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P.S. Items referenced in the paper and contact information on its authors are on file with Doris Matsui.

I

The ideas outlined in the paper are suggested as a coordinated whole; obviously, they might be 
implemented through a phased development process undertaken with a plan toward full commitment over 
the next four years. While the originators of this paper are individuals who have long considered and 
spoken to these issues, they do not purport to represent the nonprofit sector or its formal infrastructure. 
Rather, they - as their sector - represent a diversity of opinion and do not share common agreement on all 
points as a group. They have not sought broad endorsement of these detailed recommendations from 
nonprofit and philanthropic leaders, although they are confident that there is solid and significant (but not 
unanimous) support for each of them.

It is important to note that concurrent with devolution, the nonprofit sector itself faces a set of policy 
challenges (regarding tax-exemption, advocacy, competition with business, and other matters) which raise 
fundamental questions about its role and functions. We are in a period when the two of the principal 
institutions of social concern and public life - the federal government and the charitable community - are 
challenged by parallel dynamics.

We believe that this presents both a need and an opportunity for new partnerships in service to shared 
concerns for the public condition and the vitality of civil society. Thus, the suggestion that the second term 
of the Administration plow new ground by building on the prior work of President Clinton and his 
predecessors in creating collaborations that affirm shared social responsibility and which offer creative 
avenues for the continued engagement of the federal government and the public in the lives of our 
communities.
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Suggestions for Better Engaging Nonprofit and Philanthropic Organizations j

President Clinton has done much to engage the nonprofit and philanthropic sector (inclusive of corporate 
social responsibility units). With comparatively modest investment, White House staff, Nonprofit Agency 
Liaisons and other agency staff have extended the Administration’s reach, helped involve charitable groups 
and foundations in discussions of policies and programs in their substantive “problem areas,” and begun to 
explore ways in which the federal government and the nonprofit sector (as a broadly defined component of 
civil society rather than simply as discrete problem-focused organizations and foundations) might better 
collaborate. The attached paper provides an overview of the Administration’s past effort and identifies 
possibilities to elaborate on it during the next term. The suggestions offered are nonpartisan and will be 
appropriate into the future independent of political identification.



Addressing the impact local flexibility/devolution will have on the nonprofit sector. A service 

coordination/devolution project would be undertaken, working with the foundation and nonprofit 

community to identify ways of improving service delivery and maximizing local flexibility.

During the first term, the Clinton Administration made great strides in developing an improved relationship 

with the nonprofit sector on issue-specific areas (e.g., health care, housing). However, much more needs 

to be done to improve communication and coordination between the nonprofit sector and the federal 

government. During the second term, it will be very important to address nonprofit organizations as a 

sector and to address issues affecting the sector - something the federal government has never done. In 

order to address the need and in a nonpartisan spirit, it is recommended that the Administration move 

forward with:

Developing a nonprofit policy agenda in collaboration with nonprofit organizations and their 

funders. A series of small meetings would be convened during 1997, leading to a bigger, more 

formal meeting to address nonprofit policy concerns. The smaller meetings will focus on specific 

sectorwide issues and develop recommendations for an ongoing process to improve 

communications between the federal government and the sector. The bigger, more formal meeting 

would be held at the White House with the President.

Summary

The nonprofit community plays a significant role in the delivery of services in this country and has a rich 

history of partnership with the federal government. An enhanced partnership can build a broader and 

stronger base of public engagement in, and support for, governmental and charitable initiatives to improve 

domestic and international conditions. Properly developed, this strengthened relationship will be at the 

heart of an increasingly healthy and robust civil society.

Expanding the role for the White House's Nonprofit Liaison Network both internal to their own 

departments and agencies, and in working together to advance common Administration agenda.

Creating a single point-of-contact within the government for the sector to help operationalize 

the U.S. NonProfit Advisor, coordinate the development of the nonprofit policy agendas, implement 

the local flexibility/devolution project, monitor policy affecting the sector, and serve as liaison to the 

sector. One approach would be to create a White House Office of Extragovernmental Affairs, 

which would require its own staff people plus volunteers and additional nonprofit staff on temporary 

assignment. The Office would need to have grant/contract authority to carry out its functions, 

which could be done through the Small Business Administration if necessary.

Strengthening and expanding work on the U.S. NonProfit Advisor, which is a one-stop 

electronic link to government information for the nonprofit sector that is now in its developmental 

stage. This calls for modest allocation of agency resources to the initiative, participation in a 

conference to be jointly sponsored with the foundation community in order to identify content 

priorities, improved coordination with ongoing information policy initiatives, such as those to 

establish a Government Information Locator Service, and strengthened implementation of E.O. 

12999, which provides for increased computer recycling to the nonprofit sector.

The Nonprofit Sector and the Clinton Administration:
Building Civil Society
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Neither partner has fully acknowledged and built on this partnership. Nor has the public understood or 

appreciated government’s contribution to their lives through nonprofit intermediaries. People do not 

understand where and how their tax dollars work for them, and neither do many charities.

This partnership between government, foundations, and charities is at the heart of improving service 

delivery in the country and in addressing social problems at their source. An enhanced partnership can 

build a broader and stronger base of public engagement in, and support for, governmental and charitable 

initiatives to improve domestic and international conditions.

In the mid-1980s, the IRS proposed rules to implement changes in a 1976 tax law. As originally proposed, 

the changes were seen by the nonprofit sector as an attack on its involvement in public policy matters - 

Yet, in many ways, the federal government has a mutually beneficial relationship with the nonprofit sector. 

Some of today's federal initiatives, such as Head Start or micro-enterprise development, began with 

foundation funding to charities prior to federal legislation. These efforts laid the groundwork for the federal 

government. Furthermore, as federal programs are implemented, the foundation community has provided 

resources to the nonprofit sector to monitor and evaluate them, and to provide federal officials with ideas 

for improving them.

Introduction

There are roughly 1.2 million nonprofit organizations in the country; more than 600,000 of these 

organizations are charities and religious institutions, categorized under §501 (c)(3) of the tax code. There 

are more than 35,000 independent, community, corporate and operating philanthropic foundations.

Background
Even though there is a very close working relationsnip between the nonprofit sector and the federal 

government, there has been a history since 1981 of real and perceived attacks on the sector by the federal 

government. In the early 1980s, driven in part by a different view of the appropriate role and function of 

charities, the Reagan Administration launched an assault on the advocacy voice of nonprofit grantees 

through proposed changes to OMB Circular A-122. which lays out nonprofit cost principles. The proposal 

made unallowable for federal reimbursement all costs of "political advocacy," which was sweepingly 

defined as "attempting to influence a government decision" of any type - legislative, administrative, or 

judicial - at any level of government (local, state, or federal). The proposal also departed radically from 

standard and accepted cost allocation principles: No federal funds could pay the allowable costs of any 

staff, equipment, or facility involved in (tainted by) the slightest amount of political advocacy, even if the 

advocacy costs were paid with non-federal funds.

On average, about one-third of a charity's annual budget is dependent on federal grants and contracts, 

either direct or indirectly passed through state and local governments. Additionally, nonprofit organizations 

rely on the federal government for the development of effective programs and policies in various “problem 

areas,” the opportunity to offer advice on changes in program and policy regulations, research data that is 

used to provide insight on significant issues of the day, and general information on social, environmental 

and other conditions of shared interest.
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and running contrary to the intent of the 1976 tax law. During the Bush Administration, which raised the 

prominence of nonprofits by celebrating some types of voluntary action, several agencies, such as the 

National Endowment for the Arts, began implementing draconian provisions to limit the free expression of 

nonprofit organizations that received federal funds. This was similar to the approach taken by proposed 

changes to OMB Circular A-122, but was strengthened by a Supreme Court decision (Rustv. Sullivan).

This has been the focus of opinion and related pieces in nonprofit-oriented publications; they are available as 
background material.

Since 1994, Congress has launched several other attacks on the sector. Initially, House Majority Leader 

Armey sent letters to House colleagues urging them to tell their supporters to stop providing contributions 

to certain types of charities, including the Children’s Defense Fund, NAACP, and the American Lung 

Association because they advocated what was seen as inappropriate federal intrusion in the free market. 

But that effort pales in comparison to the proposals that came from Reps. Ernest Istook, David McIntosh, 

and Robert Ehrlich to limit the advocacy voice of the nonprofit sector. Joined hand in hand with the Clinton 

Administration and with knowledge of the President’s own concern for the issue, the nonprofit sector 

worked successfully to oppose the Istook amendments.

None of the negative executive branch initiatives succeeded in being implemented, but they did leave an 

impression that the government discourages free expression by nonprofit organizations. At the same time 

as the perceived attacks, the government drew greater attention to the role voluntarism plays today. At 

times this focus on the role of volunteers in our society gave the impression that national problems could 

be solved through acts of individual altruism. Some in the charitable sector saw this as an effort to deny 

government responsibility for broad structural conditions and to denigrate the importance of advocacy and 

policy work by nonprofit groups.

The Need

All of these attacks have left a feeling of distrust - and have contributed to a pattern of very poor 

communication, and considerably less than desirable cooperation, between the nonprofit sector and the 
federal government.1 The poor communication pattern is exacerbated by the fact that there is no 

government agency, such as the Small Business Administration or the Commerce Department, that 

interprets and interweaves the interests of the nonprofit sector with those of the federal government.

Nonprofit organizations care about issues that cut across government agencies and work with a variety of 

agencies on those issues. But there are government issues that cut across nearly all nonprofit 

organizations; these are issues which pertain to the sector as a sector. It is in the interests of both the 

nonprofit sector and the federal government that the Administration increase its capacity to address 

sectorwide (and issue-specific) agenda.

That this is a problem was made very clear during recent debate on a bill dealing with local flexibility. The 

proposed legislation (S. 88/H.R. 2086) would have had an enormous impact on the nonprofit sector and its 

ability to continue providing services. Yet there was no easy and effective way for the nonprofit sector to 

address the impact of the legislation with the Administration, except through specific issues areas (e.g., 
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At the core, however, the potential of this partnership goes beyond the efficacy of particular programs. In 

ways which do not necessarily characterize the corporate sector, or even state and local government, the 

nonprofit/philanthropic sector clearly is allied with the federal government in concern for national conditions. 

While the frame of reference for many nonprofit and philanthropic organizations will keep abreast of 

government program devolution, the sector’s infrastructure of national organizations will continue to assert 

the importance of programmatic and substantive national leadership. The nonprofit sector, as a sector, will 

likely continue to assert that there are baseline conditions below which no portion of the nation be allowed 

to fall, and clear and specific goals to which all ought to strive. The sector understands the importance of 

national standards, commonalities in data collection and analyses, and the role of national leadership in 

addressing problems at their source.

Additionally, our nation depends in great part on an increasingly healthy and robust civil society. By 

definition, the federal government can do much to facilitate such development, but it cannot become what it 

is not -- it cannot constitute civil society. Yet, to govern effectively, to assure the efficacy of its programs 

and the vitality of its efforts, to generate the engagement in public purposes and the support of public 

initiative, it must help nourish the nonprofit sector. It is that sector which must create and maintain the 

formal associative infrastructure of our neighborhoods, communities and nation. Thus, to strengthen the 

fabric of our society, the federal government needs to work in greater collaboration with the nonprofit 

sector.

The Goal
The objective should be to establish mechanisms to improve communication and coordination between the 

nonprofit sector2 and the federal government in order to improve service delivery and the general health 

The poor communication patterns also limit the ability of the government and the sector to develop 

proactive agendas for improving the quality of service delivery in the country or to improve collaborative 

efforts to maximize existing resources. For example, nonprofit organizations have long complained about 

the problem of uncoordinated and disparate grant application and reporting forms, as well as other grant 

management issues. Addressing these problems could mean targeting more resources to service delivery 

instead of the administration of such programs. Service integration and coordination has been a high 

priority for both the Administration and the nonprofit sector, but little dialogue has developed on such 

matters. There is not enough coordination between foundation supported research and government 

supported efforts. And the list could go on.

education, labor, etc.). This paralleled prior experience on other issues, such as one that what was an 

emerging dynamic in the White House Conference on Small Business. The Conference was addressing 

competition between small for-profit businesses and the nonprofit sector. Small businesses were able to 

develop this agenda through the Small Business Administration, but nonprofit organizations had no 

equivalent, broadly-representative and concerned voice within the government.

2 This memo is intended to address the needs of all nonprofit organizations, including organized 
philanthropies that fund nonprofit organizations. However, the emphasis is placed on building the federal relationship 
with charities (i.e., §501 [c][3] organizations).
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The Administration took steps during the President’s first term to begin building a better relationship with 

the nonprofit sector. It regularly consulted with the sector on specific issues (e.g., community development, 

children’s services). In 1993 the President appointed Nonprofit Liaisons in every department and agency. 

The President also spoke to the importance of civil society initiatives in several speeches, but most 

importantly his Georgetown University address in April 1995.

This document outlines suggested actions for the Administration to take in its second term to continue in its 

efforts to strengthen the relationship with the nonprofit sector and improve the quality of services the 

government provides in partnership with the sector. The following five items include both process and 

project ideas (with the understanding that the process recommendations may result in still other 

recommendations). Each item will require federal expenditures, although there is a reasonable expectation 

that private philanthropy will continue providing at least equivalent amounts to these and related purposes. 

It should be stated clearly and explicitly that these suggestions are nonpartisan and considered to be 

appropriate no matter what the political identification of the Administration.

1. Strengthening and Expanding Work on the U.S. NonProfit Advisor. The Administration has begun 

a partnership with the nonprofit sector to build a one-stop electronic link to government information for the 

nonprofit sector. This electronic link, called the U.S. NonProfit Advisor (USNPA), is modeled after the U.S. 

Business Advisor, which is a World Wide Web site.

3 OMB Watch and The Union Institute, with support from the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation and the 
participation of other organizational partners, also are testing the possibility of creating “Nonprofit America.” It would link 
together and expand nonprofit Internet sites and would connect them to the USNPA.

USNPA has been coordinated by the White House Office of Public Liaison. A task force of the agency 

Nonprofit Liaisons has helped develop the USNPA. Several non-governmental organizations have been 

instrumental in the development of the prototype and obtaining feedback about the service, including The 
Union Institute, OMB Watch and its Communications Catalyst project, and Independent Sector.3

and welfare of the public. The Administration has an opportunity and a clear rationale to develop new 

avenues for collaboration and to change patterns of communications between the sectors. By doing so, it 

will improve the lot of Americans not only over the next four years and also make a lasting contribution to 

the development of our nation by recrafting and refining its civic sphere.

Nearly all nonprofit organizations that have been surveyed are very excited about the possibilities of the 

USNPA. Unlike the small business community, which has the Small Business Administration, there is no 

USNPA is targeted to the entire sector - all 1.2 million nonprofit organizations - with special emphasis on 

charities. A prototype of USNPA has been developed over the past six months and is available in an 

“alpha version” on the web. Based on input from federal agencies and nearly 200 national nonprofit 

organizations, the prototype will be refined and made publicly available as a "beta" version early in 1997. 

As with all "beta" versions, additionally changes in design and content, based on user feedback, will be 

necessary.
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place where nonprofit organizations can go in the government to get information that is relevant to their 

needs. Furthermore, there is no comprehensive listing of government information that is relevant to the 

sector - and there is no sure way to get information from the government that is essential to day-to-day or 

longer-term operations. USNPA may help nonprofits begin to meet their needs.

• The USNPA staff would provide substantive guidance to departments and agencies, through and 

beyond the nonprofit liaisons and other team members, regarding the development of their own 

nonprofit-focused information sites (as free-standing resources and part of USNPA).

Agencies must have the resources to make content available through the USNPA. This means 

that agency budgets must reflect the minimal resources needed for USNPA work. In particular, 

each department and agency should assign about two half-time-equivalents to the task of making 

sure information relevant to the nonprofit sector is generated and posted to the USNPA. This will 

require one policy/regulatory person and one technical person; each staff member must be part of 

the civil service system (i.e., not a political appointee). Some of the necessary costs are already 

being expended for the Nonprofit Liaisons.

However, one fear voiced by nonprofit organizations is that timely, relevant information will not be available. 

If USNPA simply becomes a slick web site with little or stale content, nonprofit organizations will not use it - 

- and a great opportunity will be lost. Additionally, nonprofit organizations have voiced hope that USNPA 

becomes more than simply a web site to disseminate government information. It could, for example, also 

become an interactive mechanism for discussing issues and policy matters, for identifying ways of 

improving service delivery, and more. In fact, it could become instrumental to establishing new and 

broader collaborations - to generating community-based engagement in support of national objectives.

Agencies must continue to meet regularly in order to (a) shape the design of the USNPA,

(b) discuss the types of information that agencies are posting to USNPA, (c) develop and better 

understand standards for posting information that are to be incorporated in the USNPA, and 

(d) discuss next steps for the USNPA. It is essential that nonprofit organizations be part of some, if 

not all, of these meetings.

USNPA work must be coordinated with existing efforts to establish information policy standards 

(e.g., GILS). This means that a team of technical and policy experts need to be assigned to this 

task. The team could be comprised of some of the staff that will be working on USNPA from key 

departments and agencies.

• All of these activities need to be managed by a designated USNPA coordinator, who could be 

housed in a new White House office (see below). Personnel could be staffed through a 

collaborative effort with the nonprofit sector, with the possibility of one or two nonprofit staff 

assigned to learn about these issues/developmental initiatives through the Intergovernmental 

Personnel Act (IPA).
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The Administration should be a partner in hosting the conference. This will require the participation 

of key personnel from the White House and agencies. The Administration must also be prepared 

to address the recommendations from the conference.

This new effort could be augmented by the federal government working with nonprofit 

organizations on the identification and collection of data necessary to assure national standards, 

and accord with national purposes, in an era of devolved program responsibility and authority.

2. Developing a Nonprofit Policy Agenda. Since there are many opportunities for collaboration between 

government and the nonprofit sector, a process needs to be put in place to address nonprofit concerns and 

to develop a nonprofit policy agenda. This agenda would not only contribute to the vitality of the nonprofit 

sector, but would create the context in which to ground and develop new collaborative partnerships with 

the federal government. The idea for developing a process came from Initial conversations with several 

foundations that provide funding for civil society issues and with nonprofit infrastructure organizations.

The President should emphasize agency implementation of Executive Order 12999, which is 

intended to increase the donation of recycled government computers to schools and other 

nonprofits. Additionally, the Administration should call on businesses throughout the country to 

donate used computers to nonprofit organizations. This should be coordinated with existing 

national computer recycling initiatives. Other types of Administration resources should be used: 

high speed supercomputer labs, extension services, etc.

Assessment of the information priorities of the nonprofit sector should be undertaken so that 

government resources can best be marshaled. A conference will be convened in 1997 by the 

foundation community to identify the information needs of the nonprofit sector as it pertains to 

federal government information. The conference will commission papers that will be compiled into 

a publication that includes specific recommendations that the federal government and the nonprofit 
community can take to improve information dissemination.4

A series of small meetings involving federal officials, philanthropy, and nonprofit organizations should occur 

as soon as possible. These informal meetings will explore the advisability of a larger, more formal meeting 

to discuss common issues and concerns, as well as specific collaborative projects. The larger meeting 

would have two parts. The first part would be a meeting with the President and Vice President to discuss 

4 The Bauman Foundation convened a similar meeting in 1994 with a focus on access to federal government 
information pertaining to sustainability of our communities. The conference report has been used widely in the 
government to address dissemination issues.

• If the Administration does its share of building the USNPA, then the nonprofit community must also 

help by building the capacity of the nonprofit sector to use the service. It is hoped that a 

considerable portion of the cost of these initiatives will be borne by the nonprofit and foundation 

community. However, it is expected that the Administration will need to provide support for each of 

the next three years to help with outreach, capacity building, and expansion of the service.
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How the nonprofit community and the government can work to make the public more aware of the 

importance of the charitable community. Such efforts will further an active partnership between 

government and the nonprofit sector and can strengthen effective voluntarism.

the importance of civil society issues, the need for collaboration, and the commitment of the Administration 

to improving the relationship with the nonprofit sector. The second part of the meeting would focus of 

specific sectorwide issues (as contrasted to subsector, issue-based topics - e.g., education, community 

development).

The sectorwide issues to be discussed would be determined based on the smaller, informal meetings. 

However, several subjects have begun to emerge as key issues:5

It is expected that most of the spade work for the larger meeting would be done in the smaller meetings. 

The larger meeting may involve approximately 20 senior people from foundations and nonprofit 

organizations and 10 to 20 key senior Administration officials. It would be held at the White House.

Discussion on the substantive issues would likely occur in the smaller meetings, which would take place 

during 1997. At least one session would be on overall process, including setting timetables; another 

session will be devoted to follow-up process, including establishing liaisons for ongoing communication.

• The impact of devolution on the nonprofit sector and how to structure further changes in a manner 

that will minimize adverse impacts (see below for further discussion).

Sorting out the ability of the nonprofit community and the government to fill gaps in services and 

address unmet need.

Ways to provide adequate resources for service delivery, public protections, and other charitable 

activities. This includes federal funding and charitable tax policy. As tax reform is likely to be a 

congressional issue, it is essential to fully understand how the tax system impacts on the charitable 

community.

5 Other issues and greater specifics are available from a draft memorandum prepared previously for a policy-oriented 
discussion.

Lessons learned from efforts to integrate or coordinate services. The Administration has done 

much to foster innovation in service delivery through its empowerment zones, "ed flex" initiatives, 

and its welfare waivers. However, there has been little to no evaluation of what works and what 

does not. By combining information from the federal government and the nonprofit sector, there is 

greater opportunity to learn about how to improve service integration and coordination - and 

where additional pilots should be tested.
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To enable such an effort, the Administration should earmark support for a three-year service coordination/ 

devolution project. This would bring it into active partnership with the philanthropic community which has 

and will direct significant resources to similar concerns. Furthermore, it will provide the Administration on-

Simply put, many states and localities are working to minimize what they may view as the intrusive 

authority of the federal government to shape and control domestic programs. Thus, partnerships with the 

nonprofit and philanthropic sector offer an additional opportunity for collaboration to define and collect 

uniform data, develop and maintain national standards, promote best practices, and to provide continuing, 

substantive and programmatically-focused national leadership.

The W.K. Kellogg Foundation alone has made grant commitments of more than $17 million 
regarding devolution.

Such an effort could address, both generally and in the context of particular departments, agencies and 

programs: (a) definitions of local flexibility (e.g., how much flexibility can occur - transfers of money and 

how much; who gets to decide on the local plans; etc.); (b) how to insure protections of federal standards; 

(c) how to create performance standards where none exist; (d) how to streamline the federal assistance 

process (federal and state); and (e) how to ensure the safety of the federal statistical infrastructure as well 

as insure that there is adequate programmatic data for national policy analysis.

One key outcome of these meetings will be to establish an ongoing process for ensuring that the 

Administration hears the concerns of the sector and can work constructively with the sector on selected 

issues. At a minimum this will require the Administration to establish a working liaison with the foundation 

and nonprofit community. This could be done through the proposed White House office (see below). The 

nonprofit community would also have to agree to establishing a similar liaison approach so that 

communication is efficient and effective within the nonprofit community and between the sector and the 

government.

Such a partnership would involve both the "point-of-contact office" (such as the White House Office on 

Extragovernmental Affairs discussed below) and the Nonprofit Liaison Network (see below). Through a 

series of informal meetings exploratory meetings, then followed by a formal conference convened jointly 

with national nonprofit organizations and foundations, the Administration can initiate a research and 

development process to monitor and access the impact and implications of devolution. Furthermore, it 

concurrently can promote and increase citizen participation in federal, state and local program service 

delivery and related policy-making through partnership with the nonprofit sector.

3. Addressing the Impact Local Flexibility/Devolution Will Have on the Nonprofit Sector. One of the 

most significant issues facing the nonprofit sector today is the issue of devolution and its impact on service 

delivery and coordination. The Administration supports local flexibility and minimizing unfunded mandates, 

but has not addressed the impact devolution may have on both the general public and the nonprofit sector. 

There is reason to believe that strengthened collaboration between the federal government and the sector 

will minimize some of the negative consequences of devolution and bring greater benefit. The 
philanthropic sector has recognized this and already is investing in this area.6



the-ground experience and assets prior to the drafting of likely legislative initiatives on these same matters.

December 9, 1996 Page 10

There will need to be a dedicated staff plus volunteers and additional nonprofit staff on temporary 

assignment under the Intergovernmental Personnel Act. The director of the office should be an Assistant 

to the President. The office, wherever housed, must have grant/contract authority to help it carry out 

activities covered by this memo. If the office were situated in the White House, it might be possible for the 

Office to use the grant/contract authority given to the Small Business Administration in order to carry out its 

functions.

