interpretation under which foundations
are proceeding is that grants for general
purposes to so-called *‘electing’’ organi-
zations are permissible, but that founda-
tions should avoid awarding grants ear-
marked for activities that include lob-
bying.

For nonprofits that do not elect the new
status, the old rules and, apparently, the
old uncertainty prevail. The Internal Rev-
enue Service has resisted any assumption
that a specific formula delineating the
amount of lobbying permissible is accept-
able, including the 5 percent figure that
has achieved fairly wide usage as a
“‘safe’” level. The IRS argues that it is
entitled to look at all aspects of an organi-
zation’s activities—for example, the ef-
forts of volunteers—to determine wheth-
er a substantial part of its resources is go-
ing into lobbying. Some nonprofit offi-
cials have hoped that the money limits
and definitions in the new law might serve
as a guide to groups that do not choose to
change status. Officials in the Treasury
Department say that the contrary is prob-
ably the case, since Congress liberalized
the rules specifically for organizations
who elect the new status.

As is often true, detailed questions
about the new provisions are not likely to
be answered until the Treasury Depart-
ment issues regulations to implement the
new law. The statutory language itself,
however, is much clearer on what can and
cannot be done than the language of the
old law.

Not regarded as lobbying under the
new provisions, for example, are making
available the results of nonpartisan analy-
ses or research or providing techni-
cal assistance or testimony to a legisla-
tive body in response to a written request
from that body. Communication with
government officials is permitted so long
as there is no effort to influence legisla-
tion. A nonprofit organization may also
engage in what is termed ‘‘self-defense
direct lobbying’’ under the new law. This
refers to lobbying activities to oppose a
possible decision ‘‘which might affect the
existence of the organization, its powers
and duties, its tax-exempt status, or the
deduction of contributions to the organi-
zation. . . .”

Among the Washington-based organi-
zations with professional and academic
constituencies the general response to the
new law seems mainly to be review of
activities that might be construed as lob-
bying and, in a few cases, expressing cau-
tious interest in the new option.{

A spokesman for the Association of
American Medical Colleges says that the
AAMC has made a close count of the time
and money applied to its legislative activi-
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ties, from the cost of telephone calls to
hours of staffinvolvement, and found that
the total fell well within the 5 percent that
has served as the rule-of-thumb limit on
lobbying activities for 501(c)(3) groups.
The AAMC underwent an Internal Reve-
nue Service audit last year, passed with
flying colors, says the spokesman, and is
not contemplating a change in status.
Like some other organizations, AAMC
appears to feel that electing to operate un-
der the new rules might make it appear
that the organization was launching a
heavy lobbying operation, which would
be inappropriate for an organization rep-
resenting a higher education group.

The American Council on Education
(ACE), the largest of the higher education
organizations, has decided for itself and
recommended to its constituents that
staying with the present arrangement is
the best policy.

Below the Threshold

American Chemical Society officials
have discussed the options but have
found that the society’s lobbying activi-
ties are well below the threshold implicit
in the old law and decided that there
would be no discernible benefit in chang-
ing. In any event, a change of status
would require a decision by society mem-
bership. The American Physics Institute
executive committee has discussed the
options, but there is no movement away
from the status quo.

AAAS officials have made an inventory
of activities in association programs and
of Science content which might be con-
strued as lobbying and find the total
well below the traditional limits for
501(c)(3)’s. A suggestion that the AAAS
consider changing its status on lobbying
has been put forward by a subcommittee
of the association’s committee on Scien-
tific Freedom and Responsibility. The
subcommittee argues that the AAAS
must interact more effectively with the
legislative process if it is to be effective,
for example, in working in behalf of gov-
ernment or industry employees who act
as “‘whistle-blowers,”’ calling attention to
problems related to the organizations that
employ them, or in correcting legislation
that results in such things or visa restric-
tions on scientists. The committee has
moved to have the matter brought to the
attention of the association’s board and

+tSome major organizations with professional con-
stituencies do not have the option. The American
Medical Association and the Institute for Electrical
and Electronic Engineers are 501(c)(6) organizations.
This category covers membership organizations
which stress activities benefiting their members.
Trade associations are typical (c)(6) groups. These
organizations are required to pay taxes on unrelated
business income such as revenue from advertising in
their publications.

affiliates. AAAS executive officer Wil-
liam D. Carey, however, says that the as-
sociation is ‘‘not anywhere close to
changing its position.”’

An opposite tack is being taken by
some public interest organizations, in-
cluding the Environmental Defense Fund
(EDF) and the National Resources De-
fense Council NRDC). EDF has decided
to take advantage of the new provisions
and is carefully following ground rules
prepared by legal counsel so that it will
adhere to legal restrictions in the new
law. The new law requires a detailed ac-
counting of time and money devoted to
lobbying. EDF figures that its staff can
now spend about 17 percent of its time on
lobbying activities. NRDC is preparing to
follow the same course. Both organiza-
tions are primarily engaged in litigation
both in court cases and in administrative
proceedings.

Such public interest groups have long
sought less restrictive lobbying laws for
nonprofit organizations. They argue that
industry lobbyists have an overwhelming
advantage over them because their indus-
try lobbying expenses can be written off
as business expenses.

While the major impulse behind the
successful effort to reform the lobbying
provisions affecting nonprofits was to
clarify the ground rules to protect their
tax exemptions, the drive to loosen the
reins on such lobbying was also strong.
Efforts to further lengthen the tether on
the nonprofits in order to counter the lob-
bying activities of other interest groups is
continuing. And attempts to broaden the
legal definition of lobbying beyond the
narrow sense of influencing legislation—
notably by the Common Cause organiza-
tion—should raise the visibility of the lob-
bying issue generally. Lobbying, there-
fore, is likely to be the subject of increas-
ingly intense lobbying.—JOHN WALSH

RECENT DEATHS

Richard M. Pickett, professor of
engineering and chairman of mechanics
and materials, California State Universi-
ty, Northridge; 25 September.

Tullio J. Pignani, 56; chairman of math-
ematics, East Carolina University; 30
September.

Edwin G. Schafer, 92; professor emeri-
tus of agronomy, Washington State Uni-
versity; 8 July.

Otto R. Zeasman, 90; professor emeri-
tur of agricultural engineering, Universi-
ty of Wisconsin, Madison; 23 Septem-
ber.
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