy, and thus provide
a critical snapshot of the current field.

Since the key question of interest in this
current study was whetherthese established
foundations have made long-lasting invest-
ments in AAPI communities, the 20 national
foundations used in this research were iden-
tified based on three parameters:

I. The foundation had to be in existence
for at least 20 years;

2, The scope of the foundation’s giving
had to be national; and

3. lts ranking as a “top 20" foundation
was based on its total giving in 2002.

These parameters were used to establish a
baseline of study. However, utilizing these
parameters left out many newer founda-
tions that may have a stronger record of
supporting AAPI communities. This is a sig-
nificant line of inquiry that was not pursued
in this study but may be an important topic
for future research.

Appendix I: Methodology

Data Used

The data used in this research project are
from the Foundation Center’s grants sam-
ple database, which provides consistent
data for the 13 years analyzed in this study.
However, there were some limitations to
using these data:

|. The grants sample database includes
only grants of $10,000 or more made
by approximately 1,000 national foun-
dations. Therefore, any grants below
$10,000 were not reflected in this
study and may contribute to an under-
counting of resources going to AAPI
communities over these |3 years, par-
ticularly since this study shows that
AAPI-led organizations tend to receive
smaller grant amounts than non-AAPI-
led organizations that serve AAPI
communities;

2. The grants data represent fully autho-
rized or awarded amounts, if available,
otherwise they are actual amounts paid
out. This structure made it difficult to
identify multi-year funding, so analyses
of multi-year grants were not included
in this study; and

3. The grants data represent “total grant
dollars” not “total giving,” which usu-
ally includes information on grants to
organizations, individuals and employee
matching gifts. The total dollar amounts
in this study do not include program-
related investments (PRIs) or grants
to other domestic U.S. foundations, so
re-granted funds are neither double-




counted nor are they analyzed sepa-
rately in this report.

Overall Coding

The Foundation Center assigns codes to
all grants in its grants sample database.
However, since no universal coding system
is used by foundations, affinity groups, the
government, research institutions or other
philanthropic organizations, different cod-
ing systems may account for some discrep-
ancies in the data.

Identifying AAPI-Led Organizations

All the information in this study is based
on organizations serving or representing
AAPI communities. However, not all the
organizations that provide these services
are exclusively AAPl or AAPI-led organiza-
tions. Recipient organizations analyzed for
this report are classified as either an orga-
nization that is AAPI-led or an organization
that is not AAPI-led but provides services
to AAPI communities. This distinction was
coded by the Foundation Center, which
classifies an organization as AAPI-led if the
organization’s primary purpose/mission is
to support or work in the AAPI commu-
nity. Foundation Center staff research all
recipient organizations receiving grants
from sampled foundations to determine
their purpose/mission and the communi-
ties they seek to serve.

Comparing Data from Invisible and In
Need

The data used in the 1992 Invisible and In
Need study were also purchased from the
Foundation Center. However, since the time
period for that study was 1983 to 1990,
these data cannot be compared directly to
the data for the current project, because
some of the Center’s data collection and
classification methods have changed since
the first study. For example, the Foundation
Center did not begin coding grants to AAPI
communities until 1989, so the authors of
Invisible and In Need re-categorized and
re-apportioned many of the grants them-
selves, using a different methodology from
the one used for the current study.

Foundation Updates

It is important to note that since this re-
search project began two vears ago, at
least two of the foundations examined in
the report have spent down their endow-
ments and are now closed. These two
foundations are:

* F.W. Olin Foundation, Inc.: closed as
of November 2005.

* The Whitaker Foundation: closed as of
June 2006.

Furthermore, as the research proceeded
it became apparent that at least three of
the 20 foundations in the cohort had never
or rarely funded AAPI communities. These
three foundations and their main focus ar-
eas are:

* Alfred P. Sloan Foundation: engineer-
ing, technology and science.

* F. W. Olin Foundation, Inc.: capital
and construction costs for university
buildings.

* The Whitaker Foundation: biologi-
cal science, biomedical research and
engineering.

These foundations have a limited history in
direct giving to AAPI communities, due to
their funding focus in the areas of science,
technology, biomedical engineering and
higher education. Most of their resources
have gone to colleges, universities and
hospitals. Because these limitations did not
surface fully until all the data were fully ana-
lyzed, these foundations' funding histories
are included in the study.



Except where noted, these profiles are
based on 2005 data collected from the
Foundation Center's Foundation Directory
Online.

CARNEGIE CORPORATION OF
NEW YORK

Background:

* Incorporated in 1911 in NY.