4. Creating a single point-of-contact within the government for the sector. In order to implement 

many of the above items, a point of contact for the nonprofit/philanthropic sector needs to be established 

within the government. One approach would be to establish a White Office of Extragovernmental Affairs, 

which could provide a point of reference in the White House which institutionalizes concern for, thinking 

about, and contacts with the nonprofit sector in the same way that state and local governments currently 

enjoy. However, if a new Office were created, it should not be a parallel structure to the Office of 

Intergovernmental Affairs. Instead, the new office needs to be a hybrid, serving as a liaison to the nonprofit 

sector and simultaneously engaging in policy matters pertaining to the sector. As a result, the head of the 

new office needs to be part of senior management meetings and part of discussions undertaken by the 

Domestic Policy Council.

The Liaisons will conduct “outreach activities” (speaking engagements, headquarters and in-the-field 

meetings, etc.) to assure that nonprofit organizations and philanthropies have an opportunity to obtain 

information and provide critical commentary and suggestions regarding department/agency/program 

designs and operations. Additionally, they will meet regularly to provide one another and White House 

officials with the insights gained from their work in an effort to refine and improve various initiatives.

With an internal focus, the Liaisons will have responsibility for educating their department and agency 

colleagues about the value of collaboration and partnerships with the nonprofit sector. Beyond providing 

The office should oversee implementation of the USNPA, including convening the “information priorities” 

conference, organize the meetings between the Administration and the nonprofit sector, oversee 

implementation of the local flexibility/service coordination project as well as monitoring the overall policy 

agenda, provide ongoing follow-up to these meetings, and otherwise advance the purposes addressed in 

this paper.

5. Expanding the Role for the White House's Nonprofit Liaison Network. The established network of 

Nonprofit Liaisons will hold responsibility for facilitating and reporting on department- and agency-based 

collaboration on each of the initiatives undertaken in association with this effort and will report to the 

director of the White House "point-of-contact11 office (such as the Office of Extragovernmental Affairs). For 

instance, they will have gained internal acceptance and participation in building and maintaining the 

information base necessary to the USNPA, for the generation of any analyses or material necessary to the 

various issues covered on the Nonprofit Policy Agenda, for drawing appropriate staff into related White 

House activities, and for addressing issues such as devolution.
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information on Administration initiatives, they will highlight exemplary models and work to popularize such 

“best practices.”
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Administration has asked them 
for insights on issues from AIDS 
to urban decay, but President 
is faulted on broad charity matters

By KRISTIN A. GOSS
hl.n bill llinton was clecied Presi­
dent. non-profit leaders jubilantly pre­
dicted a new era of cooperation with the 
federal government. Now, almost a

year later, they are sharply divided over how well the 
Pr*s>d»M hss lived up to their expectauom.

Groups that work on specific issues—community 

development. Atos, and child-ano-family policy, to 
name just three—say that they nave enjoyed access 
and influence at the highest levels of government and 

that some of the best ideas developed in the non­
profit world are being embraced by federal policy 

makers. Indeed, ai least two senior Administration 

officials—Secretary of Housing und Urban Develop­
ment Henry G. Cisneros and aids Policy Coordina. 
tor Kristine M. Gebbie—have designated top lieu­

tenants to work closely with non-profits and founda­
tions.

But on a broaderauestion—how well the Adminis­
tration has recognized and supported the non-profit 
world as a whole—many leaders arc bitterly disap­
pointed. They charge that the Administration hus 
failed to articulate how the $700-billion non-profit 
world fits into its domestic agenda, notably the plan 

it announced this month to 're-invent government," 
They also complain that the President has support- 
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A Dwcfine in Corporate GMng 
Charitable donatioes by corporatioas 
feU in 1992. the first such drop u> two doc- 

sdes. Story on Page 8.

A‘fteneo DMdwtf •* Donationn 
Oail Pressberg Ifighl) of Americans for 
Peace Now says the Middle East agree-

win Me gwu fin ltd uiganUaliuu. 
Many American Jewish and Arab orjani- 

rations expect a "peace dividend" Of in- 
.leased uoairibiukma. Story or. Page ZS.
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Urban-Development Groups Praise Administration for
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cd—or not torceluLy opposed—tax. postai-rate. ami 

otJicr policies tnai could trtreaicn tnc ncaitn of large 
numbers of organizations.

Non-profits as an interest group "jusl seem to be 
irrelevant." says Brian O'Conneil, presi­

dent of Independent Sector, the charity 
v»e»rM*--* voice in Washington.

It is so discouraging from an Adminis­
tration that seemed to represent a vastly 
different approach tram those ot the 
Reagan and Bush Administrations. Mr.
O'Connell says. "It is not oniy the same
approach, but with a degree of indifference and opposi­
tion that is disheartening.’’

Mr. O Conaeil says he ties been under pressure by 
some of his 850 charity and foundation members to 

speak out. and he has decided to heed their advice, 
“We jus: nwlized that this Administration only seems 

to respond to its critics, and we have a lot to he critical 

ahmir.*’ hr iwy«.
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Clinton and Non-Profits: 
Praise and Criticism

Lack <rt a Uatacn te Called a Big Problem

A big ptueieiii. bay uuu-pruftl leudeis. is that she 
President has not appointed anyone to serve as a liaison 

with the non-profit world. That task has fallen, by de­
fault. to the Office of Public Liaison, which handies 

political constituency groups not represented else- 
wfaw Non-profit leaders complain that returning 
phone calls is not among the office s strengths,

“ What you have is a gap," says Gary D Bass, execu­
tive director of vms Watulu wllkd: uiuuiluis lhe Wlikc 
House Offics of Management and Budget ’’The Ad­
ministration comes up with an initiative, and there’s 
nobody there to say. This is the impact on non-prefits.'' 

Melanae Verveer, Deputy Assistant to the President 
and a top adviser to Hillary Clinton. hss served as non­
profits’ unofficial listener and lobby ist within the White 

House, though she has her hands full with the forthcom- 

ing health-care-reform plan. Ms. Verveer, a long-time 
friend of the Clintons and a former executive vice-presi­
dent of the non-profit advocacy group People For the 
American Way, acknowledges that the Administration 

has not served the non-profit world as well as it might.

Bui Cha sayc th« White House is working to "adopt 
some approaches here that might be more responsive." 

Two options being considered: assembling a team of 

people in tae White House who would be responsible 
for hearing non-profits' concerns, and designating a 

oerson in each department—AS HUD has done—to work 
with non-profits on different policy questions.

"The govemment has a lot to learn from non-prof- 
ita," Me. Verveer ekyt- "Tlse non-profit oonununity 
has needs that oftentimes need to be addressed better 
than they’re addressed. It is a two-way street,”

Pari of the problem for the Administration is that the 

non-profit world has a Wide variety of interests and 

interest groups. Officials say, and sometimes its leaders 
have vague or differingageridas. But over ail. Ms. Ver­

veer says, ”nty guess, and my experience, is that in a 
number of areas we’re working side by 

side with the non-profit community, both 
colwitlcg their viewsaad working on joint 
policies and programs of interest. But it 
doesn’t scream at you in every instance: 
Non-rrofit Community.

Many non-profit leaders agree, arguing 

that after less than a year in office, the
Admmisirauon has given them plenty Of cause for opti-

Meeting HeW With White Houee OMeiaie

in one step toward improving the relationship, about 
20 non-profit leaders met last week with Seven repre­

sentatives Of the Administration, including Doris Mat- 

>ai, deputy director of Uw public lioiaon officei Bruce 
Reed. Deputy Assistant to the President for domestic 

policy. Christine Varney, the Cabinet Secretary: “d1

i!

1
I

i

nusoia
Among the afferti chat charities are applauding:
Community developnvent Non-profit officiate say the 

Administration has been nowhere more receptive to 

their ideas than on the topic of revitalizing inaer Cities, 
(See story below.)

"We’ve not only had access, but frankly it’^ been a

Tis

Local Initiatives Support Corporation, which provides 
financing and technical assistance to local community- 
developtnent groups. "That’s extraordinary.”
► The President’s proposal to strengthen communi­

ty-development banking, announced in July, would 
provide $382-miIlion in new money, mostly through 

existing non-profit loan fields, credit unions, and other 
institutions, rather than creating a network of new 

banks as he had proposed during the campaign. Work­
ing through existing organizations 

had been a key recommendation in a 

pnprr snhmiltwi In the White Hmixe 
by a coalition of eight community- 
developmeat groups. "Ninety per 

cunt of what wa» in the bill was rec­
ommended by people in the field,” 
says Martin Trimble, executive di- 
rector of the National Association of 
Community Development Loan
Piinda The l<^gi«lsrioi> is still ppnd- 

mg
► Assistant Secretary for Housing 

Nicolas P. Retsinas has begun a pro­
gram in two cities—Richmond. Va.. 

and Chicago—through which hvo 
sells repossessed housing to non­
profit groups, rather than to private

investors. whoHi.rnofHelsk «.«< Aflwe 1*0 ih* l-uiildlngs 
to deteriorate.. In a seven-raontb test phase, die depart­
ment sold 200 houses, twice its goal, and now plans to 

^pt-sal Lhc lu tunMiici 20 Lalies.
► Thr White House proposed making permatteni the 

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit, which has helped 
channel hundreds of milliocs of dollars in ccrporate 

mvesunents into development projects. Congress ap­

proved the idea in the tax zneasure pazsed text month. 
The tax credit has been key to the fund-raising success 

of many Coatrounity-developmen’. groups, such die Lo- 
cat initiatives Support Corporation.

► The Secretary has asked Congress for SzS-miilion 
to invest in (he National Community Development foi- 

uatlve. wbich was begun tn 1991 with Jei-J-mlltou in 
grants and loans from seven foundations and one corpo­
ration to help revitalize uiDer-ctly neighborhoods. To 
receive the fall SJS unllioc. the project would have to 

raise: 375-million in investments from foundations and 

corporations m a cnccud round of funa raking. “Here’s 
a guy with a urribly troubled department, with very 

tittle money, and he’s proposed to reach out to the 

foundaiions, says Fam S. Grogan, president of the

I’
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problem—a welcome one—just ia servicing all the de­
mand for consultation and information," says Paul S. 

Giugau. piiaidcul of the LxNal Initiatives SupjX« Cw 
poration. a New York-based group that provides fi­
nancing and technical assistance to local cotnmunity- 
development efforts.

in an inletview. HUD Secretary Cisneros said he 
watued to work more closely with rx.c.profifi

‘Tmjookingfcran effective relationship—a working 
relationship—because it is clear that we re not going 10 

be able to perform solely with governmental ftincs." 
(aid the Secretary, who until his appointment served as 

a trustee’of the Rockefelle r Foundation ano the Enter­
prise Foundation. (The latter provides financing and 

technical assistance to community development ef­
forts.) “The evidence hae ehown where you get collabo­
ration and more involvement, you get better ideas and 

you end up with a better product.' ’
TO improve his department a tics to non-protlrs and 

foundations. Secretary Cisneros has appointed a for­
mer Mayor of St Paul. George Latimer, to serve as 
director of a new Office of Special Actions in the Ofbce 

of the Secretary.
Mr. Latimarisayt that Secretary Cienoros hat a1"*” 

him responsibility for “a number of areas that he 

thought were under-addressed and under-served. Our 

relationship with non-profits is one ot them.
"It’s a very significant statement on his parr.”

AIDS. In the new Aios-poiicv office. Ms. Gebbie has

!

■1
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HARitr and pouhDation leadeks disagree 
about the Clinton Administration's record on 

many non-profit issues, but in one field al­
most everyone « encouraaed: community de­

velopment.
Groups that are working to revitalize inner-city 

rieigbborbovda say drat the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, once considered a backwater of 

government waste and stagnation, has been eager to 
reach out to non-profits and founda­
tions for new ideas. Perhaps as im­
portantly. hud Secretary Henry G
Cisneros and his chief deputies have 

been willing to provide non-profit 

groups with money and sfmpltfled 
regulations to make their work easi­

er.
Says Steven A. Minter, executive 

director of the Cleveland Founda­
tion. who is helping to organize a 
meeting this month of Administration 

and foundation officials interested in 

urban issues: This kind or coopera­
tion and discussion is not brand new. 
but it's bee# accelerated in the Clin­
ton Administration.”

.Among the moves that have drawn

I
ii
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I� , ,:1p04a1cd Wanca &ucLiuijb,wa, wlo,;> ,..,. an ... 11>• ""'� 
I' ce orpniu.!ion 1n Dalla$ 6n:mccd by tht Robcn Wuod 
� l\lhf\\00 FoMnd.LIIOII. Ill het special a1mw11. A Sllutlfi· 

;, ;�nl p;in ot'hl1job will be lO ,iervc u the li:uson tu nun• 
t� �. 
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f Mr, Buakiz,o� uyc ch,t "'""" h, w.u hil'CIJ t.b. 
i v.:bbit "made 11 cle31' 10 me lhat she w�oltd somC<lnc 

�n bcr staff who h,ld volWll&J'), commuruty•(tvtJ back­. J �Olllld a11c1 oou:a bt 111&1 vo«:c In lhc u!T'"-C v11 • �y-to-

111 
cay b1m•-" 

l Ms, Cebbic wants non-profits to ll4!lld sunouoos 1u 
her office u it crafts a crot,«panmtntal AIOS p01icy 
.Jld to cvlllur.e that policy u it is l)UI in pla;;.e IO<:ally, ' 
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! 

Mr. Duckln&I\Aln GQyt. 
ne om« is &!so cun5idering uklna MlllodaU011$ to 

11 >1.1pp0rt a fetlowsbip proaraci 111toush wtuch people !; who wod. for AIDS c11anu11 "''OWcl serve up"' vuc � ... , 
I in lht federal AlOS otlcc. as wc.11 u uthcr project. 10 !I n..urt 11w IOQIJ wuos 11:lvt a vo!u i11 Washin&ton, 

1 j �h. C11bbie 1w .il-eady held two mtetia,p Nit/I about 
· 50 noo,profiu ull unc with R ....... tniatives u( funders 
; I Cu1o.;e,,,cd About "IDO, "....,:;"";, 81"1'ftl malr.tr\ "W� 
I
,• 

,�I we bavc an opc�rclalioosbip with her u(lke." I s.1ys Michael s.l�r. who heads lht orpnizauon. 
1 "There"&;. vtr) clear recogzuuon 011 r-munc Od>-

1 I bie'� palt that in r,early c�trY c.)CM)unity arouiw the 

fl 
!OWIII')'. riv, ....... rt Md aouJ o( the l(ll)Oll$e 10 AIUS haA 

i been In lht volunlll!'Y n()(l,,prolit sec:ior," Mr, B•Jclwlx-
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l" u ia1crvicw. Secrewy Cima°' �d be ho� 10 
wc>rk more cll),l•ly with 1111til,MI r.nmmwli(). w\CJ tocal 
ruunllations t\l AIWICC conmuoi1y�tvcloproea1 ef, 
euru. 

"Wt'rc DOI ao,ng to � able IU -�,;..,npli•lo ali .... 
w-.mt solely "ilh goverumen1al f1111ds. nor is ii even 
con-ca 10 do 50," he said. 

In p,&r1 IO look tit v.,a ys to improve codab\lralion w11h 
non1)f0fit aroups, t.lK �retary has appointcll • former 
M •yo,-c,( S1. Pcwl. <l._ L.uiawr. �, t!trrrcnruf • �CW 
Oil\ce of Special Acliorls, 

·• flit job i, to develop tht coacept. to s.ce what is 
pui.siblc." the secrttary said, "up 10 1110: kv�l """ 
wc·rc rcilody to iasli1utioaaliu." 

\fr I �imcr Is fo1111ili2r v.11h Cle plu1anthroi>ic wor1o; 
A1 Mtyor, he led a major downtown rc0evtl09Mcn1 
pn>JC�t.liHnce4 lo put by the Mcl<e1ip1 Fouod;.1ion In 
M;,u�•- Uu ....to. NAAKY,;. a ••Dior N'l!lt"""' ntli. 
ecru.re 
.......... , fw OoollallDsalea' 

S.C,,Cw-y C1ucros �d :bat IC\ era/ Ccundalioa ,r.
fnru oatJon-Widc offer ·'th• pol.clllial fo, c:otl11bon• 
tion.0 

Amons lht models 1w c:iled: the Chve� Foond.l-
1iuu CQrnmi>o,io• on Pvver1y, whicb luu.c! • rrpwt ,n 
March c:illq {O( a ae.ipborhood-by-oei,hbofhood ap­
proadi 10 COIM)llnity deve1,opcntn1 !bat r�ts full ad­
V&lltlp of uroaa ieaacn IDII i11s11nr11ons. �b � li­
brvics, U the: ctllier,,iece m ret'OIIIL 

Thft c<1mmiMion's li.ndm,;s Conned the "in1ellec1ual 

Ii 
·t 

blsis'" for a new r•ra1 proeru,, the '30G-mlUion Ur­
ball i.cvililliiatioa Dw.ocuttatioo �. �� 
w Seu. 11..,-t,u,, MiJNJ.:>l<l, 11M N...,-taad o..._...., w�n 
chain the subcommittee that appropriala -Y for 
lfVP, ., .. 
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'The Sog-e(ary viktedl.lcvcl&adOllSIDOlltb 10 dcliVI.� 
a $SO-million 111"1111 tlllder tilt new proen,u. Tht money 

COlllinMd o• Pagr J6 

hiahNI Jovel oi th<,�"'' envr.m'ment. we need 10 be 
fo Closf tOCiac:t wi:.b that 00�1}'," 

NMIMal ..,._, ne Pmldcmi ii sehtd.uled 10 "P 
Into law lhiS week a 31,j•bllliuu mwv...J•MTVi« pn,­
p-am. biled by m&n)' � a&Jboon bolh 10 them 
.and 10 tbo con,mualtiew in whie.b.tbc¥ "rk. 

The AdmUKftnti.on has dta'Ml� for look.in, to 
1hc rapidly .,owin; network o( lkia� �lli-scrv­
� VoUpc Co ..any out UI• p,-oen,m.. n1thar 111:u! Cl'Cat· 
111& a IICW federal youui c:orps. Tbc, 'ClatiO!lal•SCn..1cc 
?l'O&l'IJII would p,oviac peOl)lt 9'i� cduc&llUn or job­
lrtlllllng l>Cnefm la ucnanp tor..- uo 1w,;, yur, aC 
'4r•ict 

Th,, month. Ell J. Segal. Assiwlll to the Pmident 
and dittctcr of the Office of Nauoaal S.�. attended 
a ft,c,hour 111&tinc with about� dozen grant maltcr1 
lo dloc�,, cheir rol• in •v..-yt� free, tl'l'i"i"i Mn­
pront1 how 10 apply for nallooa!-� money 10 fi. 
naocinc program cvlll.arion. 

Niellotl. 11111 Aytu, UtcUUVC QlreQur uC W\nlu 
Huns,cr Year. whicb usills � poverty a,ou�. 
..av, th: Ocv.vtment of Aarlcutwre is lo!crc,ned in sct­
una up a na1ional clcarinat,oi. of,l11111•r ud 1Y,11rition 
SfOIIOS to dismbult iafo�tiol! � c,.,lc:tl)' IO Ihm 
"'� co SA.In u .....44�.or�h prc>$rlffl' • ..,. 
•U<Xt$$fully promocinc tclf-n� anioac the poor. 

Ta 111.-afat ---� The Clintoa tax bill. 
enacted I.UC month, <leltVtffil • l)iS, vlciory lbr Ille IQn• 
protit lobby. It expaodt4 ud madt t)lffllUICDt a 1G 

brcu tbal enables wtalthy donors LO we full deuuc­
tloos !qr aifts ot art. sioclts. IDd Olbet propeny tllat 
have i� ill value. Previously. wa.lthy d� 
had boea obi• IO de<IUt"t Otlly ,hr. p,uc"2sc price, 

·w...._..�..._.,.,aie �.olts.OCOI'

l>tfu! �Y •Cfta.�� .-y ll,c., 1,u viclo,y and 
scau.en,d dtl)trUneDW elrons amounl 10 no more thlla 
PGiftlS ol lwlt in M Olherwisa dut 1k.y. 

Sayi i.oben M. Kmdoa, pmidm o( die Califom� 
�on of NOftpl'OJiu. w.!i'icb repracats more lhkn 
2.000 8"0Uft6• �w. "1icv� tll�y 11nr!e<Atnod the non­
pro6t MCtor bctwr 1"-8, aay �:u Admiuis:raiion. l!u• 
it j�JIIISA'l ri¥ffl Vt()' hiP,,01'1 their q,mcb." 

Ameii, Inc. qit,to(l;�<mbllsinul-.., cll'UI u dwu h&v� 
drawn' ciitlc:bm: 

---.. I lt.ce,.,...._ Vkc-PTnidcol <,(H,e lhll 
month rtlcued the 1!CPOf1 Olfhl1 Na:ioaai Perf0tmancc 
Revic_w, wllicb UJCmbted ffl:oawcodwoas i'rOM fed­
.,.., on,pioy--••u,• � wbo kMw envemmtN 
btu." in Mr. Gore's word....oout how 1ovcrrunen1 
cun bt rnon, drtc;1.h10 and tt1\clent. 

Tile decido3 oor.1Gco11:M1a cnorc o!OiKlly .tiJ '"" ... -
maay.AOII-Pl'Ofk offic�s. !My IIOle tllat the rcpor1·s 
�!l'CftdaliOM � no, rnenti,oo o( rt{onnior lilt 
Cllfll:.llYo--4Dd. they say. troublec!-nl&tion,hlp 1�1 
bu. developed o� d;lc pas1 two dccadei btt.,·cco tilt 
("'1e..i ,__., c,nd lo.al aoo.pn>f\t� f'l"nVt<iinc 

Co111in1Wd Qrt Pa,� J6 
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Ointon Administratiou Draws Mixed· Reviews on Isrues of Interest to Non-Profits 
Co111ltt11r, from /'a� JI 
nUIIII, C<!Uc:IOOII. j<>O-mloing, ,0. 
cal. llld Olbtr ...,,;;cs under con-
1n.i, 

s .. ,. (,'llllnm'\11 s Mr. !Unlan: 
'It'�• temblt """· -

N0111)l01iu "I-ave 10 Uni wiUi 
tbe IUVCfflmtOI Clay 1.:1. &bl clay Q�t 
as ouuiden. lod would've had a 
pcl'$pcc:tl<c," adds hblo flmi­
t,,;,tt, �• Of 1� �m tor 
<:ornlll\lMY Chute. whi.h wo:u 
wilb SJ'&S$l'OOl' IIIWl>S IIIUOnWNlt. 
"Nut..w1 •.....J ""11>1'11.l, .. 

Dot.a Saulr. ,.1,0 heads ll>t 
C:uuocil of CoaunuAll)' �rv!ccs. 
wtu<h "'I""-,.•"• """" LlaJI )()0 
nm•proriu in ul)'WI! New Yort, 
Sl)S th fl)vtrtUTWffl "should look 
l>I. •oi..lly rcvampl11& 11,c wou..._,..,. 
&I telati\,ll'.\lhips ...;lb COD11N1ni1y, 
based �ts. <IDC! tbe extent 
10 whidi that n:!><io._wv ,...,IUlly 
h�t'$ lb, soc:lali)Olicy ou1eOT11C11 
they're lookals for." 

Thh moatb•• ''"""'' .. ,.it uuJ1 
"IN �111 Slcp in I lofta, dlfficolt 
procea," u )f Elaine Kanwclt. 
v.cc.rn,'°"" Core', w.1"" IAIL· 
cy �vi�. and wu i1ucllGld tO .. ,,1 our o"'n llol& iii Qldcr" be­
(o,o �•••ovQ"D.mC.n1•, .... 1e,• 
ri&l rclatiouhbl. � 10 be re­
leased nvff tile out several 
monlilc, iaolwliAf lloQ.c (OQ>K4 
oo ,wa aa>d lo..11,ovmuocmJ and 
major (cdtnl depattmnls, wRJ 
bav� �r ••�:>DG (or ooo 
prcflu. s.bcaya. 