» Established by Andrew Carn-
egie, founder of the Carnegie Steel
Company.

* Size of Board: 25.

* Founding Donors on Board: No.

Fields of Interest:

Adult education—literacy, basic skills &
GED; Education; Elementary/secondary
school reform: International affairs; Inter-
national affairs, arms control; International
affairs, foreign policy; International affairs,
national security; International develop-
ment; International economic develop-
ment; International economics/trade policy;
International exchange; International hu-
man rights; International migration/refugee
issues; International peace/security; Inter-
national relief; Russia; Sub-Saharan Africa;
Teacher school/education.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $2,244,208,247
Total Giving (2005): $91,053,489

Assets (2002): $1,627,733,524
Total Giving (2002): $76,301,020

Appendix II: Foundation Profiles

THE ANNIE E. CASEY
FOUNDATION

Background:

* Incorporated in 1948 in CA.

+ Established by Jim Casey, one of the
founders of United Parcel Service, and
his siblings, George, Harry, and Mar-
guerite, who named the philanthropy
in honor of their mother.

* Size of Board: 19.

+ Founding Donors on Board: No.

Fields of Interest:

Children/youth, services; Economically dis-
advantaged; Education; Human services;
Public affairs; Urban/community develop-
ment; Youth development, services.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $3,295,299,665
Total Giving (2005): $171,354,926

Assets (2002): $2,709,413,178
Total Giving (2002): $159,309,655

THE FORD FOUNDATION

Background:

* Incorporated in 1936 in M.

» Established by Edsel Ford, son of
Henry Ford, inventor and founder of
the Ford Motor Company.

* Size of Board: 21.

» Founding Donors on Board: No.

Fields of Interest:

Africa; Agriculture; AIDS; Arts; Asia; Civil

rights; Civil rights, race/intergroup rela-

tions; Community development; Crime/




violence prevention, abuse prevention;
Economically  disadvantaged;
ics; Education; Education, early childhood

Econom-

education; Elementary school/education;
Employment; Environment; Environment,
natural resources; Government/public ad-
ministration; Higher education; Housing/
shelter, development; Human services;
Immigrants/refugees; International affairs;
International affairs, arms control; Interna-
tional affairs, foreign policy; International
economic  development; International
human rights; International studies; Latin
America; Law/international law; Leader-
ship development; Legal services; Media,
film/video; Media/communications; Middle
East; Minorities/immigrants,
centers/services; Museums; Performing

arts; Performing arts, dance; Performing

Minorities;

arts, music; Performing arts, theater; Phi-
lanthropy/voluntarism; Public affairs, citizen
participation; Public health, STDs; Public
policy, research; Religion, interfaith issues;
Reproductive health; Reproductive health,
sexuality education; Rural development;
Russia; Secondary school/education; Social
sciences; Southeast Asia; Urban/commu-
nity development; Women; Women, cen-
ters/services; Youth development.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $11,615,906,693
Total Giving (2005): $516,907,177

Assets (2002): $9,345,030,447
Total Giving (2002): $509,700,353

THE ROBERT WOOD JOHNSON
FOUNDATION

Background:

* Incorporated in 1936 in NJ; became a
national foundation in 1972.

» Established by Robert Wood Johnson,
founder of Johnson & Johnson, the
world's largest health and medical care
products conglomerate.

+ Size of Board: 26.

* Founding Donors on Board: Yes -
Robert Wood Johnson V.

Fields of Interest:
centers/services;  Child
development, education; Child develop-

Aging; Aging,

ment, services; Children/youth, services;
Family services; Health care; Health care,

cost containment; Health care, insurance;
Health organizations; Homeless; Home-
less, human services; Hospitals (general);
Medical school/education; Mental health,
smoking; Mental health/crisis services;
Minorities; Native Americans/American
Indians; Nursing care; People with disabili-
ties; Residential/custodial care, hospices;
Substance abuse, services; Voluntarism

promotion.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $9,359,361,000
Total Giving (2005): $372,500,000

Assets (2002): $8,012,367,000
Total Giving (2002): $360,347,466

EWING MARION KAUFFMAN
FOUNDATION

Background:

» Established in 1966 in MO.

» Established by Ewing M. Kauffman,
founder of Marion Laboratories Inc.,
pharmaceutical company.

* Size of Board: 14.

* Founding Donors on Board: No.