In Ille Rporl OIi :;late 11ad � 
,,,._., ror .,._,i.. -
Pldt• WOil.id �t from� 
al1 IMI wollld eaK �- OD 
MW fMffll dol.lan � fo, 
certaul cmsc,rits af suvica may 
be Uffll, Ma. � .aYt, Tha1 
"'"""',.,. it HIM ror cida& ...... 
11.11.t:1 IJ> � MMQOS t/w llOO­
pr,:,ftt an,ups, r&lhtt Iliac ti.. fcdcr• 
., �-t .... ,u loc_a.l ""°"" 
llCS, In lddaiOfl, I.kc lwpor\ Qfl 11\e 
!•d•� �"' of Heahn ana 
Hu"""'�.,.- -ti •hid. idK-1 
for .. �, CObtra.C:U :and 
proc:cdtlret." lbc ¥,1Y$ 

...... d# ,rrt,o,I. �--A 
�I o,pDizalio11i have bad no 1uc.­
N!ti

.
in 11•1U111 the PrHidtrJ to"" 

his bullv pulp.1 IO v� the 
impur1an� of D001'")6u in can-y, 
in& out the wJon'l bufflieu, ibey 

,nch1de !DdependcDI 5«10r; Ille 
Ntooul �I of l'l<H!p!'06t At• 
•�i;itioo1. which� more 
than 1\1,'(1 dOZCD swnidt coali· 
uons: &M 111& Unt0n lnrowtt, a 
Cinc.!Qld u111veniry dlat l'llru a 
puolic,p0lq ,.o,or ID Wullill8!on 

Iha&! aunin,i,d last wcdc's White 
Hua..,.., ,new11,.. 

!'lon-prod11 have MIil wvo.-.1 
pn>pokh IO th9 White Howc 
-WQ!-

.. A bip-1,•el Ualloo 10 no,,, 
prom tu «itlsts f0r llWC 111C1 lo,;al 
.,._,'11'4JIU.e.iOU\). 

► A Wb!-.r � � oo 
non-1)1'0611, 

► An o"""'•• .,.,i� (wh.l�h 
11<'.l� leaders t.vecinft.edaDd 
givea to 1M Whitt Hi>Jse) A<lllit· .,..o11....,._,.w to�_,.. 
p,,,411 in Ille plan.aln,.. llnpl-• 
1atloo. tnd mc,iltorl111 o! [cdtra.J 
-·· 

Ms. v� �YI 1111 PrcaidcDI 
is unlikely to 1ulft.l! any <I I hole 
wl.;lwc u)'lima oooR. ""4 - � 
1tlf lJ �blf\d that Ille mswtt lO 
OOD-proliu • COCICfflls tics ia a11 ex­
Kuliv• proolaAAllon. BVOII tolM 
ftOn,pn)lil lc.idtn 11ro wj>(icaJ 
abc>llt the ,u,..tio,_., 

"I"' ... dloufl:t we >lw>W4 .,.,,. 
I non-ptOl\t dfic:■," 5AYI Oeflld 
K.lufmM, , coosult.ut 10 non-
"* "°""' ....,. •o ehloir o/ Ill• 
Natiooal Cowx:il ol Not't1MVflt M· 
wcwio••· "� wQo,d Ibey do1 
Wh1t ..,.,..14 "'• """'' ,_ lQ '97" 

H� hat Ult lalllC qvellioos abou1 
, Wllllc Houa: OOlliettnt&: "I 
lhi"� "' • ,w,,d to '10 • lot _,.. 
lhlnkina on oar &Ide, aAd we 
blVtll't OOM !Nil," 

Housing Secretary Says Foundations 
Will Be Key to Government's Work 
Com/1111td.from l'az, .II 
"'UI ti>ablc tbe Cuyahoga Metro­
palita11 Hoi:s1"1 AlllhcJrily !O Nba• 
bilicitc j()C) �Din ill Nin bau.<ina dt,. 
vclq,mellu.. I� a dcputure l'l'osn 
Hll1>'• t)'l)ic;&I �IIQ1.-ir 
aPl)l'l)eCII. Sl�aillioo <II dlc: pani 
i, umartcd ror 000\4l1Ulity,sco­
lcc �• I.hat lovol�c ruidtftu 
!O idMties such as .icb l/almQI:, 
li'-Y prop-ams. alKi 4ay �. 

TIie 1W � �lllS, 
localed in DO� that tbc 
�OCI hlt.s picked 10 UISl iis 
�development ideal, � the 
� al!o-r,ab!e snm1 •�­
� Illa <:ievcland Poaodatioll U 
I pMMr ,..;(h �I in tbal dfo«." 
�C--wd. 

Tkp)�y-WUO­
Jll!IQCcd by Sl-mllloo i1I 1!'111llJ c,.,cr 
lhret YutS Crom tbc Clcnlaod 
aoG � l'ouooahllm (Oil 

"""- "'-'lor,I S.Cr<tuy Clt­
ffl"ccl until joillic, Ille Mntiak­
ttu.ioc\). Thu)._. It rcceiwd SI.J, 
m1RNWI frnm "'mtn :� the 
rttom.mttlldiUiou, aJld the Clave,. 
I.loci FOU!ICktloa 1w pleclaed 10 
111&1.CbUutamnant 

Mr. Ml.Ill• says be did no< bave 
10 pllJJ'I !ht ,QGIMli!oo'a ,_. 
,...ndatioa1 Oil HVD, as be cilM:ov­
eted wbcll bt-.v..i aa umoticil· 
od ""°'1• cal from Mr, l...atlllw. 

S&y1 Mr. Mllur: "lt'J I.be ftt'St 
time In my•��-Atlbe Clev•­
land F01odlrioll--lS �..,_.t 
.-bupiduM!Uf>tt>.� 
pbo.,t •t Mt ltvd 10 MY, rve 
loot..t ,. tbs m,c,11 1111d -· 
incm!a'-1. ud I 111W: Olm 's 
�-� ti-,andl'll 
ieU you why. and ws b the kiad fJf 
SIU.ft' lllit1

1 tw.vc IO do iD ocatr 
pll.Ce$." -DISTIii,.. «lb 

Oiii.nay dm a -'I or order 
by die PNsideol would IC a IOnc 
fot , IIOR IICnOIII &lid 1Ub51anlivt 
rolctbr-llOOilnllitain�� 
lie ,oicy, 

••N04-prvlit1 IIOld 10 ctullk8" 
the l'N:lldtm ud UY. Look. If YOU 
lllaDI IO 9!H Id - m,c>Mibll• 
ity.�iwecbtobal'IIOR-. 
1110fWillc:Juslo. iD �'ti 
CjUIIIQl)O$, and IIIOl't rttOll'"5," 
say, Mr. AyteS of Worid Htl4'• 
y __ 

UIIIIII OIi ta did 111 ,a. It> 
1l'itc ot btilvy lclbbyq by lade,, 
pe'!lllffll Sc,;u,, Md��• 
l'TU¥ICat Uklloo JK'OII09Cd II\ Illa 
fedfflll tJuclsc:t bluepml thlt DO 
�bupa lie l!'ildt In� law llw di$o 
oouae. total IU Cll<llCtioo>--<hoM 
fof � i.otutSt 1J1r• 
:ncm. - and IOQJ w.•. and 
� pta, amQIIIQUllrs--by 
111 .a1011111. equal to l pc-r ceQI ot 
falnl)' iacoc:w 0--ff SIOUJ>. 

l��baduked 
tllar. tllt cbaritablo dcductlon be re­
mo...S floe 1k tquMioa, llul Mr. 
O'O>md S1Y1 Ula! die Wllite 
HOUJe '"WOUidn't .-,c eDlttU,,i" 
Ille �OYH � lbc aroup 
l)nllC1l&al • prCpoAI to mate 119 
lor11Q11o5t1'1¥t11Ut. 

Aa allrill &I lbt Dq,anme nt of 
� �. WIIO Ilk.a� to be 
r.amld, � 1M •Aistq law had 
�y MIS no o&ct OIi c11uita, 
b,- .. ,.._ -.I tb&L UIC AclmlDllll'lt­
tioa uw •·no ov-nclJaios pc>licy 

juultlcat.lon t,.,- ,1:1,.,..,,_;.1n,., 
cbazidel frcm � �l de· 
ducOoof likt IIIOl1Pfe lntcrcst and 
__.i.,,_.__• 
....,.. ... ...._,.,_ 

,....._ Soot ooa,protil leaden 
IClllC a - l1 the Wltk" 
}{� � lbdr'&aeq,a to� 
11

6r�._•S� IOitll 
lbe�'•bv41Jt. wllkb000-­
tlined a Plf)'lilioa. c:amtd O•ff 
from till Blash A41nioisaadoD, llw 
IIIQll,(d ha,,. i,roiiblled -proftu 
from ecedi.De 001 ad"-Y mail­
llsi • � -poclal ni:a. 111 
,...tbruwDOUtby�)Io 
,__.with� la.den. 
� M!rri1isaw1iQI oCkial5 &lld 
��was111-o-.i,bul 
Jr.tlilJIBilellC $ee1or ofku Mid 
llac)'-IIIXI0$18", 

"'They wm, imomed ot this im­
mediallly.'' &ar- Sob Scmicktt. 
1M pxq,'s M1laOI' �� 
for p.-i � ·-n.i, 
had .. � to tau Klioll." 

l11�uilwat�a,.., 
po;blieaa "-- QO iu IIIIDlllll1-
semc,e bW. lhl Adminisndoa 
av-t IO III anwnd!NN 11W 
'WOIIW biwe buNd aoy � that 
&pentoiottU!alO.porccntotlt$ 
lallull budecr Oil � put,. 
�pe,ilie)"ft'Ol'Q�.iDlb& 
MW� ...... � 
aivc preaaure l'rom 11on•Pf0fit 
poup$, lee Jl(VYIIIOO WU lalilel. A 
IOP Altml.almalioa oftlclal .id !"-

AWARDS 

Wini. Kouw b9d wa,l<U 10 11,e< c.be 
lll'(Mlioo 0<11 fJf lbc 6naJ bill. 

Clarity lobbyisu uao Q'lt.ic!n 
tlwo � ..... ,., -· ,,_ 
iuc •� to � a prov,, 
SlOn ill I lobb)i,,a-diKlosuro blll 
!'Ml "'N•ld creau U -.d"9ui <•I 
«�ladrtwrd-koq,iq,... 
� for II00-1"'06t• ltial lob­
hy 

.,._._,_....NMMI 

Mr. O'C".<>n1Wl ••111- 1h•1 thot� 
�� "I� •Cl)' dwly 
that llus Admia.'-1ioll billinu 
Iha! advocacy b!f va1muwy rrr•► 
z:atio"' i1 nocan appropnaLt! �iYi­
ty," 

M.I. Vcrv"1f, 1be Wluc• Hou.c& 
illlk, �ys Illa I, t101 so. · lthlt>la 
lo! vfk t.10 do ...,;�,iu,I DOC r= 
OltOiZffllll tluol lhclc are unpnn;u,, 
iuucs thal � 10 be addreued ••. 
sbt 11Y5. "Atld I d.o llliDIL maybe 
- ol � nMd ID b& better min, 
�-" 

$Qmc 1101\-pl'Dlh otftc� ill'iUC, 
�-. tlw a··� pai. 
cy" QDDOt be Clpeca.4 IO IQp Ille 
C!ialoe ..,. • .wl tllat tlOfl·pttl• 
iu uw lartcl}' 10 blame ii INIV fotl 
ipcnd. 

Soy. Mr. i(amaa11: "We ��II I 
� lt!IUI& � UICI formin,t 
c�.andsaying. Tbl$!iw1JM 
""' - out d !he fc,lcni IO"Cnl­
lllftll. 

"I Qll 'I blame t.be,n (er noc rc­
Jlll)Qdm, '/wt �q'l i,u11wla-" 
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I OPINION 
I 

11 Charities Are Blowing Chwice tQ· Get Clinton� Help
/1)' /,tt.",(�•f', CLl\1'.K t,r!I\I with ;lf!c lnl.l'(Gill A�v,u1� ScrvilX Ill cw IJy ,I() pc, 

cmr m lhe:19l!O's.,Today !be 1JtS c01Jn1s S50,000 charities 
ia �� top,o!Qll that. 111vemme1u-9atncu• 
larly iht � iovermneot-wu wing fouodatioM 
alld dtariti�io .support services and projects 1he eovem• 
IM'latDO�.wi� 106nu>c,�. 

I
I

i N 
ON•PltOPIT OltGANf;ZA TIOSS lite mining a majar 
rflllnee to �11eat\t,beir rclationwp with IP"; 
,emmcnt. 

This nation )la.1 11ever bad a President wJlo 
w.. mo.-. .aware of lb• poi.A!�•l!K non-pl'06t world ha 
10 tra.nsronn O'Jr society. Jlil! 'Qinton-as well ll$ bis wiCt 
111d tn1sted advi$tr ffillaij�ow 1tw charilitt and 
COUne2allOIJS NIVC (leVelO'peO� Of Ille IIIOSI lnnova�i,e 
ways to res;,ond to social p�ltJn$. 

However. liiue 11M llappooed so far to change the rela• 
tioosbip be1wee11 the ,lederal aovern-­
men1 ltD<I the na1ioo ·s chari�. That is 
mai..ty �-- non prol\x.l�o: ha,• 
uol taken �sive adion ti> pot Chari• 
lies on the While Hou.sc agcndtt. 

I' oc mis!leps started. long before f'res­
iderit Clioton took office. 

l'bc;land¥ai,e bad clwlgcd 10 mll(;h in one dei:.ide that. 
by I�!. it was� tor 1JOD1)1'06t groupi; to Wnlinue lo 
COOCCDuatd'lhdr 'lobby1nc etrtmti ill!DOa1 soldy on pro­
lccj.mg w •� fo{ living 1111d the freedom 10 ,pe.ik 

. out ()II publf-policy, llltilcn. A bro;idcr visiun wu n:• · 
qllired. but it was r:owberc to be found, 

.. , 
�.-

- �-. � ..,,�:• li. '=)l t t ••) i'
t

• 
1'·< 

.. , .... 11;. ' . 
,; �•; 
-�«. 

T>.vo vars �- most c�� leaden. 
believed Otollt Bush's �f War 
popijlarity l'Minp woold sta� !U,llforev. 
or. Th.ly expected 1�t III least iu1,il 1be 
mid-1990's r.bl!y would have �1dta1 wilh 
�n Administration that �1,5iving 
oul ii d�lly Point of l.Jgill A�afd s.utnce<1 
for an official policy on ��o-profiu, 
Non-prolii executives ex� tbal 
they would spend most ol'tbeii.tim,e pro-
1ec:un1 the iodcpcodcucc ot ,c,f1aritlcs 
and thoupt it unlikely th.i,t �y new 
partnent,(ps wilh goYeininc:�t>)l,!QUld be 

In the eaoy part of the Presldc011al 
�- D\Otc of lllo �lc,d pohric:a.l 
ttpem who wotked for non-proril.5 
dldll ': thinlr. Bill Clin1on had any cht.nce 
to betomc lbe nex1 President. Even 
thou,b lbcrc was little active interest in 
qiQtoD in the cnaritv world. senior of!l­
�s of his campaign were frequently 
talldDi at,out no11-profitS 1$ providing a 
"� laboro1ory" for kl""I o.ndo,.per 
nae: that could bol9 aovemment do it• 
jop beu.tt. l.n faet, Clinton Aides who 
betptcl <ltal'I Ille par1y platform were so ; , ., P, :·i' , i.ritri,u.ed by ihe po.ssibilitits ut workina 

. . : . ;_ lill>re closelv wi1h non-profit, Iha! 1hev 
' ,.. 'jf'"' )' . mcnrlootd them by � in the docu• 

"•''._)$'-M�!f.t· , , trieut--&talH18 thllt I.he oon•protlt wotld 
---•• ••••·~•••'"""- W)l,:S wbcr-c tile "witdoi:n" IUtd "C4Qr$)'" 

;. · ,, •· • · · · of the aatiou were concentrated. Thai 
creaxcd. Very few 1houalrt t. �w v1li()n was necessary. 

R,aardks$ o( who woo the; .'992 cb.:tion. that wa$ a 
oahe stratti)', The fact was�atw non-rrofi1 workihad 
l>M.n chM$it1$ �o t:1pidly ifl ,_ti<,, p.,1.,t 10 YftC-.,articuJar­
ly in iu relationship 10 eove�i-that there was no 
!IOIUY (?UO, 

0w ... , 11,., 1!)80'�. wJei>e�4t Sc,:.t.ir • .:1 �"41i1iof! or 
grant malt.en and cbarioe., �as ciuted: doz.tns of siatt• 
wide oon-pra6t UiOcialions�� bol'n; academic centel'$ 
that s111dlcd phi!.mth('op� w,ere ,sta11�; basic s1ati,sti�al 
analyse, on the siui and scope of the charity world Ill.ere 
undtrttlcff. fO!' 1h,- fin,tct� ftnd tn1<'-!dot•f'MII� lllce1'� 
The Chwniclc of fhikln;� founded and thriv.e4. 
The number of ''indopeada.ot �or" orpnizalions reps•

IZTTDIS TO TME ortOII 

WQ lbc first tune ; Democratic platfonn ever formally 
recognu:cd: fhe UIIP.O� ot' charities. 

(n tvly Jll)y, � C1aalpaip took 8.IIOl.her hlstoric action 
t,y c��i� r,osilion for a liaison to the non-pro At 
sec�r. l � asked to fill ui.t job and 10 worlc out or 
Clfflplign �� in Little Rock. Arie. One of the 
ftr�.Nhil�f l:dl4 �" IQ MIP �"' rnc.<>tlos of non· 
profi1 offic� to.c�ine:ide witb the pmy's convention In 
New Yocki Over 40 .cbaruy executives were Invited 10 a 
meeung 10�.tbeir views with one of the ca:npaijn · s 
hlabest--ranl5Dg a!des. 'For a short tlm,,. it sec� that 
Mffol't'tlfit ��:�"" "1!rly '" .. ,hinlc hir" •hnur lhl"tr 
cclleciive i\iQltt. 

ln spite o'i,naaol\Al publiciiy about the campaign'$ inter• 

Unrealistic S�,4a,,-ds-and Uiifiiir �1:i;:i-Jor Unil,ed Way 
To Tit! ED1'l'Ol: 

The Wliquo aWl<Wd 10 wllil:b 
TIit CluT)nkl� q/ Plu/(JflthftJPY 
and othtr modia bold UnilCd 
Waya boQkl 1bc miJld. "Glv­
iilg to United Way Fall! •.1%. 
Wont Dc,liac S� World War 
II'' (Augu.« IOI ls u e�. 

111 1992. United Ways ai-
1tliml !hi: Ol'le-lWO pun.Ji o( a . 
w.iollll COnll'O)'el'S)' 1M sisaif• 
icalll doWD!WIIC by compui8I 
whole cmplo� arc I� IDID>­
stay of local Ulliltd Way cam­
pai&J!s. Eitlff eooaitioa <:Ollld 
Ce' e�pe(tfd IO mull .., �• 
iclcswto:tny�. 

'l'o Ttl! EPITOl: 
This ii wrincn willl respcc1 to 

Room lolb,wJJ·, =cn1 ktwr 
� Ille Clllilor ("Wekome to the 
90's, Unilcd Way." July ?7). 
My prillcip&I concern !j v.ritll tM 
�n tllil the UnilCd Way 
�Y�lhc£und&il 
rli.9es t.C> ''f£I mai.a:stttam ll(IG­
mlhl, •· llild lbat tllcR arc no 
wall Uaited Wey mcmbcT 
9Dcies. I believe that tt.o.t,,t 
QOIUJelllS do a significant d� 
� r.o 0\11\Y � wlrkb 
� OD 1b United Way f0t a 
IQe pa� o{ t.lKii' 111pport. 

I am the vo!wltHr �a$1b'U 
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"Decidine wiu> should get our (Qmpany's dorMiom 
laices yean experience and careful analysis."

est in charities. I received a total of three tetters and two 
phone valk fiom uon-piofit wvrkera interested in helping 
the campaign work on ways to benefit philanthropy. Both 

phone callers started out their conversation with some­
thing like, "J apologize for taking up your time as I’m sure 

you are being almost swept away with a tornado of con­

structive suggestions now that the sector finally has some­
one to talk to.. .There was no tornado. In fact, there 

was hardly a breeze.

James P. Clark is executive direcior of Access: Network- 

ing in the Public Imerest. a Boston-based group that links 

jub uppliiurus tu churbltrs setMng new empluyres. Dar­
ing the 1992 Presidential campaign, he served as BUI 
Clinton1 s liaison to non-profit groups.

i

h-1

ri

Here Are 3 Issues
Non-Profits

o matter how much the campaign tried to 

reach out to chartties—such as issuing a state­
ment on its commitment to helping non-profit 

groups—we got virtually no response. The two 
most notable exceptions to this seeming failure of imagi­
nation and collective action were the National Council of 

Nonprofit Associations, which represents statewide orga­
nizations of non-profit groups, and Independent Sector. 
Both groups submitted a set of recommendations to all the 

Presidential candidates.
Millions of people either work for or volunteer at non­

profit groups, and all of them had big stakes in the Presi- 
dentioJ race. Uowever. v«ry fevV tiikirtg actioa on
behalf of the entire charity world. Even if we assume that 
people don't like getting themselves •'dirty" with cam­
paign politics, why didn t more happen during the "Presi­
dential transition" period between November and Janu­

ary?
In early December, a senior transition official invited 

more than three dozen non-profit leaders to a meeting. In 
a session that lasted more than three hours, terrific ideas 
were suggested on what the Administration could do in its 

first (00 days, first year, and first term. Among the pro­

posals:
»• Government could draw on the expertise of non-prof­

its and their clients to monitor and evaluate bow well 
government programs served their intended beneficiaries. 
► Federal agencies could change the way they develop 

contract bid- and program regulations to emphasize wha: 
the ‘'outcomes" of federally financed projects should be 

instead of just listing what must go into them. The current 
system gives non-profits little flexibility to design pro­

grams that might be more effective.
b- Rwterai aid cnnld hr nuwte Availahte in help train non­

profits to copy or adapt programs that Other groups have 

proved to be effective and efficient.
A icpuil ui> this Hicctiug was acul tu Mi. Cliulou and 

many of his top advisers. Was the transition Office 

swamped with mail and phone calls from excited non­

profit workers eager to make their case for a new partner- 
shipblUidiy. AlutuSt hu Tolluw-up auliuii was lakeu.

Perhaps non-profit leaders were waiting for other peo­

ple to carry the bail for them. Perhaps they suffered from 
their perennial inferiority complex: Many seem to believe 

non-profits aren't taken seriously by government and they 

exacerbate the situation by not doing anything that will 
make governmem officials pay attention to them. Howev­

er, as organizations that employ one cut of every li work­
ers in this country, we can no longer play the poer cousln 
of government: and ,be flattered if we occasionally get 

called to the table to add a little spice and passion. We 
must Mop whispering "Hello, out there. We're here, " and 

instead start confidently asking, "What would you do 
without ut? And, what mere could you do working with 
US?”

t

HAxiTv i.eapers seem to be waiting for a time 
when the needs of non-profits will come up on 

the official,agenda of the White House. It is true 
that non-profit coalitions have been pressing the 

Administration on specific issues, such as children or

homelec^ner.i or neighborhood devdopmont. But the sec­
tor as a whole seems to be operating with the same kind of 

defensiveness that it did during the Reagan-Bush years. 
Piecemeal attempts to push !0r policies that deal with 
single issues and Capitol Hill victories on specific provi­
sions in Che rax code are not in and of themselves suffi­

cient.
It is not primarily Up IO the While House to make things 

hoppen for non-profit organizations. Administration offi­
cials are spending their time worrying about a lot of other 

issues that the Amencan people explicitly elected them to 

take on. a new teia'ionship between non-prohts and gov­
ernment was not Ofte of those issues. Even so. a new 

relationship is precisely what might make our governmen­
tal leaders better able to tackle the things they were elect­
ed to do.

We can rc-invcnt ovrsclvci and tiaiufoini ourselves 
from the independent sec tor to the catalytic sector. It is up 

to non-profits to make the first moves and show our cre­
ative strength. Aren't we supposed to be the ones with the 
wisdom and energy? What are we waiting for?

HE NON-PROFIT wOklD has be­
come so parochial and so domi­
nated by special interests that it 

has lost much of its ability to push for 
social change. Common ground, so fit- 
^ucady given lip service, often seems 
impossible to achieve.

Why has this happened at a time when 
livu-pivdls luve bcwinc iiiuicusiuidy 
powerful and sophisticated'.’

Part at the answer is the nature of the 
Beast, over the last JO years, as many 
new issues and causes thrust themselves 
onto the public agenda, tens cf fhou- 
sands ot aoditroaal non-profit groups 
have emerged. Groups that deal with is­
sues affecting women, homosexuals, 
consumers, health, the environment, ru­
ral affairs, homelessness, and many oth­
er causes have persevered through bard 
times with great energy and determina­
tion. It's not surprising that, given (heir 
enormous diversity erf interests, special- 
izatiori has tended to crowd out broader 
interests.

This tendency has he*" reinfnn-ed by 
th* intense competition for scarce phil­
anthropic resources and the increating 
emphacir that many I'ovnOations have 
put on grants for special projects. As 
donora have developed tbeir own grant- 
ma Hug priorities, they huve tunneled 
money into organizations that are inter­
ested in pursuing projects that deal with 
pailitulm piotzieuis. GlOups <•*«* ■«• 
ceivedmoney io undertake environmen­
tal-protection programs, housing proj­
ects, consumer-activism efforts, and ac­
tivities that benefit children. General­
support grants for comprehensive 
approacnes to community problems 
have become harder to secure. Only a 

handful of foundations have shown any 
interest in supporting broad-based coali-

3
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extended ad naw »<w.
The traonenatk® of the charity 

Continued on Page <4
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and a bmud umulm vf YvuUi 
and Family Counseling Service. 
Westfield. NJ. We receive 
aUx* JPO.OOO. or 50 per com of 
our total support of about 
$300000. from several L’n.ted 
Ways. We ecnaudy do not re­
gard this as “a pittance." Nor 
co I believe that we can ba re­
garded as ‘‘fM." sivsu ow total 
assets of about SlOODOO after 75 
years of existence and the fact 
UMU. for thras of the hot four 
years, we have operated at a 
loss. U feet, we probably quali­
fy or ‘-email." Utolly. I doubt 
that we have much power or in­
fluence in the seven ccnu-nuru- 
twe disc we serve.

I <i> not know w hat Mr. Both­
well's agenda is. as this is the 
firet dene that I h*ve N*« ms>d* __

C ortrLau rd on Page 44 -w.

lions.
The nafttre of non-profit leadership 

has also changed. Many single-issue or 
spetial-interest organizations have at­
tracted executives with passion about— 
and commitment to—the narrow mis- 
tiofts of their organizations. Their

ha w hrlri them accountable for , 
their efforts to carry oul the charity's 
goals and have not rewarded those who 
try to promote change on a whole spec- 
trust of issues. In the past few years, the 
scarcity of funds and the fight for surviv­
al tetvo helped to restrict the hor.zonc of 
maay non-profit professionals.

Although it has become patently dear 
titer our many social, economic, and 
ecctogjcal problems are mterrelaled. 
non-profit organizations continue to op­
erate In ways tiuu show lutte leLuguuion 
erf this complexity.

Environmental groups pay little arten- 
' lion w commuruty -development ana so 
ciai-justice issues. Groups that work on 
education, health, and housing are fre- 
quetstly out ot touch with one another 
Grban-orieated organizations ignore the 
plight of rural groups, despite how rclat 
ed tbeir work acualiy is. At the grass­
roots level, organsztBg networks can’t 
sepn to fad the energy and common 
sense w work together. The list couM be
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OPINION THE CHRONICLE OF PHILANTHROPY 

The Federal Cutbacks: What Foundations Must Do 
By MARGARET DUNKLE 

S
WIFI' AND SEISMIC CHANGES in federal social policy 
mean that private foundations must play a bigger 
role than ever in helping children and families. 

Unfortunately, too few in the foundation world 
seem to have grasped exactly how profoundly the changes 
now under consideration will affect the needy. To under• 
stand just what philanthropy has at stake, it is essential 
that grant makers pay close attention to what is happen­
ing on Capitol Hill. 

Once the legislative dust settles, Congress is expected 
to approve $20-billion less this year than last in budget 
categories that include many programs 
that affect children and the poor, like 
Head Start and job training. And that is 

more closely with their state governments to assure that 
money is distributed equitably. State priorities and poli• 
tics, not federal formulas, will determine which jurisdic­
tions win and which ones lose. 

Second, to balance the federal budget, the government 
will reduce spending, not raise taxes. Today almost no 
one talks about raising taxes; the serious discussion is 
about lowering taxes. With taxes off the table, there is 
enormous pressure to cut social programs. As a result, 
states and localities will have to do more with less. 

In return for less federal money, states will get more 
flexibility in how they use it. States will have to file fewer 
reports, keep fewer statistics, and jump through fewer 

federal hoops. Proponents say that is a 
good trade: flexibility to design pro­

just the beginning. Far deeper cuts are 
clearly in the picture. Meanwhile, even 
though the federal goverments plans to 
spend more to finance Medicaid, the 
multibillion-dollar program that pays 
for health care to the poor and disabled, 
the increases will not keep pace with 
inflation-meaning some people may 
not get the care they need. 

To undetstand 

just what 

philanthropy 

has at stake, it is 

essential that 

grams that serve the most needy, cou-
pled with increased efficiency, will 
make up for cuts in money. Critics dis­
agree, warning that administrative sav­
ings will be negligible as 50 state bu­
reaucracies blossom. One worrisome in­
dication that the critics might be right: 

But those figures do not provide the 
entire story. Buried in the nooks and 
crannies of measures now pending in 
Congress are several trends that will 
shape social policies for years to come. 

grant makers 

pay close attention 

to what is 

The General Accounting Office, which 
advises Congress on how federal pro­
grams are working, discovered that af. 
ter many federal social programs were 
clustered together in the 1980s and 
money was delivered to states in the 
form of block grants, many non-profit 
groups and others in the front lines of 

happening on 

Capitol Hill. 
First, in a reversal of the social policy 

that has guided this nation for the past 
30 years, the federal government is giv-
ing the states much of the responsibility 
for designing strategies to protect and help children and 
the poor. For example, proposals to overhaul the welfare 
system call for each state to decide when and how to 
provide families with cash assistance. That will decrease 
federal micro-management of state and local actions. But 
many, if not most, state governments are not ready to 
assume this larger role effectively. Some have part-time 
"citi7.en legislators" who are not sufficiently sophisticat­
ed. Others have too few staff members prepared to wrestle 
with complex social issues. Still others do not have com­
puter systems that can coherently track whether govern­
ment programs are meeting community goals. 

Under the new federalism, grassroots groups and rep­
resentatives of urban and rural areas will need to work 

providing services ended up dealing 
with more state-imposed red tape than 
ever. 

T
HIRD, MANY BENEFIT PROGRAMS that used to be 
entitlements-like Aid to Families With De­
pendent Children-will no longer go to every­
one who qualifies. Instead, states will be given 

a fixed amount of money and told to divvy it up. That 
approach makes it easier to control federal spending, but 
it also may mean trouble for the poor. If there is a reces­
sion, states will have more needy people but no more 
federal money to provide cash welfare assistance. 

Fourth, charities will have a hard time being effective 
advocates and educating the public about the effects of 
governmental policy changes. Congress is now consider­
ing a provision that would limit the amount of private 
money that recipients of federal grants could spend on a 



broad range of advocacy efforts. Even if that provision 
does not pass into law this year, it has momentum and 
will be debated again next year. 

G
VEN THOSE FAR-REACHING TRENDS, how can 
foundations best use their resources? The de­
mands on philanthropy as federal resources 
shrink will be great. However, there are sever­

al areas where foundations can make especially impor­
tant contributions: 

Help states and local gouemments set priorities and 
measure success. To succeed, states and localities will 
have to have clearly defined priorities and programs that 
include the non-profit and business worlds. They must 
also experiment with new�ven radical-solutions and 
have concrete benchmarks to measure progress. Commu­
nity foundations, which raise and distribute money in a 
single geographic area, can play an especially important 
role in bringing disparate factions together to determine 
priorities and figure out solutions. Community founda­
tions have the credibility to be leaders because they do 
not stand to lose or win money because of government 
policy decisions. The Coalition of Community Founda­
tions for Youth reports that local foundations from New 
Haven to Oakland, Cal., to Alabama are already conven­
ing representatives of non-profit groups, businesses, and 
government agencies to prepare for the shift in responsi­
bility for social policy from the federal to the stat.e level. 

Foundations of all kinds can provide technical assis­
tance and incentives to help states, cities, and towns to 
upgrade their technology and train their employees to 
assume their new roles effectively. Grant makers should 
also finance efforts to make sure government programs 
are meeting the needs of the people they are supposed. to 
serve. States and localities will have virtually no time to 
prepare for the changes that are about to happen, so it is 
hard to overstat.e the importance of focused leadership by 
foundations and non�profit groups. 

Build new bridges. In a highly partisan time when 
everyone is a specialist, it is not surprising that there is 
little meaningful dialogue among people from different 
political parties, levels of government, and types of orga­
nizations. Yet effective solutions to today's social prob­
lems will not result from sound-bite swipes, isolated dis­
cussions among one-issue experts, or the solitary efforts 
of any one branch or level of government. Rather, work­
able solutions are likely to emerge from connections and 
ideas that defy traditional labels, ignore conventional 
boundaries, and meet large social goals. By making 
grants to projects that get people from different walks of 
life to talk, share information, and make decisions, foun-

dations can do much to encourage solutions that make 
sense in tomorrow's world. 

Invest in evaluation and research. Taken together, the 
Congressional proposals to overhaul social policy do not 
contain an overall strategy to assess whether the new 
approaches are successful. States, under increased pres­
sure to channel scarce funds to direct services, are not 
likely to pay for such research. Foundations can fill that 
void, providing answers to the questions about account­
ability and effectiveness that Congress and local organi­
zations will certainly ask five years from now. That bolds 
true for street-by-street and neighborhood-by-neighbor­
hood analysis by community foundations as well as major 
longitudinal studies by national foundations. The role of 
foundations in documenting how disadvantaged people 
fare under the new federalism will be especially critical. 

Foster innovation and experimentation. Direct federal 
support for demonstration projects will soon dwindle. At 
the same time, states will have increased flexibility to 
test promising strat.egies on their own. Money from pri­
vat.e grant makers, always an important catalyst in the 
laboratories of social learning, could provide critical in­
centives for states and localities to experiment with 
building new partnerships-from creatively blending 
federal, stat.e, local, and private funds to re-tooling front­
line staff members from various agencies so that they can 
provide one-stop shopping for families seeking cash bene­
fits, job placement, housing, and health services. 

Renew American <kmocro.cy. The striking shifts in so­
cial policy we have witnessed in the past year make it 
clear that elections matt.er. Yet only two out of five eligi­
ble vot.ers actually cast ballots in the last election. And 
poll after poll shows increasing public apathy, even hos­
tility, to government at all levels-federal, state, and 
local. Efforts by foundations to strengthen American de­
mocracy--supporting voter registration, public forums 
such as town meetings, and less knee-jerk news coverage 
of politics-will be increasingly important as our country 
moves into the 21st century. 

The Republican Congress, often with the support of the 
Clinton Administration, is headed towards fundamental­
ly changing the form and function of federal social pro­
grams affecting children and families. Leadership from 
national as well as local foundations may well det.ermine 
if this shift is, in the long-run, a crisis or an opportunity 
for poor Americans. 

Margaret Dun/de is director of the Institute for Educa­
tional Leadership's Policy Exchange, a project that seeks tc 
improve education and human-seroices policies that affect 
children and fami/,ies. 



;...M_are.;...h...c.22c.c, .;.:19..:...94'---------------------llMANAGING,1-l -------___;TIIB.::. ::..;C:.:_HR:::.O:.:_N:.:_:IC::::LE::..;O:.:_P_:P.:::Hl:::LM'l'H.::.:.::.:::R::::OPY:_:__•_:3:.:::_3 

ed with charities "have enriched 
themselves at the public·s expense 
while non-profit organiia1ions 
have been looted." 

On Schedule A of the new Form 
990. the IRS has added key employ­
ees and family members of charity 
officials to a lisl of pcopl< with 
whom the charity might have had 
transactions that rJ.ise potential le· 
gal concern. such as the sale of 
propcny. lending of money, fur­
nishing of goods or services. and 
reimbursement of expenses. In the 
past. charities had to indicate 
whether lhty had had such transac­
tfons with "truslees. directors. 
principal officers. or creators. or 
with any taxable organi2.ation or 
corporation with which any such 
person is affiliated as an officer. di­
rector. trustee, majority owner. or 
principle beneficiary." 

"The IRS clearly thinks that 
there wiU be some form or intcrmc-
diatc sanctions at some p0int in the 
future," said Ms. De Boe. "and the 
service wants to st...'\11 galherin& 
more information to be ready for 
it.·· 

Extension of Deadline 
Under federal law. a charity gen­

erally must file a Form 990 if its 
annual gross receipts are more lhan 
S25.000. If a charity's gro" re­
ceipts are less than SI00.000. and 
its 1otaJ assets al ycar·s end are less 
than S250.000. it may choose to file 
Form 990-r.z. a shone, form. 

Under federal law. charities 
mast make the form.s available for 
public inspc<:tion. Charities also 
must fitc copic.s of the returns wilh 
most slat.es. which us.c the forms to 
help resula1c non-profits. 

ln a published announcement. 
the I RS soid that be-cause it has been 
slow 10 prin1 and mail Lhc new 
Form 990 and Form 990-PF, which 
foundations must ftJc. some organi� 
zations mig.tu have difficulty in pre­
paring !heir returns by the due 
date. To help. 1bc rRS said it would 
give groups more lime to file: chc 
fom1s "ithout pcnalities. 

WnUng New Quldellnes 
Under the law. non-profits must 

file their Forms 990 no later than 
the I .Ith day of tl1t fl Oh month aOer 
the end of lhcir 6scal year. That 
means non-profits with fiscal years 
that ended on December JI, 1993. 
would hove had to me the forms by 
May 15. The 1RS now says that ii 
will give those groups until July IS. 
Groups with fiscal years coding 
January 31 nlso would be given un­
til July IS: their returns usually 
would be due on June 15 (An­
nouncement 94-37. lntunul R�vt• 
mit 8111/rtin 1994-11). 

A key reason for the delay. ac­
cording to �·fare Owens. din:ctor of
the 1 •s Exempt Organizations 
Technical Division: The 1.s need• 
cd 1ime to write new qucs1ions for 
the Form 990--aod draft new in­
structions-about non-profit lol>­
"lying activities. The fedeml tax 

w enacted last year denied 1ax de­
Jctions to businesses for their 

·hying expenses. The new qucs­
afTcct several kinds of noo­

but not charities. 
Oc:Bot and �tr. Owens 

Out the Form 990 at lhe 
·shington Non-Profit Le­

Conference sponsored 
·jon Management Inc .• 

•.s a newsletter on le­
ters. 

Administration Backs New Laws to Curb Charity Abuses 
81 KRl!>'TtN A. GOSS 

WASHINOTON 

The Clinton Administmtion last 
week asked Congress to enact ma­
jor new laws to crack dO'-'"D on fi­
nancial abuses by chari1ics and to 
make it easier ror 1he public to 
scrutinize their operations. 

Among the key recommenda­
tions in a proposal by the Treasury 
Depanmenl: 

► Chrui1y officials who recetve 
excessively high pay would have to 
pay a pennlty fee. The Internal 
Revenue Service woo!d decide 
what is a reasonable salary by ex­
aminin.s a number of fac1ors includ­
ing the ollicial's duties. back­
ground and experience; lhc 
amounl of time he or she devotes 10 
the chori1y: and what comparable 
organizations pay those who per­
fonn similar services. Tros1ecs or 
managers who approve exorbitanl 
compensation for charity officials 
could also have to pay penalties. 

► Non-profits. other than foun­
da1ions, would have to mail copies 
of 1hcir informational tax rc,ums to 
anyone who asks, 

The recommendations were 
made before a hearing of the House 
Ways and Means Com mince· s 
Oversight Subeomminec. In two 
hearings last summer. members or 
the subcommi11cc called attention 
to numerous cases of misuse of 
funds by charities and found seri­
ous shoncomings in the ln1emal 
Revenue Scrvice·s ability to re­
spond to such abu.se.s. 

The subcommittee's chairman. 
Rep. J. J. Pickle. a Texos Demo­
crat. had asked the Trc .. ury De­
p.i.nmcnt, which oversees the 1RS. 
to advise him as he prepares 10 in• 
troducc legislation to tackle some 
of the problems that he found. 

The depanment's recommcoda-

lions closely mirrored those made 
by Mr. Pickle during his summer 
hearings. "I endorse what you 
srud." he told Ltslic B. Samuels. 
Assistant Secretary of the Treas­
ury for Tax Policy, who presented 
the proposal at last week·• hearing. 

The Treasury Department's rec­
ommendations arc aimed a l  
strengthening the 1RS's hand in 
stopping people from misappropri­
ating. or wrongly benefiting from. 
charit.ies' money. The service has 
complained to Congress that when 
it spots such abus,s, oOen its only 
recourse is an extreme measure: 
revoking a charity's tax exemp­
tion. The IRS says that o0eo harms 
the beneficiaries of the charity's 
scr"'iccs while lea"'ing unscathed 
the person who broke the law. 

None of the Treasury proposals 
would affect private foundations. 
Herc are the key clements of the 
depanmcnt' s proposal: 

Tues on .. exceu benefltl." Any 
"insider"-an officer. direc1or. 
trustee. or other person wilh sub­
stantial influence ove.r the chari• 
ty-who received an unreasonably 
high salary or an excessive pay­
ment for propeny bought or leased 
by the charity would have to pay a 
financial penalty to the IRS and re­
fund the excess payment to the 
charity. Insiders who paid too little 
10 rent or buy a piece of property 
owned by Lhe charity a.lso would be 
subject lo the requirement. 

The "e,ccess benefits'" tax 
would equal 25 per cent of lhc por­
tion of the- payment thal was unrea­
sonable. 

Some1imes. the person who re­
cei ... ed the excessive salary or pay­
ment could avoid paying the penal• 
ty tax. If he or she refunded the 
excessive amount to the charity. 
and if the charity could show lhal it 

had made a good-faith effon to de­
termine a fair payment in the first 
place. then the Internal Revenue 
Service might waive the penally. 

If the person refused to repay the 
excess bcnefi1 within a predeter• 
mined period of lime. he or she 
would have 10 pay the IRS a penalty 
equal to 1wice lhc excessive por­
tion of the salary or payment, 

The excess-benefits tax would 
aJso apply to members of an insid­
er"s family. or to an cntjty in which 
the insider or his fnrnily had a .. sig­
nificant interest ... 

In addition. any charity 1rustce 
or manager who approved an ex­
cessive payment-such as a high 
salary for 1he prcsident-whil� 
knowing that it would make the re­
cipient -Yulncrable to lhe ··excess 
benefits" penalty would have 10 
pay a separate 10-per-ccnt ta• on 
the unre�ona.blc ponion of the 
payment. (The amount the supervi­
sor or trus1ee would pay would be 
capped at $ I0.000.) 

The excess-benefits tax would 
apply 10 people associated with 
charirabte organizations that nre 
exempt under Section 501(c)(JI or 
the Internal Revenue Code and od• 
vocacy groups exempl under Sec• 
tion 501(c)(4). 

New tax-return requirement,. 
Charities would have to provide 
copie.s by mail or their information­
al lax return, known as Form 990. 
10 anyone who was willing to pay 
the costs or pho1ocopyina and 
mailing it. Curren1ly, chanrics a.re 
required only lo provide the 990 for 
inspec1ion in their offices. Chari� 
tics would have to state in their 
fund-raising letters that copies of 
the 990 were available. 

The 1RS also would require new 
information on the 990. A charity 
would have to disclose irit had paid 

pen.,ltics for illegal lobbying and if 
it had been cited for providing "ex• 
ccss benefits .. as de-scribed in the 
propos.a.1. h aJso would have to rc­
pon changes in its ,overning board 
and outside accountant. 

In addition. the government 
would increa�e the penalties on 
charities that do not file timely 
complete, and accurate 99(fs. For 
groups with more than SI-million 
in annual revenues. the penally 
would be SIOO a day. up toS50.000: 
for smaHer charitie�. 1hc penalty 
would be S20 a day. up to SI0.000 
or 5 per cent of 1he group·s reve­
nu�. wh.ichcvcr is less. The penal• 
ly for all groups now is SI0 a day. 

BIii Could Be Months Away 
Within the next several weeks. 

Mr. Pickle"s subcomrni11ee is rx­
pccted to present a report to the 
\Va)'� and Means Commillec de­
tailing its proposal for new legisln• 
tion. At the hearing. Mr. Pickle 
said he would like lhcTrco'>ury De­
pa11mcnt 10 dran the legislalion by 
early April. and Mr. Samuels. the 
Assistanl Sccrelary. said the de­
panmcnt could do so. 

StiU. it could be monlhs before 
any comprehensive bill atTec1ing 
charity regulation is considered. 
That i!. because any proposal� deal� 
in(t with charitie� would almost 
ccnainly be attached 10 a larger 
piece of tax legi!>lation, bul which 
bill tha1 migh1 be has nol been de-
1em1ined. 

The Senate has not yet made any 
move lo crack down on chan11es. 
Bui Mr. Samuels said his office had 
talked to Rvcral Sena1ors. "'hom 
he did not name. who were con­
c::erned about stamping out charity 
abuses. 

"The �ys1en11:, not working a:-t it 
should." Mr. Samuels S...'\id. 

New Fund Would Allow Foundations to Pool Investments 
Conlinurd from Pag, JI 

Fund for Nonprofi1 Organizations. 
which serves colleges. un.iversi­
tics. and private schools. Stan.cd in 
1971 with S63-million in assets and 
72 mem�r inslitulions. the Com­
mon Fund now manlij;es Sl6.2-bil· 
lion for 1.324 members. 

Twenty years ago. the Common 
Fund won permission from Con­
grcs5 10 operate as a la,i.�xempt 
investment pool thal would oot be 
direc�y regulated by the Securities 
and Exchange Commission. The 
foundation fund's planners have 
tried unsucccssfuUy for scve:raJ 
years to persuade Congress 10 p .. , 
similar legislation 10 allow it to op­
erate without sec control. In 1992 
Congress twice passed comprehen­
sive tax bills authorizing lhe fund. 
but Ptesident Bush vetoed the 
measures for rea.sons unrclaled 10 
1be investment pool. 

Seekln& SEC Approval 

Last year the fund's organizers 
decided to put their hopes for Con­
gressional approval on hold a.nd in­
stead register with the SEC. says 
O.vid A. Salem, the fund's presi­
dent and chief executive officer. 
That meant creating a set of mutual 
funds restricted by securities laws 
in.stead of an unrcaulated series of 
pooled funds .. originally planned. 

The TIPP Investment Program is 

now under review by the $C.C, ac­
cording to Michael D. Jones. a 
spokesman ror the commission. He 
was unable to say whe�r ir-the 
new fund would win permission 10 
operate. 

Twenty-two investment firms 
have already been sclccled lo pur­
chase and sell securities. If 1hc pro­
gram gets the go-ahead from the 
stc, it will be open 10 indepcndenl. 
operating, company-sponsored, 
and communi1y foundations. Par-
1icipating foundations will not have 
to pay sales charges because the 
investment program is offering so­
called no-load funds. 

Herc is how the five funds will 
work: 

► The TIFF U.S. Equity Fund 
will invest primarily in stocks from 
domestic companies. wi1h the goal 
or exceeding the 101al return of lhe 
Wilshire 5000 Index by 0.75 per 
cent. The Wilshire 5000 index is 
based on lhe perfonnance or the 
approximately 7.500 U.S. common 
�•ocks tha1 trade on a rcaular b:l!jis. 

► The International Equity 
Fund will invest primarily in com­
panies outside the United States. 
Its aim will be to exceed by at least 
I per cent the total return of the 
Morgan Stanley Capital lnttrna­
tionnl All Country World ex USA 
Stock Index. The index includes 
1.700 companies traded on stock 

pHOiOCOPY 
PRESERVATioN

markets in some .l5 foreign coun­
tries. 

► The Emerging Markets Fun<l 
will invest in companies primarily 
based in developing counuics. It 
will aim to exceed lhe 101al return 
of the Morgan Stanley Capital ln­
lemalional Emerging Markeb Free 
Index by at least I per cent. The 
index include$ approximately 800 
comp:,nies traded on stock mar­
kets in 13 developing countries. 

► The Bond Fund will invcs.1 pri­

a.nJ large foundations lhat have 
commiucd rhemselves to geuing 
lhc project up and running. Mr. 
Lan<lry or MucAnhur says hi, 
foundation will be one or the oriiti­
nal investon.. although offictals 
there have not yet made a commit­
ment on 1he amount. 