Fields of Interest:

Community development, business pro-
motion; Elementary/secondary education;
Mathematics; Science.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $1,860,797,344
Total Giving (2005): $50,603,728

Assets (2002): $1,563,607,289
Total Giving (2002): $58,476,276

W. M. KECK FOUNDATION

Background:

» Established in 1954 and incorporated
in 1959 in DE.

* Established by William Myron Keck,
founder of The Superior Oil Company.

* Size of Board: 34.

* Founding Donors on Board: Yes
- WM. Keck II, V.P;; Howard B. Keck,
Jr, V.P; Stephen M. Keck; Theodore |.
Keck; W.M. Keck IlI.

Fields of Interest:

Arts; Biological sciences; Chemistry; Chil-
dren/youth, services; Computer science;
Elementary school/education; Engineering;



Engineering school/education; Engineering/
technology; Health care; Higher education;
Marine science; Mathematics; Medical re-
search; Physical/earth sciences; Residential/
custodial care, hospices; Science; Second-
ary school/education.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $1,333,252,000
Total Giving (2005): $65,350,257

Assets (2002): $1,012,747,000
Total Giving (2002): $49,513,360

W. K. KELLOGG FOUNDATION

Background:

* Incorporated in 1930 in MI.

» Established by breakfast cereal pio-
neer W.K. Kellogg.

* Size of Board: 18.

* Founding Donors on Board: No.

Fields of Interest:

Adult/continuing education; African Amer-
icans/Blacks; Agriculture; Agriculture/food;
Botswana; Caribbean; Community develop-
ment; Community development, neighbor-
hood development; Education; Education,
early childhood education; Elementary
school/education; Health care; Health or-
ganizations; Latin  America; Leadership
development; Lesotho; Malawi; Minorities;
Minorities/immigrants, centers/services;
Mozambique; Rural development; Sec-
ondary school/education; South Africa;
Swaziland; Voluntarism promotion; Youth
development, services; Youth, services;
Zimbabwe.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $7,298,383,532
Total Giving (2005): $219,862,847

Assets (2002): $5,729,303,302
Total Giving (2002): $179,303,269

JOHN S. AND JAMES L. KNIGHT
FOUNDATION

Background:

* Incorporated in 1950 in OH.

» Established by John S. Knight and
James L. Knight, owners of Knight Rid-
der newspapers

* Size of Board: 20.

* Founding Donors on Board: Yes - Bev-
erly Knight Olson.

Fields of Interest:

Arts; Children, services; Civil rights, race/
intergroup relations; Community develop-
ment, neighborhood development; Eco-
nomic development; Education; Family
services; Housing/shelter; Housing/shelter,
development; Media, journalism/publish-
ing; Public affairs, citizen participation.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $2,071,507,291
Total Giving (2005): $92,577,162

Assets (2002): $1,718,236,238
Total Giving (2002): $85,617,98l

THE KRESGE FOUNDATION

Background:

* Incorporated in 1924 in M.

» Established by Sebastian S. Kresge,
founder of Kmart.

* Size of Board: 16.

* Founding Donors on Board: No.

Fields of Interest:

Arts; Environment; Health care; Higher
education; Human services; Humanities;
Public affairs; Science.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $2,752,257,750
Total Giving (2005): $97,714,540

Assets (2002): $2,164,478,054
Total Giving (2002): $98,974,162

JOHN D. AND CATHERINE T.
MACARTHUR FOUNDATION

Background:

* Incorporated in 1970 in IL.

 Established by John D. MacArthur,
owner of Marquette Life Insurance
Company, the nation's largest privately
held insurance company, and his wife,
Catherine T. MacArthur.

» Size of Board: 2.

* Founding Donors on Board: No.

Fields of Interest:

Africa; Community development, neigh-
borhood development; Crime/violence
prevention, youth; Education; Environ-
ment, natural resources; Higher education;
India; International affairs; International
affairs, foreign policy; International human
rights; International peace/security; Media,
film/video; Media/communications; Mental



health/crisis services; Mexico; Nigeria; Pub-
lic policy, research; Reproductive health;
Russia.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $5,490,449,000
Total Giving (2005): $194,500,000

Assets (2002): $3,836,621,632
Total Giving (2002): $195,573,328

ROBERT R. MCCORMICK TRIBUNE
FOUNDATION

Background:

* Trust established in 1955 in IL; became
a foundation in 1990; converted to a
public charity in 2002.

* Originally established as a charitable
trust upon the death, in 1955, of
Colonel Robert R. McCormick, the
longtime editor and publisher of the
Chicago Tribune.

+ Size of Board: 9.