More information about lhc pro-, 
gram can be obtained from lhc In­
vestment Fund for f'ound:111011�. 
P.O. Box 5165. Charlo11esvillc. 
Va. 22905; (800) 91!4--0084. 

marily in domestic bonds. It will ,------------­
try to surpass the Lehman Broth-
er, Aggregate Bond Index by at 
least O.S pc.!r cenL The index meas­
ures the total relum produced by 
the approxima1cly 6.000 bonds for 
which daily price quotations are 
readily available. 

► The Shon-Term Fund will in­
vest primarily in fixed�ioc.ome se­
curities with maturities of l�ss than 
three years to ou1pcrform the Mer• 
rill Lynch 182-Doy Treasury Bill 
Index. The index is designed to 
track the performance of pon.folios 
invested cxclusi"'ely in six-month 
Treasury bills. 

Wi1h all the fund•. the expected 
returns arc based on earnings after 
all expenses for doing business are 
subtrac::ted. 

At the start. much of the money 
that wilJ be invested in lhe funds 
"'ill come from the medium-size 

Wt are plensed to haue 
the 

�DttBftla� 

Ottawa, Illinois 
-­

l'r....S.01 

Join 011r fumily of clknl$ 

Ill! Jerold P onu, 
LiJUy &Pilt!n•IS 
800 234-7777 
°""""""',.,,,.,.,,..,,, 
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s; 260 pages;

Cal. Court Says Boy Scouts

tors.

 

PiK l< i/ i *■ "I )

chance to sign up.
—GRANT WILLIAMS

PHOTOCOPY
PRESERVATION

The liaisons will be the federal 
officials to whom charities take

organization’s rights to freedom of 
association and speech ‘‘take prec­
edence over” state law. and that 
the Unruh Act “was never intend­
ed to coerce private groups like the 
Boy Scouts into lock-step confor­
mity with the same rules that gov­
ern hotels and pizza parlors.”

The Scouts said they would ap­
peal the ruling to the California Su­
preme Court.

The fax number is (202) 482-2156: 
electronic mail can be sent to 
tiiap^ntia.doc.gov.

regulations that would require em­
ployers and charities alike to file 
documents with the federal gov­
ernment that tell as much as they
each can about the gifts. That way,
Mr. Schultz said, the federal gov­
ernment would wind up with
enough information to certify that 
the gifts were made. Mr. Schultz 
discussed the matter at the annual 
Washington Non-Profit Legal & non-profit groups. 
Tax Conference sponsored by Or- “ 
ganization Management Inc.

Marc Owens, director of the In- their suggestions about policies af- 
temal Revenue Service's Exempt fecting the non-profit world. The 
Organizations Technical Division, liaisons also will hear non-profits’

WASHINGTON

The federal government plans to 
provide advice soon to non-profit 
organizations that are confused 
about how they should make re­
ports to donors for certain charita­
ble contributions made through 
payroll-deduction programs, a 
Clinton Administration official has 
announced.

Under a federal tax law enacted 
in August, donors cannot claim de­
ductions for contributions of $250 
or more unless they have receipts 
from charities. As a result, chari­
ties are under pressure from do­
nors to issue acknowledgments.

Michael L. Schultz, attorney ad­
visor in the Treasury Department's 
Office of Tax Legislative Counsel, 
noted that when workers make 
contributions through payroll-de­
duction plans, charities often do 
not know the identities of the em­
ployees who contributed—or how 
much money each donated. That, 
he said, may make it impossible for 
charities to issue accurate receipts 
to donors.

To solve the problem, the Treas­
ury Department expects to issue

Owens said a wide range of prob­
lems had been found with the 
plans, including the institutions’

munlty Guide to Preventing Alcohol & 
Other Drug Abuse Through Positive Youth 
Development is based on iopics dis­
cussed at a 1993 forum sponsored by the 
National Assembly and the Center for 
Substance Abuse Prevention. Intended 
for use by youth-development specialists, 
parents, educators, and others, the guide 
stresses the concept that it is necessary 
not only to prevent substance abuse 
among young people but also to help de­
velop their skids and attitudes. Essential 
elements of youth-development pro­
grams. programs that have proved effec­
tive. and ways in which community mem­

tartan Congregations. 1973-1988, by 
Gregory A. Krohn, puts forth an econom­
ic model of the income of religious con­
gregations and applies it to a national 
sample of 40 Presbyterian congregations 
over a 15-year period Publisher: Program 
on Non-Profit Organizations. Institution 
for Social and Policy Studies. Yale Uni­
versity, P.O. Box 154, 88 Trumbull 
Street. New Haven, Conn. 06520-0154; 
(203) 432-2121; 29 pages; $4.50 prepaid; 
ask for ponpo Working Paper No. 199 or 
tsps Working Paper No. 2199.

President Clinton to Appoint 
Aides to Help Charities

President Clinton next month 
plans to announce the appointment 
of about two dozen “liaisons” to

lion to philanthropy and social responsi­
bility. Publisher: Indiana University Cen­
ter on Philanthropy. 550 West North 
Street. Suite 301. Indianapolis 46202; 
(317) 274-4200; 110 pages; $9.95. plus $4 
postage and handling; isbn 1-884354-00-9. 

rruurz uj .   OTHER PUBLICATIONS
$110 prepaid; Directory of Texas Founda- Building Resiliency: What Works! A Com-
tions and Analysis of Texas Foundations; ------ -------------------------------- - *

406 pages total; $159 prepaid; Texas 
Grantseekers Kit (contains the two publi­
cations plus The Texas Connection news­
letter), $188 prepaid.

A Legal Guide to Starting and Managing a
Nonprofit Organization, Second Edition,
by Bruce R. Hopkins, discusses the vari­
ous state and federal corporate, tax. and 
fund-raising laws that affect non-profit in­
corporation. Among the topics discussed: 
how to determine the category of non­
profit to be established, fundamental dis­
tinctions between non-profit and for-prof­
it organizations, lobbying and political 
activities, fund-raising regulation, em­
ployee compensation, for-profit subsid-

N.W.. Suite 601. Washington 20004, 
(202) 347-2080; 94 pages; $9.95. plus $3 
postage and handling for National As­
sembly members; $11.95. plus $3 postage 
and handling for non-members.

Identifying Characteristics of “Religious" 
Organizations: An Exploratory Proposal, 
by Thomas H. Jeavons, examines prob­
lems that may come up when determining 
whether or not to define an organization 
as “religious” and suggests various char­
acteristics that can be used to definitively 
categorize religious groups and organiza­

tions. it is divided into two parts: giving 
priorities and grant-distribution patterns 
of the 100 largest foundations, and an 
analysis of grant distribution and founda­
tion assets arranged by major cities and 
geographic regions. Publisher: Funding 
Information Center, P. O. Box 15070, San 
Antonio 78212-8270; (210) 227-4333; Di­
rectory of Te.

iaries, planned giving, and personal liabil­
ity. The book concludes with two chap­
ters that examine both the short-term and 
long-term prognoses for non-profits. The 
first edition was published in 1989; this 
new edition provides updated informa­
tion on rules, regulations, and laws that 
apply to non-profits and fund raising. 
Publisher: John Wiley & Sons, 605 Third 
Avenue. New York 10158-0012; (800) 
225-5945; 304 pages; $19.95 paper and 
$49.95 cloth; paper. ISBN (M71-58506-8; 
cloth, isbn 0-471-58507-6.

faking Giving Seriously, by Paul G. Scher- 
vish with Obie Benz. Peggy Dulany. 
Thomas B. Murphy, and Stanley Salett. 
contains six essays on the motivations 
that underlie philanthropic giving by 
wealthy individuals. The book is based on 
research conducted by Mr. Schervish at 
Boston College's Social Welfare Re­
search Institute and on a seminar spon-

York has changed its policy for 
supporting local Jewish newspa- 

Washington 20230; (202) 482-2048. pets.
— - ■ • ----- ------------ For 15 years, the uja-Federation

has subsidized The Jewish Week, a 
Manhattan weekly, by purchasing 

w  thousands of subscriptions at a dis-
bers can get involved in such programs r eavc Rnv Qrnir+c counted price, to give them away
are discussed. Publisher: National As- donors

SS Must Admit Atheists Of other Jewirt new.papen-ami

The Boy Scouts have no consti- some uja supporters—have com- 
tutional right to bar atheists, a Cali- plained that the UJA-Federation's 
fornia court has ruled. relations with The Jewish Week are

The decision by a panel of the too close, giving the paper an un­
California Court of Appeal upheld fair edge in competition for adver-
a lower-court ruling prohibiting the Users and subscribers (The Chroni- 
Scouts' Orange County Council de. November 16).
from excluding Michael and Wil- The new policy will permit the 

catcBonzc rcugious groups anu urgamza- Ham Randall from membership, publishers of Long Island Jewish 
lions. Publisher: Program on Non-Profit The 12-year-old twins were kicked World, a weekly newspaper based 
Organizations. Institution for Social and oul jn 1989 after (hey refused to inGreatNeck.tosendfourpromo- 
B^^54 *M^mSu SuwtreNewPHa- Pled8c thcir “du,y to God'” as re‘ tional ea5h of. lhe U,A‘

out 
■> 1 new na- pledge their “duty to God,” as re-

ven.C^n’n^5^?54;(203^432-2121?58 quired in the Cub Scout Promise. Federation’s Long Island support-
Their lawyer-father. James Graf- ers. After the four issues have beer 
ton Randall, sued the Scouts in sent, donors would be given 
1990 for allegedly violating the choice of which paper they wanti 
state’s Unruh Civil Rights Act. to receive: The Jewish Week 
which bars discrimination on the Long Island Jewish World. 
basis of religion, among other fac- gardless of their choice, the 

would not have to pay for th 
The appeals-court panel split 2-1 cation, 

in favor of the Randall boys. The Under the new policy 
majority opinion said that the Boy eration would also gr 
Scouts are ‘‘businesses’’ subject to duce its payments to 
the Unruh Act. In his dissent. Jus- Week, which last ■ 
tice David Sills said that the Scout $825,000 from the c

Changes Newspaper Deal
Under pressure from critics, the

pages; $5.50 prepaid; ask for ponpo 
Working Paper No. 197 or isps Working 
Paper No. 2197.

sored by the Indiana University Center The Receipts and Benevolences of Presby- 
on Philanthropy. 'Taking Giving Seri- —  hv
ously; lhe Responsibilities and Opportu­
nities of Wealth.” Mr. Schervish contrib­
utes two essays based on his study of 130
wealthy donors, which include a discus­
sion of six characteristics he finds to be 
typical of most philanthropists. In their 
essays, the other authors relate their 
personal experiences as donors and 
founders of philanthropic organizations.
Mr. Salett's essay analyzes trends in giv­
ing by wealthy members of the “baby 
boom" generation and calls on that seg-

for Technology Projects 
sion plan for their employees Environmental Erotection Agency The federal government is seek- 
described under Section 403(b) of and the Office of National Drug ing proposals from non-profits for 
the Internal Revenue Code. Mr. Control Policy. pilot projects showing how Ameri-

“We see this network as a forum cans can benefit from having ac- 
for the liaisons to communicate cess to advanced, interactive tele- 

  both among themselves and with communications and information
failure to give all employees a fair the non-profit world," said Me- technologies.

lanne Verveer, a deputy assistant The U.S. Department of Com- 
to the President who has been in- merce’s National Telecommunica-

Charities to Get Help on Receipts 
for Donors to Payroll Campaigns

Acttvtty-Based Management for Service 
Industries, Government Entities, and 
Nonprofit Organizations, by James A. 
Brimson and John Antos. describes a 
management technique that divides an or­
ganization's work into separate activities 
that can be individually assessed in terms 
of cost and performance. The authors 
contrast their technique to conventional 
cost-accounting systems and introduce a 
five-step procedure for calculating the 
cost of each activity. Case studies are 
used to illustrate ways in which non-prof­
it and other organizations can identify the 
services, sectors, and clients that they 
can serve most effectively. Publisher: 
John Wiley & Sons, 605 Third Avenue. 
New York 10158-0012; (800) 225-5945; 
364 pages; $65; isbn (M7I-O1351-X. 

Corporate Foundation Profiles, Eighth Edi­
tion, edited by Francine Jones, provides 
extensive information on 228 of the larg­
est company-sponsored foundations in 
the United States. Most profiles include 
the foundation's address and telephone 
number, contact person, grant-making 
priorities and limitations, types of support 
provided, finances, governing board and 
principal staff members, sponsoring com­
pany, policies and guidebnes for grant ap­
plications. and annual reports or other 
available publications. Also included is 
an analysis of each foundation's grant 
making by subject area and number and 
dollar amount of grants awarded. The di­
rectory also contains a list of 1.206 corpo­
rate foundations that award at least 
$50,000 in grants annually, arranged by 
total giving. Information is indexed in 
four ways: by donors, officers, and trust­
ees; by subject area; by types of support 
provided; and by state. Publisher: Foun­
dation Center. 79 Fifth Avenue. New 
York 10003-3076; (212) 620-4230 in New 
York State or (800) 424-9836 elsewhere; 
716 pages; $145 prepaid, plus $4.50 post­
age and handling; isbn 0-87954-505-4. 

Directory of Texas Foundations, 13th Edi­
tion, 1993/94 lists more than 2.250 pri­
vate and community foundations operat­
ing in Texas and provides descriptions of 
1.751. Entries provide data on grant-mak­
ing priorities and restrictions, sample 
grants, finances, application process, and 
trustees. This new edition contains list­
ings of 187 new foundations, and indexes 
information three ways: by trustees and 
officers, city, and grant-making areas. 
The Funding Information Center also 
publishes Analysis of Texas Foundations. 
Third Edition. 1994. which is designed for 
use in conjunction with the directory. 
Based on data reported by Texas founda-

volved in creating the new posi­
tions. 

President Clinton is scheduled to 
introduce the liaisons at a ceremo­
ny April 12 at the White House. At 
the gathering, to which some 200 
charity and foundation officials 
have been invited, the President 
will discuss the “important role 
that non-profits play in our socie­
ty," Ms. Verveer said. 

 r--- The liaisons were named in re­
told the conference that the irs was proposals for working more closely sponse to non-profits calls for bet- 
surprised by a problem that has with federal agencies on social pro- ter access to the Administration, 

turned up frequently during its au- grams, 
dits of hospitals, colleges and uni- The liaisons represent every U.S. to Award $26-Million 
versities: The way those organiza- Cabinet department and various 
lions are mishandling a type of pen- other federal bodies, including the 

plan for their employees Environmental Protection Agency

Marin Community Fund 
Charged With Racism 

A black program officer at the 
Marin Community Foundation has 
charged that its administration 
practices racial discrimination. 

In a complaint filed last week 
with the regional office of the fed­
eral Equal Employment Opportu­
nity Commission, Larry L. Saxxon 
alleged that a continuing pattern of 
discrimination had forced several 
minority-group staff members to 

  leave the foundation and created
tions and Information Administra- great stress among those who re- 
tion will give matching grants total- main.
ing $26-million to non-profits and “The place is not appreciative of 
state and local government agen- the diversity brought by people of 
cies for projects that serve the color,” Mr. Saxxon said in an in­
public interest while promoting the terview. As a result, he added, the 
development of the national “in- foundation "has one of the highest 
formation superhighway”—a rates of staff attrition for a founda-
broadband, two-way communica- tion of its size anywhere in the 

ment of the population to pay more atten- tjons nctWOrk that is ultimately CX- country.”
1- .~i ... pgejed to link the nation's homes, Stephen Dobbs, the foundation’s

schools, businesses, and public president, declined to comment on 
and non-profit enterprises. The ap- the complaint until he had had an 
plication deadline is May 12. opportunity to see it.

Application kits are available
from Charles M. Rush. Acting Di- New York Jewish Group 
rector, Office of Telecommunica­
tions and Information Applica­
tions. U.S. Department of Com­
merce, National Telecommunica- United Jewish Appeal-Federation 
tions and Information Administra- of Jewish Philanthropies of New 
tion, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue. N.W., Room H-4889,
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THOMAS A. TROYER 
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on H.R. 823 
The Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1993 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATIVE LAW AND GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Room 2237 Rayburn House Office Building 
10:00 a.m., March 31, 1993 

My name is Thomas Troyer. I am a member of the law firm of Caplin & Drysdale. I 
represent a broad range of charitable and educational organizations, and I am the former 
chair of the Exempt Organizations Committee of the American Bar Association Tax Section. 
appear today as counsel to INDEPENDENT SECTOR and a member of that organization's 
Government Relations Committee. I appreciate very much the opportunity to participate in 
this hearing. 

INDEPENDENT SECTOR is a nonprofit coalition of over 850 corporate, foundation and 
voluntary organization members with national interest and impact in philanthropy and 
voluntary action. The organization's mission is to create a national forum capable of 
encouraging the giving, volunteering and not-for-profit initiative that help all of us better serve 
people and (?Ommunities. I attach a list of INDEPENDENT SECTOR'S members. 

r would like to focus my comments today on one specific aspect of H. R. 823 - the 
application of the legislation to charities. To do that as helpfully as possible for the 
Committee, I will touch on three principal points: (1) the special nature of charities and the 
law governing them as those facts bear on the purposes of H.R. 823; (2) the established 
congressional policy of encouraging charities to participate in lobbying activities and the 
character and effect of the tax law which embodies that policy; and (3) the amendments of 
H.R. 823 which these considerations demonstrate to be desirable. 

- 1 -

A NATIONAL FORUM TO ENCOURAGE GIVING, VOLUNTEERING AND NOT• FOR· PROFIT INITIATIVE 
1828 L Street, N.W. • Washington, D.C. 20036• (202) 223-a100 

SUCCESSOR TO THE COALITION OF NATIONAL VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS AND THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON PHILANTHROPY 
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UNIQUE NATURE OF CHARITIES AND LAWS GOVERNING THEM

•I
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Charities, by their very nature and by the special federal tax laws governing them, are 
barred from producing private benefit - financial or otherwise - and from participation in the 
political campaign process. To be entitled to tax exemption and qualification to receive 
deductible charitable contributions, they must be established for religious, educational, or 
other charitable purposes - all purposes which the law has long determined to be of public, 
not private, benefit. To reinforce that point, since its inception, the federal tax law has 
specified that ’no part of the [assets of a qualifying charity may inure] to the benefit of any 
private [party].'

The legislative history of the Lobbying Disclosure Act suggests that the fundamental 
aim of the legislation is to compel public disclosure of contacts with federal officials by 
individuals or organizations which seek to derive private financial benefit from those contacts. 
The scandals at HUD from 1981 to 1988 and the series of abuses surrounding the Wedtech 
Corporation, cited in the legislative history as archetypal illustrations of the need for the Act, 
are clear examples of contacts with federal officials seeking just such private financial benefit. 
Contacts of this sort almost invariably possess their special capacity to produce the results at 
which they aim by reason of the ability of the individual or organization making the contact - 
quite permissibly under existing law - to take active part in the political campaign process to 
support the federal official being contacted or the Administration of which he or she is a part.

Moreover, the tax law has long prohibited charities from participating in any political 
campaign for or against a candidate for public office. That bar is strict and absolute. A 
charity may not contribute to, organize, manage, or be identified with a Political Action 
Committee. It may not contribute to a political campaign. It may not endorse a candidate for 
political office. It may not in any other way, directly or indirectly, support or oppose a 
political candidate's campaign.

Charities, then, are uniquely and stringently prohibited from the kinds of abuse which 
underlie the need for the Lobbying Disclosure Act. INDEPENDENT SECTOR is not on that 
account arguing that the Act ought not apply to charities. It does, however, contend that, 
where other factors demonstrate the desirability of special and somewhat more limited 

A charity which violates any of these rules loses its tax exemption and qualification to 
receive deductible contributions. A charity which violates the political prohibition also 
becomes subject to special penalty excise taxes, and the individuals who manage the charity 
themselves become personally liable for additional penalty excise taxes under certain 
circumstances. To afford an additional safeguard against political campaign activity, the 
Internal Revenue Code grants the IRS the special, highly unusual power to seek prompt court 
injunctions against the proscribed conduct - without awaiting the end of the offending 
organization’s tax year, as the IRS must do in virtually every other civil or criminal tax 
proceeding.



treatment of charities under the Act, these unique restrictions on charities justify that treat• 
ment 

CONGRESSIONAL ENCOURAGEMENT OF LOBBYING BY CHARITIES 

Congressional Opening of Lobbying Process to Charities 

Recognizing the fundamentally public nature of charities' purposes - and their strict 
exclusion from any involvement in political campaigns - Congress has since the mid-1970's 
squarely and forcefully encouraged robust-participation by charities in the development of 
public policy. 

For many years before that, the tax law specified that •no substantial part" of a 
charity's activities could consist of attempting to influence legislation. In the late 1960's, the 
IRS attacked the exemptions of several charities because of their legislative activities. Its 
attention drawn to the problem by the IRS actions, Congress in 1971 began a five-year 
process of relieving the statutory pressure and devising legislation which would enable 
charities to lobby vigorously. That process culminated in the 1976 enactment of legislation 
adding sections 501 (h) and 4911 to the Internal Revenue Code - provisions that prescribe 
both a detailed statutory definition of lobbying and clearty defined, and quite liberal, limits on 
the amount of lobbying which a charity may conduct. 

The legislative history is quite plain about the purpose of the Congressional effort:· 

Senator Nelson: 

o The present law [that is, the •substantial part" restriction] effectively inhibits a
diverse, infonned, and important segment of our society from presenting its
views either to Congress or State and local legislative bodies, and deprives
legislators of the experience and knowledge of these charities.• 119 Cong.
Rec. 5746 (daily ed. February 28, 1973)

o "These organizations represent the public in many important areas such as
health, education, and the environment. These groups have much infonnation
to contribute and a wide range of helpful experience that could greatly assist
the consideration and enactment of this cour:itry's laws.■ 119 Cong. Rec. 5749
(daily ed. February 28, 1973).

Rep. Conable: 

o "The role of the charities in a pluralistic society - something we are all
dedicated to - is constructive and the charities should not be muzzled.■ 119
Cong. Rec. 42632 (daily ed. December 19, 1973).



Sen. Muskie:

o

o

Sen. Dole:

Careful Development of 1976 Legislation and 1990 Regulations
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Treasury and the IRS then entered upon a four-year exercise which resulted in the 
1990 adoption of final regulations fundamentally faithful to Congress’ intent. The regulations 
are long and complex, but they provide detailed definitions and highly useful examples of the 
various requirements of the 1976 legislation.

In 1986, when the Treasury Department proposed unduly restrictive regulations 
interpreting the 1976 legislation, Congress promptly and forcefully reaffirmed its commitment 
to the legislative goal of encouraging charities’ active participation in the lobbying process. 
Seventeen of the 20 members of the Senate Finance Committee joined in a highly critical 
letter to the Secretary of the Treasury, strongly urging withdrawal of the regulations. A 
considerable majority of the members of the Ways and Means Committee wrote the Secretary 
to the same effect. The Chairman of the Ways and Means Committee wrote a separate letter 
of his own expressing similarly grave concern about the proposed regulations. Treasury 
quickly suspended its proposal.

"These organizations can be a valuable source of information; they can 
broaden legislators’ understanding of proposed legislation, and they can 
suggest valuable legislative alternatives.’ 121 Cong. Rec. 42028 (daily ed. 
December 19, 1975).

'Charities can be and should be important sources of information on legislative 
issues.’ 121 Cong. Rec. 42032 (daily ed. December 19, 1975).

Both the 1976 tax statute and the 1990 regulations were formulated in thoughtful, 
deliberate, measured processes. From 1971 to 1976, at least 11 bills were introduced with 
the essential objective of freeing charities from the existing tax restraint on their lobbying 
activities. In 1972, the Ways and Means Committee held three full days of hearings on the 
subject, receiving testimony from more than 100 witnesses. Thereafter, bills were drafted and 
redrafted, exposed for public and Treasury comment, and redrafted again. Additional 
hearings were held by the full Ways and Means Committee in 1976.

'It makes no sense to decide that these organizations operate in the public 
interest and grant them tax-exempt status and then silence them when they 
attempt to speak to those who must decide public policy.’ 117 Cong. Rec. 
8517 (daily ed. March 30, 1971).



Carefully refined to resolve the concerns expressed from varying points of view during 
this process, the final bill was approved by the Ways and Means Committee in 1976. It had 
broad bipartisan support. The Chairman of the Committee, its senior Republican, 
Congressman Barber Conable, and many other members of the Committee joined in 
co-sponsoring It, and it was reported by the Committee and passed by the House without a 
single dissenting vote. Forty•three senators joined in sponsoring the Senate counterpart of 
the bill - including Senators Muskie, Dole, Leahy, Baker, and Stevens. While it was finally 
enacted as a part of the Tax Reform Act of 1976, no objection to the bill was raised either in 
the Senate Finance Committee or on the Senate floor. 

The 1990 Treasury regulations which interpret and elaborate on the legislation were 
developed in the same careful, thoughtful, and deliberate way as the legislation itself was. 
After the suspension of the 1986 proposed regulations, fundamentally revised regulations 
were drafted and proposed. Two sets of public hearings were held. Evolving drafts of the 
regulations were made public for comment. The Commissioner of Internal Revenue ap­
pointed a special Exempt Organization Advisory Group which, from 1987 to 1990, devoted its 
attention almost entirely to the regulations. Treasury and the IRS received a large number of 
written comments from the public. As one might expect from this deliberative process, the 
final regulations adopted in 1990 both adhere to the overriding Congressional purpose of the 
1976 legislation and manifest a degree of care and sophistication - most importantly, in their 
definition of lobbying - rarely found in tax or other regulations. 

Results of 1976 Legislation 

From 1976 to the present, with only a temporary hiatus while the draconian 1986 
proposed regulations were outstanding, a broad and diverse part of the charitable community 
has accepted the Congressional invitation to participate in the lobbying process. These 
charities range from such well-known national organizations as the American Heart 
Association, National Council on Aging, the American Lung Association, the National 
Audubon Society and Reading is Fundamental to a host of less prominent groups, such as 
local YMCAs, Citizens for Safe Drivers, the Travellers Aid Society, the Society for Pediatric 
Research, and the Coalition for Persons with Disabilities. 

Groups like these have made a great many useful contributions to public policy 
debates on a variety of issues. For example: 

o The American Council of the Blind provides information to policymakers on the
impact of their decisions on those whose vision has been impaired. When
Congress considered reduction of the postal subsidy supporting the Blind and
Visually Handicapped Mailing Privilege, the Council demonstrated the effect of
the proposed reduction for those who would, under it, be unable to afford
postage for braille and recorded materials.

- 5 -
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The National Council on the Aging, in its work with the Senate Committee on 
Aging and other federal officials, has provided important assistance in creating 
the Senior Services Employment provision of the Older Americans Act and 
other matters within its field of concern.

Chapters of the American Cancer Society from all around the country regularly 
point up critical needs in cancer research and treatment for Congress and the 
Executive Branch.

As this Subcommittee, and the Congress, now work to apply the Lobbying Disclosure 
Act to charities, it is vitally important to proceed with the same sensitivity to encouraging 
charities’ energetic participation in the lobbying process so evident in the congressional tax 
law actions beginning in 1971. To assist you in doing so, INDEPENDENT SECTOR’S Lobby 
Disclosure Steering Group has developed a set of six proposed amendments to H.R. 823. A 
copy of those amendments, and a detailed statement of rationale for each, is attached. I will 
confine my remarks here to a brief discussion of the most important amendments.

Under the tax definition, discussions of a possible policy initiative become 
lobbying only when the concept ripens into a -specific legislative proposal.- 
Under H.R. 823, even the earliest of general discussions appear to constitute 
reportable lobbying.

Under the tax definition, lobbying does not include responding to a written 
request for technical assistance from a committee or subcommittee whether 
that response is provided in writing or, as is often the case, through 
participation by charities’ personnel in brainstorming sessions with committee 
members or their staffs. H.R. 823 excludes only a written response from the 

State and local Mental Health Associations regularly provide Congress and 
other policymakers information on a emerging needs for research on, and 
treatment of, mental health problems.

While charities have made much use of the lobbying latitude granted them by 1976 
legislation, little or no evidence of abuse of that latitude has been found. Indeed, IRS officials 
have repeatedly and publicly stated their satisfaction with the 1976 legislation and with the 
1990 regulations.

The Definition of ‘Lobbying.- As we have seen, charities are already operating under 
a detailed and carefully devised tax law definition of lobbying. H.R. 823 would require 
charities to learn, teach their staffs, and comply with a second complex definition. While 
similar in many respects, the two definitions are different in others. For example:



definition of lobbying; participation In oral give-and-take discussions would be 
reportable as lobbying. 

o The tax law definition encompasses only efforts to influence legislation, and
does not include efforts to influence Executive Branch decisions. The H.R. 823
definition includes both.

While INDEPENDENT SECTOR acknowledges, and appreciates, the effort already 
made to reduce.the burden of the H.R. 823 definition by allowing charities to base their 
lobbying expenditure reports on the tax law definition, the root problem remains. Charities 
would still be required to understand and comply with the lobbying Disclosure Act definition 
to track and report their lobbying contacts and the issues on -which they lobby. 

To resolve the problem, it seems appropriate to take account of the unique legal 
constraints which, together, govern charities alone among the individuals and organizations 
to which H.R. 823 applies. As we have seen, charities are required to serve purposes which 
the law has detennined beneficial to public, not private, interests; the tax statute specifically 
precludes them from affording any private individual or organization financial or other benefit; 
and they are foreclosed from any participation whatsoever in the political campaign process 
by strict and absolute rules, enforced by several tiers of severe sanctions. 

Accordingly, it appears consistent with the aims of the lobbying Disclosure Act to 
apply the tax definition of lobbying to charities. Particularly for smaller charities, that step will 
eliminate the confusion, misunderstanding and intimidation of complying with a new, different 
and complex definition of the tenn; and it will thereby remove the lobbying Disclosure Act's 
quite likely deterrent impact upon precisely those activities in the public policy arena which 
Congress, beginning in 1976, has so strongly sought to encourage through the tax laws. 
INDEPENDENT SECTOR consequently recommends that H.R. 823 be amended to allow 
charities to base their registration and reporting duties on the tax definition of lobbying. 

The Definition of •Lobbyist.• For many organizations - including many local 
charities - the obligation to register under H.R. 823 will turn on whether they have any 
employees who constitute •lobbyists• under the Act. Unfortunately, the Act's definition of 
"lobbyisr is highly subjective, encompassing any employee engaged in lobbying contacts 
•other than an individual whose lobbying activities are only incidental to, and are not a
significant part of, [the employee's) services.•

INDEPENDENT SECTOR believes that it is important to clarify this standard by 
providing an objective test for detennining when an employee becomes a lobbyist. 

Accordingly, INDEPENDENT SECTOR recommends that H.R. 823 be amended to 
provide a bright line test under which lobbying contacts will be treated as incidental and not 
significant if an employee devotes less than 10 percent of his or her time to them. 

- 7 -
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The Expenditure Threshold, Subjecting the very many local charities engaged in 
lobbying to H.R. 823’s registration and reporting requirements would have a profound 
deterrent effect on their participation in the public policy process. To avoid this highly 
undesirable result, INDEPENDENT SECTOR recommends increasing the semi-annual 
expenditure threshold from $1,000 to $10,000.

The fundamental, compelling objective of the 1976 tax law is, within carefully defined 
parameters, to encourage vigorous participation by charities in the lobbying process. The 
law achieves that objective when it frees a large national charity to participate in a significant 
national issue. More commonly, it achieves that end when it frees state and local charities to 
present their views to federal officials. The public policy work of the American Cancer 
Society is highly important. The work of a Texas charity promoting the arts is also important. 
So, too, is that of a Massachusetts Mental Health Association or a Kansas YMCA, a California 
or Ohio United Way, a North Carolina or Pennsylvania Junior League, or a Minnesota, South 
Carolina, or Virginia charity for the handicapped.

The Administering Agency, By assigning responsibility for regulation of lobbying 
disclosure to the Justice Department, Congress risks sending a signal precisely opposite to 
that which it has been sending charities from 1976 to the present - that lobbying has 
become a suspect activity which must be overseen by the federal government’s principal law 
enforcement agency. INDEPENDENT SECTOR believes it would be far more appropriate to 
assign administrative responsibility for the Act to the Office of Government Ethics.

Indeed, these groups and their work are more than important. They are an essential 
part of the functioning of our democracy. In permitting such charities broad access to federal 
officials, the 1976 tax law performs a function of vital significance to the workings of our 
democratic process. The Lobbying Disclosure Act should be appropriately amended so that 
it does not impede or deter this critical work of our charitable community.
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October 21, 1994 

Ms. Carol Rasco 

INDEPENDENT 
SECTOR 

Assistant to the President for 
Domestic Pclicy 

Executive Office of the President 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Carol: 

It was good of you and Doris to meet with John Kemp, Executive 
Director, United Cerebal Palsy Association; Frank Monahan, Director, Office of 
Government Liaison, U.S. Catholic Conference; Tom Troyer, Caplin and 
Drysdale;.Bob Smucker, Vice President, INDEPENDENT SECTOR (IS); and 
me to discuss how IS might work more closely with the Administration on key 
IS Government Relations priorities that will come before the next Congress. 
You had mentioned being in touch with Bob Rubin and Bruce Lindsey 
regarding our issues and we hope it will be possible to meet with them shortly 
after the election. 

There are two matters of pressing concern, one even more immediate 
than the other. 

The matter of greatest urgency is the Lobby Disclosure Act, which we 
understand will be intrnduced early in the next Congress. As Tom Troyer 
pointed out, INDEPENDENT SECTOR fully supports disclosure of lobbying 
activities by charities. However, that disclosure should be based on IRS 
definitions of what constitutes lobbying and not under a new and substantially 
different set of rules being proposed under the Lobby Disclosure Act. It's my 
clear sense that charities will aggressively oppose the lobby Disclosure Act if 
it is not modified to permit charities to disclose under the IRS rules. 

The President and the First lady have stated repeatedly the importance 
of strong advocacy by charities for their causes and clients. Support of our 
position on the lobby Disclosure Act would help immeasurably to buttress that 
advocacy. 

A NATIONAL FORUM TO ENCOURAGE GIVING, VOLUNTEERING AND NOT•FOR•PROFIT INITIATIVE 
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cc: John Kemp 
Frank Monahan
Tom Troyer 
Bob Smucker

Again, thanks for meeting with us. We hope to meet again with you and others whom 
you might designate, soon after the election.

The need for this legislation is clear. As Frank Monahan pointed out, new 
INDEPENDENT SECTOR research on giving and volunteering shows that giving has fallen a 
full 25% since 1989 and volunteering has declined from 54% in 1989 to 48% in 1993. The 
research also demonstrated, once again, that those who contribute to charity are more likely 
to volunteer.

Charities have suffered a double whammy in recent years from reduced giving and 
volunteering. Add to that the fact that support for human services has dropped $77 billion 
from 1980 to 1994 and it becomes exceedingly clear that unless these issues are addressed, 
the independent sector is simply not going to be able to provide the services that are central 
to the kind of society that all of us want.

The second issue is omnibus legislation which we plan to have introduced early in the 
next Congress. We are seeking Administration’s support for that measure which will include 
dropping the charitable tax deduction from the 3% floor, providing a charitable tax deduction 
for generous nonitemizers, permitting tax deductions for gifts of appreciated stock to private 
foundations, establishment of a "common fund" for investments of foundations, intermediate 
sanctions and increased disclosures of a charity’s IRS 990 Form, and perhaps dropping the 
cap from tax exempt bonds.

Sincerely,

//

Sara E. Melendez

/
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Volume XVII 

Number 1 INDEPENDENT 

SECTOR 

GOVERNMENT RELATIONS INFO AND ACTION 
FOR INDEPENDENT SECTOR MEMBERS AND ADVOCATES 

INDEPENDENT SECTOR Opposes the Lobby Disclosure Act of 1993 as Presently Written. 

The Lobby Disclosure Act of 1993 would have the effect of requiring many 
nonprofits to needlessly keep a second set of detailed records of their 
lobbying activities. 

INDEPENDENT SECTOR (IS) fears the record keeping burden would be a 
major disincentive to lobbying. 

Organizations are urged to sign on to the enclosed letter to Congressman 
Jack Brooks, Chairman of the House Committee on the Judiciary. 

Please contact now your House members and the President urging IS's 
proposed change in the legislation. 

BACKGROUND 

The Senate has passed legislation which would have the effect of requiring public 

charities to keep a second set of detailed lobbying records, in addition to records already 
required under the complex rules of the Internal Revenue Service. The legislation, HR823, 
is on a fast track in the House, having been approved by the Subcommittee on 
Administrative Law and Governmental Relations of the House Committee on the Judiciary. 
The full House may vote on the measure in February, so it is very important for you to 
send your message now to House members and the President, urging them not to support 
the legislation in its present form. Ask them to support permitting nonprofits to disclose 
their lobbying activities under existing Internal Revenue Service rules, and to oppose 
requiring them to disclose their lobbying activities under the new, complex set of 
definitions being proposed in the Lobby Disclosure Act of 1993. 

PRINCIPAL PURPOSE OF THE LOBBY DISCLOSURE ACT 

The principal purpose of the Lobby Disclosure Act of 1 993 is to compel public 
disclosure of contacts with public officials by those who seek private financial benefit from 
those contacts. The scandals at HUD from 1981 to 1988, and the abuses surrounding the 
WEDTECH Corporation were cited in legislative history as illustrations of the need for this 
legislation. 

A NATIONAL FORUM TO ENCOURAGE GIVING, VOLUNTEERING AND NOT• FOR• PROFIT INITIATIVE 
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DISCLOSURE REQUIRED BY THE ACT

INDEPENDENT SECTOR POSITION ON DISCLOSURE

PRINCIPAL PROBLEM WITH THE LOBBY DISCLOSURE ACT
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INDEPENDENT SECTOR is absolutely committed to the principle of public disclosure 
of our sector's lobbying and advocacy efforts aimed at influencing public policy. 
Moreover, we recognize the need to clarify certain federal registration and reporting 
requirements for lobbyists and to improve compliance and enforcement. Nonprofits have 
stated from the outset our willingness to disclose our contacts with federal agencies and 
committees of Congress and the issues we lobby - in addition to lobbying expenditures - 
which we already report to the IRS.

The differences between the reporting now required by the IRS and that which 
would be required by the Lobby Disclosure Act of 1993 are substantial. Attachment A 
provides a list of the differences between the LDA, as passed by the subcommittee in the 
House, and the IRS rules. The list gives clear evidence that to comply with the LDA, 
public charities would have to keep a second set of detailed records on a substantially 
different set of lobbying rules.

According to a list compiled by the IRS showing how much individual charities 
spend on lobbying, the House legislation would apply to the more than 1,000 national, 
state and local voluntary organizations that spend more than $2,500 semi-annually on 
federal, state and local lobbying (as lobbying expenditures are defined by the IRS). The 
legislation would apply to them if the organization also had an employee who spends more 
than 10% of his/her time on federal lobbying. The effect of the legislation would be to 
require record keeping by all organizations that think they might spend $2,500 semi­
annually on lobbying and have an employee who might spend more than 10% of his/her 
time on federal lobbying.

The big problem with the LDA is it would require voluntary organizations to report 
under a second set of complex rules governing lobbying. We are now required to report 
lobbying expenditures under Internal Revenue Services Regulations. Those rules, issued in 
1990, run 47 pages. Nonprofits are struggling to understand these important but complex 
rules and to be required now to master a second set of complicated rules (another 47 
pages?) is likely to result in many groups being scared off or concluding that to be engaged 
in public policy debate simply isn't worth the significant additional record keeping burden.

The Lobby Disclosure Act of 1993 (LDA) requires disclosure of lobbying contacts 
with federal agencies and committees of Congress, disclosure of the issues lobbied, and 
disclosure of the amounts spent on such lobbying. Nonprofits are already required to 
report the amount they spend on lobbying, as lobbying is defined by the IRS. The LDA 
would require us also to disclose issues lobbied, and lobbying contacts with committees 
and agencies.



Many organizations can't be certain at the start of a six-month period how much 
they will spend on lobbying or how much time will be devoted to it. It's likely that many 
organizations, to be safe, would simply discontinue their lobbying altogether, or at least 
stop that activity when they began to approach the time and dollar threshold limits. 

It's also clear that the legislation, in its present form, will place a special burden on 
small charities because they will be least able to comply with the additional record keeping 
burden. For larger groups, the legislation will divert funds from services. 

A REASONABLE SOLUTION TO THE DOUBLE REPORTING BURDEN 

There is a reasonable solution. Nonprofits have maintained from the outset of the 
legislation that despite the lack of evidence of abuses, they would be willing to provide the 
disclosure information, including committees and agencies lobbied, the issues on which we 
lobbied, as well as that which we already disclose to the IRS on our lobbying expenditures. 
However, we want to report the lobbying disclosure information required by the LOA, as 
the IRS has defined lobbying. not under the different. complex set of lobbying definitions 
being proposed by the LOA. 

ACTION REQUESTED 

We urge you to sign on to the attached letter (Attachment Bl by faxing Attachment 
C to us by January 20. Even more important, send your own letter to your member of the 
U. S. House of Representatives and to the President. Urge them to oppose HR823, the 
Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1993, as now written and ask for modification that would 
permit nonprofits to report their lobbying disclosure activities under IRS rules defining 
lobbying--not under the new lobbying definitions being proposed by the Lobby Disclosure 
Act of 1993 . The legislation probably will come up for vote in February, so we urge you 
to act now. 

While it is very important to contact all members of the House, members of the 
House Committee on the Judiciary (Attachment D) are particularly important. All members 
of the House and the President may be contacted as follows: 

House Members 
The Honorable 

----

Dear Mr./Ms. 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

President 

----

The President Dear Mr. President: 
The White House 
Washington, O.C. 20510 

.3. 

Sincerely yours, 

Sincerely yours, 



Attachment A

Differences Between the Definitions of Lobbying by Charities

Under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1993 and the Internal Revenue Code

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

For tax purposes, an organization's communications with its members regarding 
legislation is either excluded from the definition of lobbying altogether or is treated as direct 
lobbying. Under H.R. 823, all membership communications constitute grassroots lobbying.

This analysis was developed for the
Alliance for Justice and other public charities 

concerned about the Lobby Disclosure Act of 1993 (HR 823)

For tax purposes, lobbying includes only efforts to influence legislation and 
administrative decisions relating to the legislation. Under H.R. 823, lobbying includes efforts 
to influence every form of executive branch decision making.

For tax purposes, technical assistance provided in response to a written request 
from a committee or subcommittee, including oral brainstorming sessions, are not reported 
as lobbying. Under H.R. 823, technical assistance activities may trigger an obligation to 
register unless they are made in writing, and all technical assistance, no matter what form it 
takes, must be recorded and reported by a registrant.

For tax purposes, testimony delivered by representatives of a nonprofit 
organization at the invitation of a committee or subcommittee is not included in the definition 
of lobbying. Under H.R. 823, the testimony and all of the work done in preparation for it must 
be recorded and reported.

For tax purposes, communications with the public regarding legislation do not 
constitute grassroots lobbying unless they include a call to action. Under H.R. 823, the 
definition of grassroots lobbying may include public education and other activities that do not 
include a call to action.

(Note: The phrase "for tax purposes" used below refers to the definition of lobbying 
applicable to public charities under the Internal Revenue Service regulations.)

For tax purposes, efforts to influence legislation that might affect the existence 
of a nonprofit organization, its powers and duties or its tax exempt status, need not be 
recorded or reported. Under H.R. 823, such "self-defense" lobbying must be reported.

For tax purposes, discussions of public policy issues become lobbying only 
when the concept ripens into a "specific legislative proposal." Under H.R. 823, even the 
earliest of general discussions appear to constitute reportable lobbying.



8. For tax purposes, direct lobbying only includes communications with a member
or employee of a legislative body. Under H.R. 823, communications with members-elect, who 
have not yet taken office, and communications with unpaid volunteers of a member are both 
treated as direct lobbying. 

9. For tax purposes, expenditures for research, reports and other activities need
not be reported as lobbying expenditures, even though they are subsequently used in 
connection with lobbying, except under carefully defined circumstances. Under H.R. 823, the 
circumstances under which the subsequent use of nonlobbying materials must be reported are 
not clearly defined. 

·10. For tax purposes, nonpartisan analysis, study or research is excluded from the 
definition of lobbying. Under H.R. 823, such reports, studies and other balanced materials 
appear to be included. 

11 . For tax purposes, payments by nonprofits to other organizations are generally 
not treated as lobbying expenditures unless they are earmarked for the purpose of lobbying. 
Under H.R. 823, the payments that would have to be reported appear to be broader. 

12. For tax purposes, expenses for activities that have a lobbying and a nonlobbying
purpose need not be reported entirely as lobbying expenditures under certain circumstances. 
H.R. 823 does not address this issue, leaving open the possibility that the full cost of mixed 
purpose expenditures will have to be reported or that different allocation rules will be required. 

13. For tax purposes, expenditures that must be reported in connection with
lobbying activities are narrowly defined. Under H.R. 823, expenditures for all "efforts in 
support of" lobbying, including "preparation and planning activities, research and other 
background work" must be recorded and reported. 

14. For tax purposes, some nonprofit organizations are required to report their
lobbying activities on an aggregate basis with their local or state chapters or other affiliated 
organizations. Under H.R. 823, these affiliated organizations would be required to file 
separate reports. 

(LBOEfJRS.DIFl 



Honorable Jack Brooks 
Chairman 
Committee on the Judiciary 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20S18 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

ATTACHMENT B 

Januaiy • 1994 

We are writing to express our deep concern about the potential harmful effects of H.R .. 823, the 
Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1993, on the public policy activitie.1 of nonprofit organizations. While the Act, 
now pending before the Judiciary Committee, attempts to make impo_rtant and needed change., to existing 
registration laws, it would also subject nonprofits to multiple and inconsistent reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements that will deter nonprofit organizations across the country from engaging in education and advocacy 
on a wide ran1e of issues. With some adjustment, we believe the Act can acoomplish its aims without adversely 
affectin& the advocacy activities of nonprofits, which are already subject to comprehensive lobbying regulations. 
Unle.,s these changes are made, we must regretfully oppose H.R. 823. 

At the outset, we note that nonprofits strongly support the purposes of the Lobbying Disclosure Act. 
We are committed to the principle of public disclosure, including that of our lobbying and advocacy efforts 
aimed at influencing public policy. Moreover, we recognize the need to clarify certain federal registration and 
reporting requirements for lobbyists and to improve compliance and enforcement. We agree also with the need 
for a single administrative structure applicable to all lobbying entitie.1 and organizations. 

But unlike any other sector of society, nonprofit organizations are already subject to a complex array of 
restrictions and reporting requirements under the Internal Revenue Code for lobbying. In 1990, after four years 
of discussions with the nonprofit sector and other interested partie.11 the lntemal Revenue Service issued 
comprehensive and detailed regulations that, after enormous, diligent effort, have been implemented widely in 
the nonprofit community. Nonprofits have spent countless hours and dollars creating rccordkceping system., and 
training our employees to comply with these rules. 

H.R. 823, as reported by the Subcommittee on Administrative Law and Governmental Relations on 
November 22, 1993, recognius the unique circumstances facing nonprofit organizations by allowing charities to 
meet some but not all of the registration and reporting requirements of the Act by relying on their reports filed 
with the IRS. Notwithstanding this provision, the root problem remains; nonprofits would still be subject to a 
second, different set of requirements under other provisions of the Act. 

For example, in order to determine whether they are required to register under the Act, nonprofits will 
have to determine whether they employ one or more •tobbyists, • a term that is defined in section 3(11) of the 
Act by reference to a wide range of public policy and educational activities that do not constitute lobbying for 
purposes of the Internal Revenue Code. (A list of the significant differences between the definition of lobbying 
under the Internal Revenue Code and Regulations and the Act is attached.) In order to submit reports under 
section 5(b)(2) of the •specific issues• upon which they engaged in significant lobbying activities, nonprofits 
would be required to use a definition that include., many activities not treated as lobbying under the Internal 
Revenue Code and that, therefore, arc not now included in their recordkeeping and internal reporting systems 
and would now have to be separately maintained. 

In order to submit reports of the total expenses incurred in connection with grass roots lobbying 
communications under section 5(b)(5), nonprofits would similarly be required to include activities that the IRS 
bas not classified as grassroots lobbying, particularly communications directed only to their members. The cost 
of the additional recordkceping systems and the burden of training their employees to comply with a second set 
of complicated definitions and requirements will be enormous. Unle.,s these differing arrangements are 
changed, some groups will forego the effort and expense, choosing insiw to end their participation in the 



development of public policy. That circwmtance would have the unfortunate and unintended result of dtpriving 
-Congress and the Executive Branch of nonprofits' expertise, which is distinct from that of for-profit entities.