* Founding Donors on Board: No.

Fields of Interest:

Child development, education; Child devel-
opment, services; Children/youth, services;
Civil liberties, first amendment; Community
development; Economically disadvantaged;
early childhood
Employment; Government/public admin-
istration; Homeless; Homeless, human

Education, education;

services; Housing/shelter, development;
Human services; Latin America; Media,
journalism/publishing; Minorities; Public
affairs, citizen participation; Vocational
education; Voluntarism promotion; Youth
development, citizenship.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $1,658,809,655
Total Giving (2005): $114,425,147

Assets (2002): $1,855,000,000
Total Giving (2002): $98,635,246

THE ANDREW W. MELLON
FOUNDATION

Background:

* Trust established in 1940 in DE as
Avalon Foundation; incorporated in
1954 in NY; merged with Old Domin-
ion Foundation and renamed The An-
drew W. Mellon Foundation in 1969.

+ Established by Alisa Mellon Bruce &

Paul Mellon, son & daughter of An-
drew Mellon, banker and businessman,
involved in the foundation/proprietor-
ship of companies including T. Mellon
and Sons, ALCOA, Carborundum,
Koppers, and Gulf Oil.

* Size of Board: 17.

* Founding Donors on Board: No.

Fields of Interest:

Arts; Environment; Environment, natural
resources; Higher education; Humanities;
Museums; Performing arts; Public affairs.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $5,586,112,000
Total Giving (2005): $199,340,000

Assets (2002): $3,600,620,000
Total Giving (2002): $222,662,386

CHARLES STEWART MOTT
FOUNDATION

Background:

* Incorporated in 1926 in M.

» Established by Charles Stewart Mott,
founder of General Motors.

* Size of Board: 18.

» Founding Donors on Board: Yes -
Maryanne Mott; Marise M.M. Stewart.

Fields of Interest:

Child development, services; Children, ser-
vices; Civil rights, race/intergroup relations;
Community development; Eastern Europe;
Economic development; Economically
disadvantaged; Education; Environment,
natural resources; Environment, pollution
control; Family services, parent education;
Human services; Latin America; Leadership
development; Minorities; Rural develop-
ment; Russia; South Africa; Urban/commu-

nity development; Voluntarism promotion.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $2,480,562,766
Total Giving (2005): $113,334,381

Assets (2002): $2,011,395.991
Total Giving (2002): $108,659,450

F. W. OLIN FOUNDATION, INC.
(Note: Due to its closing, some information
may not be available.)

Background:
* Incorporated in 1938 in NY.
» Established by Franklin Walter Olin,



founder of the Western Cartridge
Company, ammunition manufacturing
and brassmaking for use in cartridge
shells, and owner of the Winchester
Repeating Arms Company.

* Closed its doors in November 2005.

* Size of Board: N/A.

* Founding Donors on Board: N/A.

Fields of Interest:
N/A

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): N/A
Total Giving (2005): N/A

Assets (2002): $293,898,479
Total Giving (2002): $54,910,928

THE DAVID AND LUCILE PACKARD
FOUNDATION

Background:

* Incorporated in 1964 in CA.

» Established by David Packard, founder
of Hewlett-Packard computer and
electronics company.

* Size of Board: 15.

* Founding Donors on Board: Yes -
Susan Packard; Julie E. Packard.

Fields of Interest:
Animals/wildlife, fisheries; Arts; Child devel-
opment, services; Civil liberties, reproduc-
tive rights; Education, early childhood edu-
cation; Engineering/technology; Environ-
ment; Environment, energy; Environment,
natural resources; Health care, insurance;
Marine science; Philanthropy/voluntarism;
Population studies; Reproductive health,
family planning; Science.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $5,788,480,930
Total Giving (2005): $150,115,645

Assets (2002): $4,793,893,254
Total Giving (2002): $350,048,020

THE ROCKEFELLER FOUNDATION

Background:

* Incorporated in 1913 in NY.

+ Established by John D. Rockefeller,
founder of Standard Qil.

* Size of Board: 24.

* Founding Donors on Board: Yes - Da-
vid Rockefeller, Jr.

Fields of Interest:

Africa; Agriculture/food; Arts; Commu-
nity development; Education; Employment;
Health care; Housing/shelter; Humanities;
International affairs; International develop-
ment; Southeast Asia.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $3,237,183,825
Total Giving (2005): $143,202,709

Assets (2002): $2,679,064,000
Total Giving (2002): $149,159,867

ALFRED P. SLOAN FOUNDATION

Background:

* Incorporated in 1934 in DE.