The problem of duplicative and inconsistent regulatory systems could be !!!)irnin•ted if nonprofits were 
allowed to rely fully on the tax code's definitions of lobbyin& in fulfilling their registration and reportin& 
obligations under the Act. Under this proposal, nonprofits would be required to register and to file reports 
under the same conditions and at the same time as all other registrants, and they would be subject to the· same 
enforcement procedures. However, they would not be forced to i.mplemeat costly and burdensome new 
recordkeeping systems in addition to the ones they have already put into effect. We believe this proposal i� 
responsive both to the salutary goals of the Act and the unique legal constraints already imposed on the 
nonprofit sector. 

Congress has on several recent occasions recognized and sought to encourage the vital role played by 
charities in the development of legislative and other public policies. In order to maintain our ability to continue 
serving this important public role, we respectfully request that H.R. 823 be amended to bring it" into line with 
existing obligations under the Internal Revenue Code.· We believe that the IRS rules regarding lobbying by 
nonprofits strike a reasonable balance between accountability and the need to encourage nonprofit organizations 
to participate in the formulation of public policy. The Lobbying Disclosure Act not only fails to strike this 
balance,. it makes accountability. so complicated thatJt discourages the very participation that the IRS has only 
recently clarified. 

We welcome the opportunity to continue to work with you and your stiff to craft a bill that would be 
acceptable. 

Sincerely, 

ALLIANCE FOR JUSTICE 
AMERICAN ARTS ALLIANCE 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF MUSEUMS 
AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY 
AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION 
AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION 
AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOClA TION 
COUNCIL ON FOUNDATIONS 
INDEPENDENT SECTOR 
MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL DEFENSE AND EDUCATIONAL FUND 
NAACP LEGAL DEFENSE FUND 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF LA RAZA 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF NONPROFIT ASSOCIATIONS 
NATIONAL PTA 
NATIVE AMERICAN RIGHTS FUND 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
PEOPLE FOR THE AMERICAN WAY 
0MB WATCH 



Attachment C

(INDEPENDENT SECTOR FAX NUMBER (202) 416-0580)

Please add our name to the letter to Congressman Brooks.

Name of Organization (please print)

Please fax this response by January 20 or mail it to INDEPENDENT SECTOR by that
date.
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 15, 1993 

MEMORANDUM TO MELANNE VERVEER 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Doris Matsui 
Deputy Assistant to the President 
White House Office of the Public Liason 

List of attendees of the September 14, 1993 
Non-Profit Sector briefing. 

Per your request, enclosed is the list of people who attended the 
Tuesday, September 14, 1993 Non-Profit Sector briefing. 



Ms. Nan Aron 
Executive Director 
Alliance for Justice 
1601 Connecticut Avenue, NW 
Suite 601 
Washington, DC 20009 
202/332-3224 

Ms. Christine Benero 
Director of Washington Office and 
Director of Governmental Affairs 
Association of Junior.Leagues 
International 
1319 F street, NW 
Suite 604 
Washington, DC 20004 
393-3364

Ms. Lauren A. Cook 
Assistant to the President for 
Public Policy 
Council on Foundations 
1828 L Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20036-5168 
466-6512

Ms. Suzanne Feurt 
Program Officer 
Charles Stewart Mott Foundation 
1200 Mott Foundation Building 
Flint, MI 48502-1851 
(313) 238-5651

Mr. Arnie Graf 
Industrial Areas Foundation 
I 

410/750-1595 

Mr. Gary Bass 
Executive Director 
0MB Watch 

1731 Connecticut Avenue, NW 
4th Floor 
Washington, DC 20009 
234-8494

Ms. Kathleen Bonk 
Co-Director 
Communications Consortion 
1333 H Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
202/682-1270 

Mr. Arnie Coraf 
Industrial Areas Foundation 
Balitmore, MD 
410/750-1556 

Mr. Ronald Field 
Senior Vice President 
Family Service America 
1319 F Street, NW 
Suite 204 
Washington, DC 20004 
202/347-1124 

Ms. Leslie Harris 
Director of Public Policy 
People for the American Way 
2000 M Street, NW 
Suite #400 
Washington, DC 20015 
467-2390



Ms. Linda Lancaster 
The National Assembly of National 
Voluntary Health & Social Welfare 
1319 F Street 
Suite 601 
Washington, DC 
202/393-2080 

Ms. Emily Gautz McKay 
National Council of La Raza 
810 First Street, NW 
Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20002 
202/289-1380 

Mr. James Parkel 
Director of Corporate Support 
Programs 
IBM Corporation 
Old Orchard Road 
Armonk, NY 10504 
(914)765-5242

Mr. Mark Rosenman 
Vice President, Social 
Responsibility 
The Union Institute 
1731 Connecticut Ave, NW 
suite #300 
Washington, DC 20009-1146 
202/667-1313 

Ms. Kathleen Sheekey 
co-director 
Advocacy Institute 
1730 Rhode Isand Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20036 
202/659-8475 

Mr. John Michael McCloakey 
Chairman 
Sierra Club 
408 C Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20002 
(202)547-1141

Ms. Ann Mitchell 
Executive Director 
National Council of Nonprofit 
Associations 
1828 L Street, NW 
Suite #505 
Washington, DC 20036 
202/785-3208 

Ms. Diana Pearce 
Women and Poverty\Wider 
O�portunities for Women 
Director of Women and Poverty 
Project 
1325 G Street 
NW 

Washington, DC 20005 
202/638-3143 

Mr. Michael Seltzer 
Executive Director 
Funders Concerned About AIDS 
310 Madison Avenue 
Suite 1630 
New York, NY 10017 
(212)573-5533

Ms. Hildy Simmons 
Mangaing Director, Community 
Relations & Public Affairs 
J.P. Morgan & Co. Inc 
60 Wall Street 
New York, NY 10260 
(212)648-9664



Jo Sachiko Uehara
Interim National Executive Director
YWCA of the USA
726 Broadway
Sth Floor
New York, NY 10003
212/614-2868

Ms. Susan Smith
Public Policy Associate
Red Cross
17th & D Streets, NW
NW
Washington, DC 20006
639-3165

Ms. Linda Tarr-Whelan
President and Executive Director
Center for Policy Alternatives
1875 Connecticut Ave, NW
Suite 710
Washington, DC 20009
202/387-6030

Mr. Robert Smucker 
Senior Vice President 
Independent Sector
1828 L St., NW
Washington, D.C. 20036
202/223-8100
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THE HONORABL CHARLES C. BR�, ,JR. 
n behalf of 

INDEP NDENT SECTOR , ,· 

N0.42� Pe0e 

To argue that nonprofit organizatiom rece ving federal grants shout� QC- hatred from substantial 
advocacy reflects a fundamental misunde ing of the historic relationship between nonprofiw; 
and government. 

NonprofitS have always been invulved iJ both service delivery and ndvoca�y. and the public
benefits from these dual roles. Both by pr viding an alternative to dir.ect governmental delivery 
of public services, and by enabling indivi uals to speak out effccp.vely on.public poUcy Issues, 
nonprofits serve to limit rather wn expa the power of the st.ale. 

Barring federaJ grantees from subscamia� ad'Vocacy auivicy is:•�tbel"' grant �cform-nor good 
government. No one knows better thee ent of a community.'s ac;eds for 1servites or how best 
to improve the effectiveness of federal pr ams than the nonproijt.s on .the;from lines of service 
delivery. Excluding these nonprofits wil dimini�h. not protect. the policy process. 

Existing law properly prohibits the use o iram funds lu 1.:ovet"'e)thcr the' idirect·or· the- indirect 
c:oc;t.c; of lobbyina. This rule is enforced 

l
federal auditors, and the level o'f'compliance appears 

to be quite high. There is simply no stification for imposing more :�ctiv-e rules and 
uurdensomc new administrative require nts at a time when. nonprofitc; ti.re being calle-d on to 
expand their services to help offset cuts if federal spending. Tols is partictmrly true when no
similar restriction is proposed tor tederal onrractors, who wouldtc::maiu fr.ee ro lobby with their
oongovernment funds. 

finally. conditioning the receipt of feder I grant funds on grantees' re,:,u�a-Jio.n of their First 
Amendment right to lobby with private funds raises serious constitutional concerns. While 
Congress can refuse to subsidize gran es· lobbying, and can require strict separation of
federally-funded and privately funded act ities. it cannot limit g$ltces' right-tQ lobby with their 
private funds. 
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THE HONORABL CHARLES C. BRO"N, JR. I 

a behalf of 
INDEP Nf>F.NT SECTOR�- ; . 

NC.422 P00S 

HEARINGS BEFORE THE SUB OMMITTEE ON NATIONAL:EC0NOMIC 
GROW

T

H, NATURAL RESO CES, AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GO RNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 

My name is Charles C. Brown, J 
Pleas of Center County Pennsylvania a 
YMCA of the USA. The YMCA of the 
whose behalf I am appcarin� today. 

I am the President :Jt�ge of� Coun of Common 
Chairman of the Public Policy Com.mitt� of the 

SA ls a member of INDEP.ENBBNT SECTOR, on 

INDEPENDENT SECTOR is a onprofit coalition of,� co�te� foundation and 
voluntary organization members with nat' nal interest and impact'in philaarhropy aoo voluntary 
action. The organizatton· s mission is t create a national forum <.:apa.blc:: of encouraging the

giving. volunteering. and non-for-profl initiative that help all of us :better serve people, 
communities and causes. The organi tion of INDEPENQEN� SECT>OR. and its mission 
derive from its members' shared commi ent to fundamental v�lues relating fQ,the creation and
maintenance of a truly free society. 

I appreciate very much the oppo
i

nity to present this teStimony, but I arp deeply troubled 
by Chainnan McIntosh's commerus in ouncing this headni. Along, with Representatives 
Istook and Ehrlich, Chairman McIntosh s decried what he characterizes as. a "viciou.� cycle [of]
taxpayer abuse" in which federal grant

;
s use federal grants to lobby for still more federal 

funding without any effective goverMle oversight or public ac;coumabllity. Tv ptat an end to 
these alleged ahuses. Chainnan Mcintos and Representatives-Istook and Ehrlich have drafted 
legislation that would impose major new r trictions on the poHtkal.advocacy activities of federal 
grantet:S. 
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The Clwnn2n's comments. and h' legislative proposal,.�ct a �clous m.isunderstandin� 
of the historic relationship between pri, te nonprofit organintions. and government. Feder:il 
grantees are not, as lhe Cbairman':-i w1Lll ms suggest, children of the federal government whose 
role 1s to be seen but not heard. mere to s tor the delivery of fcderally•tuooed services. On the 
contrary, in every field nf !:ocial endeavo , private nonprofit initiatives loJ!g preceded any federal 
involvement. Nonprofit organizations ar neither creatures of, nor par,:i�ite.� OR- big government. 

Instead, in a very reat sense these o ganizations renect Amcncan.s' �ti:on� pccfc'rcncc for less 
government and more private initiative.I Since before the f-O�iag oti·ttJ.e, Republic, private 
nonprofit associations h2ve played two �fential roles in our publjc life. Eirst. they have allowed 
private citizens to address n host of publif concerns without recourse to government acrion. 'Rut 
second •· aoo equally imporumt -- they �vc provided, along with politita-1 parities, the principal 
vehicle through which groups ot citiZens cbuld join together ro express �ir beliefs about the proper 
role of government. t' 

A5 such, private nonprofit org · tions are vital tneaiating i.nstitutiOllS between the 
individual and the state. Both by min.uu· ing the need for direct government action and by giving 
voice to individuals who would otherwdc be largely powerless in the face of suni:: puw1::1, the 
nonr,mfit �ctor creates the essential socrl context for our system of democratic pluralism.

The leaders of many of the wortf s .emerging democraiies �vefoome,to recognize thi� 
tmportance of nonprofit institutions a::, l1 }.1ulwark agaill5t a totalitarian l!batc, and are working to
nurture a U.S.-scylc nonprofit sector. W� should be no less concerned about preserving this aspect 
of our tradition than they are about repli

r
ting it. 

These historical and international rspectives must inform,ourunde�tanding ofw evolving 
partnership between nonprofits anct gove enc. Over lln:: past half century, the American people 
have chosen to expand che federal role i funding a broad range,of publi� services. However, co 
limit the power of a centrali1ed federal ureaucracy. Americans have cnoseo to have the major 
portion of thc3c services dl:llivered not b) government but rat.her,through the pre-exii.ting network 
of communicy-based nunpru!il organizati ns. Thus: 

Church basements have become e site of federally-�µded lt�ad.sjart;fprograms; 

Boys and Girls Clubs receive fi ral funds to start cl�. in pubHt housing projects: 

YMCAs use tederal runds co bri i more low-irn.:omc: dilldren inw· after-school child care 
projrams: 

' 
Goodwill Industries receives fed ral funds to expand,.trallling pmgrams for the disabled: 

Federal grants enable Catholic cbartties to expand proghw� fot•:me homeless. 

3 
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As this partnership has evolved, th sides have been -c��med:aboµt preserving their 
distinct roles. To safeguard their funda ental autonomy, many nonprofit organizations have set 
limits on the amount of government fu lltey will accept and have adamantly defended their 
right to continue to speak out on pubic issues. Likewise,, the f(d� government, while 
acknowledging the advocacy rights of pri ate, nonprofit orga�ons, has,requited that they pay 
fo1 such activity with private funds.

The Existini Bar OD.JJl!UlSC..M..t:f��.!iJWlU�Ld.i..Io.c..:1m1:b)'.lill& 
r 

Accordin&ly, the 0MB rules go
�

ming nonprofit organizations tlia.t receive federal funds 
require strict financial separation of gran s' privately funded and federally funded activities. Since 
1984. these rules have expressly prohibit the use of federal fuous to pay the costs of lobbying .ind 
electioneering. Strict accountina stan;J require federal gramc�s to make. a reasonable allocation 
of overhead costs between federally and rivately funded activities and to demonstrate that none of 
the ov�rlu:ad costs properly attribuwble i lobbying or political .aCUYities, b:ave .been charaed to the 
federal grant. Grantees' records are subj ct to review by federal auditors, who have the authority 
both to require repayment of lobbying or political costs charred to lhc: fcde:fal grant and to impose 
penalties for willful violations. 

The large percentage of federal g . tees that are ex�pt, from �.Wlder .section 501(c)(3)
of the Internal Revenue Code -- the exe"lption category for charitable; ed\lcational, religious, aoo 
scientific nonprofits - are subject ro eve� more stringent tax law restr!ctio�. All section 501(c)(3)
organizations are absolutely barred from partisan political activity. Section:S0I(c)(3) organizations 
classified as "private foundations" arc likewise prohibited from. lol;,bying� �ile those organizations 
qualifying as ·public charities' are subjelt to strict limits on the ponion of their budget that can be 
devoted to lobbying. 

By requiring strict financial se aration of federal 1grant a�tivity and pri11ately funded 
advocacy, the 0MB rules strike an appro11riate balance between the goverDJJ.lent's legitimate interest 
m avoiding federal subvc:ntiuu of lobbying and political nctivity and the right of citizens' groups to 
use rheir private resources to speak out n public issues. 

Significantly. in rhe early 198 the Reagan administ.,ration. considered, but ultimately 
rejected. more restrictive rules that wou d have required physic.al as ,weH1�s financial separation -­
!hat is, would have requin:u kderal gran es to cstabhsh wholly. separate fadlilies and �raff for their 
federal grant programs and privately-fu ded advocacy. The pr.actical impossibility of achieving 
such physical separation would have t reed most grantees to_1choose ��n fc:ueral funds or 
private advocacy. a choice that would ave hardly served the, puplic int�rest. 

Included as pan of the sarnt: pru sal - and also ultimhtblY, r.ejectbd--·wu..an expansinn of 
the definition of lobbying to encompass fforts to influence executive branch as well as legislative 
decisions. 0MB quite properly conclu d that federal policy should encourage, not ub,courage, 
grantees from working with federal �ee cies to improve the effectiveness of the federal programs 
in v.hich they participar�. 
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Current f�deral grant rules recoi · e that the public;.·�Drfif.S •. �'Sr}Y �ause many
nonprofit orgnnizations' missions encomp is both advocacy and ser.vicc �livery. No one has a 
deeper understanding of a \,;Oillmunity'; � for low income child cue� a battered women's 
shelter, a hospice, or a sheltered workshop lhan lhc: w.uuuu.nity-bascd nonprofits working day in
:md day out to provide these services. No one has a better grasp of how LO improve the
effectiveness of federal programs than the onprofits on the front lines of service delivery. These
�roups' volunteer and staff leaders rightly ee it as thtir civic duty to coottibute their wisdom and 
commitment to the public poli1,;y process. 

This synergy between advocacy service delivery ca,n bejusc as:impo� in the ca:,c; of 
organizations whose primary focus is 

*

voe Rey. Nonprofits,, that have,:� the trust ot a
community or i,pecial needs group thro h effective advocacy on their behalf often lend that 
credibility, and their substamlve c:itpe · · , to federally-funded research or public education 
proirarns. dramatically increasing the ett' ctiveness or these fed.eral dforts. 

The YMCA provides a perfect eximple of how rhe pubJi,c,•bene� fro� the dual role of 
nooprofit3 o.s o.dvocares and service proviHen Autonomous local YMCAs in ·nearly a thousand 
communities ai.:ru.s� America provide a b

�
ad range of community services. including child care. 

youth and adult timess programs, outrc cb pru�1ams for at-risk youth, o.nd families, and an 
increasing array of pro2rams for senior iti.zens. 1n 1993, gov:.emmem �an� 1:1.ccourucd for 7 
percent of rout YMCA revenue nationwid . and for some YMCAs the percentage was substantiaUy 
lugher. 

YMCAs also believe that we have civic responsibility ro acilvcly-J>articipatc-in the public
policy process on issues related to our ission of promotmg

1 
�strong kt�. strong families, and 

strong communities.� I att�ch a resolut n adopted by the YMCA Narionar�Boant in 1989 on 
"Goab of YMCA Involvement in the Pu lie Policy Proce'i.�." �onsistent� with the principles set 
forth in tllis resolution, Jtx,;.tl YMCA s participate in nn acti�e gra.�.roots process to define 
a YMCA public policy agenda and to pr sent thal agc:uua to public offici� at the federal, state, 
and loc11 I level. 

The principal result of YMCA a ocacy is not more .go:y�mmen r� �ss goyerM1ent but 
bener govcrnmem. Let me illustrnte wi a simple example: 

YMCAs are lhe largest single pro ider or aftcr-schoo� ctiµu l,;a£C 41 the CO\ll'ltry. In 
1989, the Hom;e version of what became the Child Care aoo 'Development Block 
Oram would have made public sc ls the only eligible rec.ip.ients for federal school 
age chilu �ctn� funds. The YMC of the USA gave Senator ,Hatch a Hst of scores
of commumties around the l:oumJ lllac h;sd chosen YMCAs -- not the schools -- co 
run school-based child care progfams. Local YMCAs simuh,uleoU&ly urged their 
Represenmives and Senators to s ppon a more flexible approach. This informauon 
and odvoco.cy enabled Senator Ha ch rn lead a success-fu.l;efforuo prevent Congress 
frvm uve11 iding local decisions a d imposing a single. iederally-mandated approach 
to school age child car�. 

s 
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At a time when millions of Ameri ans are increasingly-disaffected from me political proce�s.
YMCAs are promoting precisely the so of constructive grass-roots participation essential 10 the
renewal of our democratic institutions. YMCAs also provide the federal governmem w1lh a

communiry-hi1!.eci delivery system for fed�rally-funded services that is� cost-effective and highly
responsive co local concerns and values� 

As the YMCA experience make! plain, the face that many nonp�ofits engage both in the
delivery of federally-funded services ap<1 in advocacy on federal, state, and local issues Is a
fundamental strength -· not a weakness!•_· of our American-s.ystem. The advocacy activities of
nonprofit federal grantees are no more r�rlcable. or troubli.ni;Ehan lobbying by General Motors. 
Boeing, and 01..hc:r government contractqrs or, indeed. lobbying· 'by private citizens in defense of
their Social Security and veterans bene ts or their farm subsidies. 

Should every individual or gr p that receives S\d)s� �era! benefits -- �rancs.
contracts, transfer payments, loans, etc. -- be barred from poliiical adv.oeacy or penniued only an
insubscamial amoum of auv0<.:a1,;y? Pres mably, those criciciz:ing the advocacy activities of federal 
grantees would never propose such a ge eral rule. This highly selective nature of their concern is 
deeply troubling. 

A review of draft legislation prep red by Chainnan MdotoSh and.Rept:esentatives Istook and 
Ehrlich reinforces tht=se con<,;t:ru�. The draft legislation wo-uld: 

I 

Prohibit an organization from re iving federal gran�!(6r a six ¥�ar t,,erm· it in any year
the organization's expenditures pohtic:il �civncacy equaJ or ex�d five percent or more
of the first $20 million of its pri ately-funded expenditures, and two petcent of additional
privately-funded expendirures; 

Broaden the impact of this rule y establishing an excr�ly broad -�e:finition of political 
advocacy: and 

impose major new record-keepi g an<l reporting bun.l::ns on ft"deral grantees. 

We recognize that chis legislativ proposal is still bejrigi ct:.vised: ·However, our concerns 
nrise not from the details of the proposa but from its basic p�mise -- 1h�t the public suffers when 
organizations rhat receive federal grants lso engage in substantial advocacy activity. For all of the
reasons discussed ahove, this premise simply wrong. E1.b1ing requirements that grantees not
spend �ranc funds for lobbying or litical activity should, of course, be strictly enforced. 
However, additional restrictions are not nly unnecessary but wquld be highly damaging co the long­
standing p:mnership between govemm m and the nonprofit c;ecrnr As Members of Congress 
consider the proposed restrictions, we rge them in particular 'to bear in mind the following· 

There is no principled basis for imiring the advocacy ��tivities �f �l grantees bur nor
of federal contractors. 
Conditioning the receipt of fe ral grant funds on grantees' rimunciation of their First
Amendment right m lobby with private funds raises very serious constitutional concerns.

6 • I 
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While Congress can constirutionall refuse to subsidize:grantees',lobby.�g-and,require strict
separation of federally-tunded aml rivatcly funded activities, it caMot constitutionally limit 

irantees' right to lobby with their private funds. 

Durdening nonprofit grantees wi�+ajor new record-kee}).;ng and.re�ng,requjrements will
consume resources that would ot111rwise be available to e�pand services. At a time when
nonprofits are being caUed on to help offset the cu� in 'leue1c1l social programs and the
puhlic is demanding less bureaucra4Y and greater cost-effectiveness in government programs,
imposing burdensome new adminiFtrative requirements would be a big step in the wrong
direction. 

• • 

For all of these reasons, on behalf of Independent Secto.rr�nd. its aj�ml!e.r 01ganizarions, I
strongly urge Chairman McIntosh ond Rf resentatives Istook ffld Ehrlich not to go forward with
their proposed legislation. 

. ' 

7 



3:-1;( E. Melendez

Advocates for the Social Good \ THE WASHINGTON POST 

MONDAY,)ULY 31, 1995 

are required to follow strict account-
\ ing procedures and face severe penal-

In 1989 the House had passed a 
child care bill that said only public 
sc��ls could receive federal money 
for after-school child care. But scores 
of'�ommunities already had selected 
YMCAs or other private charities. 
Fortunately, local Y's and many oth­
er.\� communicated this fact to Con­
gress, and it decided not to impose a 
sirigle, federally mandated approach 
to child care. 

J:_hese local YMCAs engaged in ad­
vo.Gacy. According to a series of edito­
ri�,� i� T�e Post, and to pending
legi�lation m Congress, charitable or­
ganizations that receive any federal 

�1aking Exception 

grant funds should be strong)y dis­
co_4-':aged from doing practically any­
thing that could influence public poli­
cy� 

As a coalition of -800 charities and 
donors, we believe this idea would 
hurt many of our members. It would 
also threaten a tradition that has been 
a� important as a free press to making 
our democratic system work: the tra-
di� of people forming groups to 
cohf ront a social problem or do a 
sooial good. 

- . 

A point made in The Post's editori­
als-;-that providing direct services to 

, needy individuals does uthe most to 
help people in distress" -does not 
ring true with most charities. Did 
providing services to slaves once help 
them more than advocating for aboli­
tio,w Or, for a more recent example, 
du.tjng the 1994 Rwandan refugee 
crisis, should international charities 
have focused their limited resources 
on 'feeding a small nl!Jllber of refugees 
or advocated a quick response by 
go�mments--,.a response credited 
wi� saving tens of thou�ds of lives? 