» Established by Alfred P. Sloan, Presi-
dent and Chief Executive Officer of
the General Motors Corporation.

* Size of Board: 14.

* Founding Donors on Board: No.

Fields of Interest:
Employment;Engineering/technol-
ogy; Family services; Higher education;
Minorities; Science.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $1,581,350,875
Total Giving (2005): $61,165,933

Assets (2002): $1,171,003,043
Total Giving (2002): $58,650,021

THE STARR FOUNDATION

Background:

* Incorporated in 1955 in NY.

» Established by Cornelius Vander Starr,
an insurance entrepreneur who found-
ed the American International family
of insurance and financial services
companies, now known as American
International Group, Inc.

* Size of Board: 10.

* Founding Donors on Board: No.

Fields of Interest:

Arts; Education; Environment; Health
care; Health organizations; Higher educa-
tion; Human services; Medical research;
Social sciences.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $3,344,801,753
Total Giving (2005): $164,496,989



Assets (2002): $3,322,102,520
Total Giving (2002): $209,301,410

THE HARRY AND JEANETTE
WEINBERG FOUNDATION, INC.

Background:

* Incorporated in 1959 in MD.

* Established by Harry Weinberg, who
made his wealth from real estate &
stocks; also the owner of the Honolulu
Rapid Transit Ltd.

* Size of Board: 6.

* Founding Donors on Board: Yes -
Donn Weinberg.

Fields of Interest:

Aging; Aging, centers/services; Economi-
cally disadvantaged; Food services; Human
services; People with disabilities.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $2,027,561,526
Total Giving (2005): $98,674,477

Assets (2002): $1,792,785,633
Total Giving (2002): $100,951,353

THE WHITAKER FOUNDATION
(Note: Due to its closing, some information
may not be available.)

Background:

* Incorporated in 1975

+ Established by Uncas A. Whitaker,
founder of Aircraft-Marine Products,
AMP Inc.

» Size of Board: Il. (This number is based
on 2004 data.)

* Founding Donors on Board: Yes - Ruth
Whitaker Holmes; Portia Whitaker
Shumaker.

* Closed its doors in June 2006.

Fields of Interest:

Biological sciences; Biomedicine; Biomedi-
cine research; Canada; Engineering; Engi-
neering school/education; Human services;
Mathematics; Medical research; Science.

Financial Snapshot:
Assets (2005): $123,003,762
Total Giving (2005): $63,876,625

Assets (2002): $246,013,072
Total Giving (2002): $68,698,503
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Appendix IV: Definitions for Fields of Work/Subject Areas

Many different fields of work/subject areas are identified in the
Foundation Center data. They were consolidated into |2 main cat-

egories for this study.

ARTS/CULTURE/MEDIA
alliance

artist services

arts

association

botanical garden

dance

education

ethnic

ethnic awareness
film/video

folk arts

historic preservation
historical societies
international exchange
journalism

literature
media/communications
museums

musical

performing arts
performing arts centers
public affairs

publishing

single organization
support

technical assistance/fundraising
television

theatre

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
citizen coalitions
community

community development
economic development
housing/shelter

leadership development
management/technical aid
minorities/immigrants
neighborhood development
policy

rural development
services/centers

urban development

EDUCATION
associations
elementary/secondary
schools

higher education
reading

testing

EMPLOYMENT/LABOR
business/industry
employment

labor

organization




HEALTH

AIDS

alliance

centers

clinics

health care

hospitals

human services
leadership development

HIGHER EDUCATION
association

colleges

education
graduate/professional education
international studies

medical school

single organization support
universities

HUMAN SERVICES
abuse prevention
aging

centers & clubs
centers & services
children & youth
children/daycare
domestic violence
education

ethnic studies

family services

group homes
housing/shelter
minorities/immigrants
neighborhood centers
nursing homes

public policies
residential/custodial care
senior continuing care
seniors

services

special populations
YMCAs & YWCAs
youth development

LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT
leadership development
management/technical assistance

LEGAL/ADVOCACY
advocacy

alliance

children & youth

civil rights

immigrants

leadership development
legal services

minorities

public interest law
services

single organization support
women

PHILANTHROPY
alliance

association

federated giving program
management/technical aid
media/communication
philanthropy/volunteerism

RELIGION
Christian agencies & churches

Roman Catholic agencies & churches

theological school/education

RESEARCH/PUBLIC POLICY
civil rights

crime

political science

population studies

public affairs

public education

women
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