Most of these international chari­
ties did both, which suggests another 
misconception in The Post's editorials 
th� is reflected in the legislation: that 
there is a dichotomy between "tradi­
tional nonpolitical chariti"es" and "po­
litical organizations and advocacy 
groups." Reality is not nearly so sim­
ple. 

fi.s :a recent Post article pointed 
out, the-Girl Scouts as well as the Boy 
Scouts, the YMCA as well as the 4-H 
Council, the Heart Association as well 
as the Cancer Society, all do some 
advocacy. They see it as part of their 
mission. Which is v,:hy Rep. John Mica 
(R-Fla.) was so surprised to get al­
most no support from charities when 
he::i>roposed to restrict the federal 
gov�mment's fund-raising drive to 
utr�itional health and welfare agen­
cies;" a proposal he has wisely with­
drawn. 

The fact that most charities both 
provide services and do advocacy is 
also the reason why legislation in 
Congress would be so destructive. 
Rep. David McIntosh (R-lnd.) and a 
few colleagues have drafted a bill that 
w�d have a chilling effect·on chari­
ties. It would severely limit the right 

"R ha th o,'-'t QWl,:.�nu thinu about ties for violations. H a charity is -er, r,ps e m � ll1,U,N• 0 0 reimbursed for overhead, it must fur- : 
thl.spronosal is that there is no evidence o-f ther prove that not a penny of this

r 'J money was spent on lobbying. 
dfi •t " Even Newt Gingrich says he is 

a nee Or l • uncomfortable with the bill, saying he 

of charities to speak out if they accept 
federal grants to provide services-a 
partnership the federal government 
has encouraged (the average charity 
gets about a third of its money from 
governments, only about a fifth from 
private contributions). The bill would 
prohibit federal grants to charities 
that spent more than 5 percent of 
their private funds on advocacy in 1U1Y 
of the previous five years. 

Even worse, "advocacy"- is defined 
extremely broadly to include nearly 
any activity that might indirectly in­
fluence legislation or an action by a 
government agency. A heartwarming 
story in a local newspaper about how 
a charity's federally funded program 
helped a poor family could easily be 
construed as "an attempt to affect the 
opinions of the general public or any 
segment ther�!·" Even going to 
court on behal '\I a tenant or conswn-

er or anyone else could be construed 
as advocacy. 

And while the trigger is federal 
funding, the bill would not simply 
count advocacy that targets the feder­
al government: It also includes things 
such as going to a zoning board to get 
permission to build a hospital or to a 
mayor to get the city to pay for 
liability insurance so restaurants can 

, give excess food to a local food bank. 
To make sure every charity com­

plied with this law, all charities' re­
ceiving funds would have to file yet 
another report each year detailing 
their advocacy activities and spend-
ing. 

Perhaps the most amazirlg thing 
about this proposal is that there is no 

. evidence of a need for it. Lobtiying by 
charities is already limited by the IRS. 
And charities are prohibited from us­
ing their federal money to lob�y; they 

advised its proponents "to go very 
carefully, make sure you understand 
what you are doing." 

But The Post, despite its ardent 
support for free speech, at least'part­
ly supports the legislation. The Post 
suggests that advocacy by nonprofits 
'may "explain the recent decline in 
contributions." Yes, surveys we con­
ducted of individual households show 
that average giving declined between 
1989 and 1993. But the obvious ex­
planation for this decline is the reces­
sion: Economic uncertainty decreases 
charitable giving. 

Most Americans support the right 
of charities to advocate. A recent poll 
of 800 federal employees found that 
88 percent believe they should be 
able to support "charities that speak 
out on behalf of the people they help." 

The writer is president of 
Independent Sector, a coalition of 

· 8()() charities and donors.
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(. Senate Gift Limits: 98 to 0 
(.t ' ' 

I
T TOOK way too long and the proposal was

�ost gutted, but the Senat� i?- th_e end took 
,.an unportant step toward reirung m the rule 

of freebies. The final 98-to-0 vote on tough new 
gift rules reflected the Senate's sense of how the 
pµblic feels on this matter. But the battle was 
much tougher than the vote suggested. It took 
bipartisan work to win the new rules. 
:. The new ,rules, which take effect in January, ban 

those "charity" golf .and tennis outings that gave 
seruttors free vacations. They also impose a $100 
annual ceiling on gifts from any single source, ban 
lobbyist contributions to senators' legal defense 
{$.as and bar lobbyists from financing their "policy" 
$eats. F.arlier versions v.:ere tougher, but the final 
pj;oduct is r�sonable and represents progress. 
&:With the executive br.anch of government living 

tlllder a stringent ·regime on these matters, it made 
no ,sense for ·Congress to continue to give itself a 
p:lss. The House should now follow suit. Surely the 
House's self-styled revolutionaries don't want to 
rqn_ behind noi:mally cautious senators in making a 
t4hgible commitment to new �angements. 

;;several efforts were �ade to .gut the change. 
By· a 60-to-39 vote, the Senate rejected an · 
amendment by.Frank Murkowski (R-Alaska) that. 
would have kept the charity trips alive. The 
Senate almost spoiled a good thing by voting 

� . 

narrowly for an amendment by Trent Lott (R­
Miss.) that not only doubled the aggregate gift 
ceiling from $50 to.$100 but also exempted any 
gift of under $50 from applying to that limit. This 
meant senators could accept unlimited numbers 
of gifts (and meals) worth less than $50. Restau­
rants could have done a booming business in. 
$49.99 Lobbyist Blue Plate Specials. 
. Fortunately, an amendment from Sen. Paul 
Wellstone (D-Minn.) was adopted that pretty 
much closed the loophole. It accepted the higher 
overall limit, but said .all gifts of more than ·$IO 
would be counted toward it. 

The initial pressure for the gift ban came from 
reform-minded Democrats who had to buck disap­
proval within their own party-Sens. Levin, Wells­
tone, Feingold and Lautenberg. But the final victo­
ry would not have been possible without Sen. John 
McCain (R-Ariz.), who has emerged as a voice for 
reform and who worked out a sensible compromise. 
He was joined by a large group of fresh!nen 
Republicans who remembered what they told the
voters Jast fall; Mr. M

c
Cain and Mr. Feingold are

now working on a biparti$an approach to cleaning 
up campaign. financing. Tµat's a tougher and more 
intportant job, but the gi!t ban suggests that party 
concerns need not doom it. . .. 

;: Advocacy Among the Noµprofits 
T
. HERE HA VE been complaints that non­

profit organizations are using federal
funds, indirectly, to lobby against their cuts 

in· the budget. It's quite true that a lot of 
nonprofits-health and welfare agencies, envi� 
ronrnental organizations, Jabor unions-get fed­
eral grants. .The government, as a matter of 
po�cy, has used npnprofits for many years as 
agents to run its social and educational programs. 
It:s also true that most of these organizations 
also believe they have a responsibility to speak 
out on the public issues in which they are 
interested. But there are already specific la�� 
ptQhibitlng the use of any of this money for 
loo�ying or anything like it-and they should be 
obeyed. 

"The House Appropriations Committee now has· 
reported legislation to forbid all federal grants to 
any nonprofit organization that oversteps new 
and tighter limits that it would set on advocacy. 
The amounts of tax-exempt money that a charity 
can spend on political lobbying is a legitimate 
iss�e. A contribution from Sara E. Melendez, 
president of Independent Sector, appearing on 
tlie'. opposite page, chides us for having raised it 
in.previous comments. We remain unrepentant. 

:But the Appropriations Committee's proposal, 
in- our view, does go too far and too recklessly. 

I 

The sponsors of the new proposal, led by Rep. 
Ernest J. Istook Jr. (R-Okla.), object that ·some 
organizations use federal funds to replace private 

. money that is freed for political work. It's not a 
new concern, and the regulations have been 
considerably tightened over the years, most re­
cently in 1990. 

· If a nonprofit runs a federal program, this
proposed legislation would limit its spending on 
public advocacy fo 5 percent of its total spending 
up to. $20 million' (not counting its federal grants) 
and 1 .'percent beyond that point. One peculiar 
result is that, because of the structure of the 
present tax Jaws, this new rule would constrain 
small charities much more sharply than the big 
ones. Is this really what Congress intends? 

The committee's bill also would impose an ex­
traordinary new definition of political advocacy. For 
the first time, it would include public interest 
litigation such as civil rights suits. Public interest 
suits give representation to many citizens who 

. would otf!erwi� have no voice in the great issues 
that this country resolves in its. Jaw courts. The 
effect of this unwise bill would be to discourage 
nonprofit organizations from participating-a 
change, we believe, for the worse in American 
tradition and public policy. 



SARA MELENDEZ 

OPENING REMARKS 

INDEPENDENT SECTOR PRESS CONFERENCE 

NATIONAL PRESS CLUB 

JULY 19. 1996 

WELCOME. I AM SARA MELENDEZ, PRESIDENT OF INDEPENDENT SECTOR, AN 

ORGANI_ZA TION OF 800 CORPORATE, FOUNDATION, AND VOLUNTARY 

ORGANIZATION MEMBERS WITH NATIONAL INTEREST AND IMPACT IN 

PHILANTHROPY AND VOLUNTARY ACTION. 

INDEPENDENT SECTOR OPPOSES THE PROPOSAL OF CONGRESSMEN ISTOOK, 

MCINTOSH, AND EHRLICH, WHICH CAN ONLY BE VIEWED AS AN EFFORT TO 

STILL THE VOICE OF CHARITABLE ORGANIZATIONS. THEIR DRAFT BILL WOULD 

PROHIBIT FEDERAL GRANT FUNDS FROM BEING USED FOR WHAT THEY TERM 

"POLITICAL ADVOCACY", WHICH INCLUDES A NUMBER OF ACTIVITIES NOT 

NOW CONSIDERED LOBBYING UNDER THE INTERNAL REVENUE CODE. 

NONPROFITS THAT ENGAGE IN THAT ACTIVITY, EVEN WITH THEIR PRIVATE 

FUNDS, WOULD BE INELIGIBLE FOR "FEDERAL GRANTS IF MORE THAN 5% OF 

THEIR NON-GRANT RELATED FUNDS WERE USED FOR POLITICAL ADVOCACY. 

I AM RELEASING TODAY A STATEMENT SIGNED BY 300 ORGANIZATIONS 

OPPOSING THE ISTOOK, MCINTOSH, EHRLICH LEGISLATION. MOREOVER, A 

COALITION OF MORE THAN 200 ORGANIZATIONS HAS BEEN FORMED BY 

INDEPENDENT-SECTOR TO WORK IN OPPOSITION TO THIS PROPOSAL. 



FOLLOWING ARE THE REASONS WE STRONGLY OPPOSE THIS LEGISLATION. 

1) NONPROFITS ARE PROHIBITED BY CURRENT LAW FROM SPENDING-EITHER

DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY-ANY OF THEIR FEDERAL GRANT MONEY ON 

LOBBYING. CONGRESSMEN ISTOOK, MCINTOSH, AND EHRLICH HAVE 

ABSOLUTELY NO PROOF OF A PATTERN OF ABUSE IN NONPROFJT SPENDING OF 
. . 

FEDERAL TAX DOLLARS ON LOBBYING. 

2) TO ARGUE THAT NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS RECEIVING FEDERAL

GRANTS SHOULD BE BARRED FROM SUBSTANTIAL ADVOCACY REFLECTS A 

FUNDAMENTAL MISUNDERSTANDING OF THE HISTORIC RELATIONSHIP 

BETWEEN NONPROFITS AND GOVERNMENT. NONPROFITS HAVE ALWAYS BEEN 

INVOLVED IN BOTH SERVICE DELIVERY AND ADVOCACY, AND THE PUBLIC 

BENEFITS FROM THESE DUAL ROLES. BOTH BY PROVIDING AN ALTERNATIVE 

TO DIRECT GOVERNMENTAL DELIVERY OF PUBLIC SERVICES, AND BY 

ENABLING INDIVIDUALS TO SPEAK OUT EFFECTIVELY ON PUBLIC POLICY 

PROGRAMS, NONPROFITS SERVE TO LIMIT RATHER THAN EXPAND THE POWER 

OF THE STATE. 

3) BARRING FEDERAL GRANTEES FROM SUBSTANTIAL ADVOCACY ACTIVITIES

IS NEITHER GRANT REFORM NOR GOOD GOVERNMENT. NO ONE KNOWS 

BETTER THE EXTENT OF A COMMUNITY'S NEEDS FOR SERVICES OR HOW BEST 

TO IMPROVE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAN THE 

NONPROFITS ON THE FRONT LINES OF.SERVICE DELIVERY. EXGLUDING THESE 

NONPROFITS WILL DIMINISH, NOT 'PROTECT, THE POLICY PROCESS. 



4) EXISTING LAW PROPERLY PROHIBITS THE USE OF GRANT FUNDS TO COVER

EITHER THE DIRECT OR THE INDIRECT COSTS OF LOBBYING. THIS RULE IS 

ENFORCED BY FEDERAL AUDITORS, AND THE LEVEL OF COMPLIANCE APPEARS 

TO BE QUITE HIGH. THERE IS SIMPLY NO JUSTIFICATION FOR IMPOSING MORE 

RESTRICTIVE RULES AND BURDENSOME NEW ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

AT A TIME WHEN NONPROFITS ARE BEING CALLED ON TO EXPAND THEIR 

SERVICES TO HELP OFFSET CUTS IN FEDERAL SPENDING. THIS IS 
. .

PARTICULARLY TRUE WHEN NO SIMILAR RESTRICTION IS PROPOSED FOR 

FEDERAL CONTRACTORS, WHO WOULD REMAIN FREE TO LOBBY WITH THEIR 

NONGOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

51 Fl NALLY, CONDITIONING THE RECEIPT OF FEDERAL GRANT FUNDS ON 

GRANTEES' RENUNCIATION OF THEIR FIRST AMENDMENT RIGHT TO LOBBY 

WITH PRIVATE FUNDS RAISES SERIOUS CONSTITUTIONAL CONCERNS. WHILE 

CONGRESS CAN REFUSE TO SUBSIDIZE GRANTEES' LOBBYING, AND CAN 

REQUIRE STRICT SEPARATION OF FEDERALLY-FUNDED AND PRIVATELY 

FUNDED ACTIVITIES, IT CANNOT LIMIT GRANTEES' RIGHT TO LOBBY WITH 

THEIR PRIVATE FUNDS. 

TODAY WE ARE URGING ALL WHO ARE INTERESTED IN PROTECTING THE 

RIGHTS OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS TO SPEAK EFFECTIVELY ON BEHALF 

OF THEIR COMMUNITIES, CAUSES, AND CLIENTS, TO OPPOSE THIS 

CONGRESSIONAL EFFORT TO MUZZLE THE VOICE OF VOLUNTARY 

ORGANIZATIONS. 



INDEPENDENT 
SEClOR 

Serving t_he Public Good 

A Position Statement on Advocacy By Nonprofit Organizations 

The nonprofit sector plays a key role in our society today. In partnership with 
government, nonprofit organizations are engaged in service delivery, research, 
educating the public, and much more - in general, they work to build a better 
world, at home and abroad. People across the country use nonprofit organizations 
to learn more about key issues of the day, and to link up with other citizens to 
create a more powerful voice. Nonprofit organizations, themselves, also speak to 
policymakers and the public on behalf of the people they serve. Advocacy by the 
nonprofit sector has led to.significant improvements in people's lives at the local, 
state, and federal level. · · ,:, 

Because nonprofit organizations do not stand to Pf()fit by lobbying and can provide 
enormous insight on public policy issues, Congress has encouraged them to lobby, 
but has placed detailed restrictions on charitable organizations on the amount of 
money that can be used for these purposes. Nonprofits also are barred from using 
any federal funds for lobbying and partisan politics. 

Nonprofit organizations faithfully comply with all these restrictions and support 
enforcement of penalties if the rules are ever violated. However, some in Congress 
are proposing to go beyond current restrictions to silence the advocacy voice of the 
nonprofit sector. They would, for example, expand the lobbying restrictions to 
include all advocacy activities, bar certain organizations that engage in advocacy 
from receiving any federal grants, and prohibit federal employees from makin·g 
workplace contributions to nonprofits that engage in advocacy. Such efforts will 
have a chilling impact on the democratic process as well as the rights of individuals 
and organizations to participate in public policy debates. 

We strongly oppose any effort to restrict the advocacy voice of the nonprofit 
sector. Curtailing the historical responsibility to speak to the public and to 
policymakers on behalf of the people- nonprofit organizations serve would be a 
severe blow to _our democratic freedoms. 

Endorsed by, 

A NATIONAL FORUM TO ENCOURAGE GIVING, VOLUNTEERING AND NOT•FOR•PROFIT INITIATIVE 
1828 L Street N.W. • Washington, D.C. 20036 • (202) 223-8100 

FAX: (202) 416-0580 • TTY: (202) 659-2729 

.... e, 
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ADVOCACY POSmON STATEMENT SIGN-ONS 

20/20 VISION 
ADVOCACY INSTITUTE 
ADVOCATES FOR YOUTH 
AFL-CIO 
AFSCME 
THE ACCESS VIDEO FUND 
AIDS ACTION FOUNDATION 
ALBANY MEDICAL CENTER 

(As of July 18, 1995) 300 

AWANCE OF GENETIC SUPPORT GROUPS 
AMERICAN ARTS AWANCE 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR HIGHER EDUCATION (AAHE) 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF MUSEUMS 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY AFFIUA TED PROGRAMS 

FOR PERSONS WITH DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITlES 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION ON MENTAL RETARDATION 
AMERICAN ACADEMY OF CHILD AND ADOLESCENT PSYCHIATRY 
AMERICAN BALLET THEATRE {NEW YORK, NY) 
AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY. 
AMERICAN COUNCIL ON· EDUCATION 
AMERICAN FARMLAND TRUST 
AMERICAN FOUNDATION FOR THE BLIND 
AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE 
AMERICAN HEART ASSOCIATION 
AMERICAN INDIAN GRADUATE CENTER 
AMERICAN JEWISH CONGRESS 
AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION 
AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION 
AMERICAN NEAR EAST REFUGEE AID {ANERA) 
THE AMERICAN NETWORK OF COMMUNITY OPTIONS AND RESOURCES 
AMERICAN NURSES ASSOCIATION 
AMERICAN OCEANS CAMPAIGN 
AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION 
AMERICAN PUBLIC HEALTH ASSOCIATION 
AMERICAN REHABILITATION ASSOCIATION 
AMERICAN SPEECH-LANGUAGE-HEARING ASSOCIATION 
THE AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION OF CRUEL TY TO ANIMALS

THE ARC 
AMERICAN SYMPHONY ORCHESTRA LEAGUE 
AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION 
ARIZONA TOXICS INFO 
ARTHRITIS FOUNDATION 
ASPIRA ASSOCIATION, INC. 
ASSOCIATION OF ART MUSEUM DIRECTORS {AAMD) 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN MEDICAL COLLEGES 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA'S PUBLIC TELEVISION STATIONS 



THE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN UNIVERSITY PRESSES 
ASSOCIATION OF ART MUSEUM DIRECTORS 
ASSOCIATION OF DIRECT RESPONSE FUNDRAISING COUNCIL 
ASSOCIATION OF MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH PROGRAMS 
ASSOCIATION OF PERFORMING ARTS PRESENTERS 
ASSOCIATION OF SCIENCE-TECHNOLOGY CENTERS 
AUTISM NATIONAL COMMITTEE 
AUTISM SOCIETY OF AMERICA 
BAPTIST JOINT COMMITTEE 
BALTIMORE SYMPHONY ORCHESTRA 
BAZELON CENTER FOR MENTAL HEALTH LAW 
BOSTON FUEL CONSORTIUM . 
BRAIN INJURY ASSOCIATION 
BREAD FOR THE WORLD 
OTTO BREMER FOUNDATION 
CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF NONPROFITS 
CATHOLIC CHARITIES NORTHERN 
CATHOLIC CHARITIES OF THE ARCHDIOCESE OF OMAHA, INC. 
CATHOLIC CHARITIES USA 
CATHOLIC HEALTH ASSOCIATION 
CATHOLICS FOR A FREE CHOICE 
CENTER FOR ADVANCEMENT OF PUBLIC POLICY 
CENTER FOR APPLIED LINGUrSTICS 
CENTER FOR CITIZEN'S ACCESS TO GOVERNMENT INFORMATION 
THE CENTER FOR COMMUNITY CHANGE 
CENTER FOR DEVELOPMENT OF INTERNATIONAL LAW 
CENTER FOR INFORMATION, TECHNOLOGY & SOCIETY 
CENTER FOR MARINE CONSERVATION 
CENTER FOR MEDIA EDUCATION 
CENTER FOR NON-PROFIT CORPORATIONS 
CENTER FOR SCIENCE IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST 
CENTER FOR WOMEN POLICY STUDIES 
CENTER ON DISABILITY AND HEALTH 
CENTRAL NEW YORK COUNCIL ON OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY ANO HEAL TH 
CHESAPEAKE BAY FOUNDATION 
CHICAGO SYMPHONY 
CHILDREN AND ADULTS WITH A TTENT10N DEFICIT DISORDERS (C.H.A.0.0.) 
CHURCH WOMEN UNITED 
CHURCH WORLD SERVICE 
CITIZENS BUDGET CAMPAIGN OF W. PA 
CITIZENS FOR PUBLIC ACTION ON BLOOD PRESSURE ANO CHOLESTEROL, INC. 
CITIZENS FOR RELIABLE AND SAFE HIGHWAYS (CRASH) 
CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION FUND 
CLEAN WATER ACTION 
COALITION FOR LOW-INCOME COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
COLORADO ASSOCIATION OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS 
COMBINED HEAL TH APPEAL OF AMERICA 
THE COMMON AGENDA COALITION 
CONNECTICUT ASSOCIATION OF RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES 
CONSUMER FEDERATION OF AMERICA 



CONSUMERS UNION 
COUNCIL FOR AMERICAN PRIVATE EDUCATION (CAPE) 
COUNCIL FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN 
COUNCIL-OF JEWISH FEDERA TlONS 
COUNCIL ON INTERNATIONAL AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
CYSTIC FIBROSIS. FOUNDATION 
DANCE USA 
DATA CENTER 
DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE 
DELAWAREANS UNITED TO PREVENT CHILD ABUSE 
EARTH ISLAND INSTITUTE 
ECOLOGV TASK FORCE - SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ECUMENICAL COUNCIL 
ENVIRONMENTAL FUND FOR MICHIGAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL LAW INSTITUTE 
ENVIRONMENTAL MINISTRIES 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH FOUNDATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL SUPPORT CENTER 
EPILEPSY FOUNDATION OF AMERICA 
FAMILY SERVICE AMERICA 
FIRST NATIONS DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE 
FOUNDATION FOR THE CAROLINAS 
FREEDOM TO READ FOUNDATION 
FRIENDS OF TEEN ARTS' - · .-<:�

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH 
FUND FOR CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERNMENT 
FUND FOR NEW PRIORITIES IN AMERICA 
THE FUND FOR THEOLOGICAL EDUCATION 
GENERAL SERVICE FOUNDATION 
THE GIRAFFE PROJECT 
GIRLS SCOUTS OF THE U.S.A. 
GIRLS INCORPORATED 
GOODMAN THEATRE (CHICAGO, IL) 
GOODWILL INDUSTRIES INTERNATIONAL. INC. 
GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT 
GEORGE GUND FOUNDATION 
THE ALAN GUTTMACHER INSTITUTE 
HALLWALLS CONTEMPORARY ARTS CENTER 
THE LUKE 8. HANCOCK FOUNDATION 
HEAL TH INFORMATION NETWORK 
JOHN YEVERON, JR. 
HISPANIC ASSOCIATION ON CORPORATE RESPONSIBILITY 
HOME BASE 
HUNTINGTON ARTS COUNCIL 
IDAHO CONSERVATION LEAGUE 
ILLINOIS ASSOCIATION OF NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS 
ILLINOIS LITERACY RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
ILLINOIS N.O.W LEGAL & EDUCATION FUND 
ILLINOIS WOMEN'S FUNDING FEDERATION 
ILLINOIS WOMEN WORK 
INDEPENDENT HtGHER EDUCATION OF COLORADO 



.. - ,, 
INDEPENDENT SECTOR 
INSTITUTE FOR ARTS & HUMANITIES EDUCATION 
INTERACTION 
INTER-NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BUSINESS, INDUSTRY ANO REHABILITATION 
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF JEWISH VOCATION SERVICES 
INTERN

A

TIONAL EXECUTIVE SERVICE CORPS 
INTERN

A

TIONAL PRIMA TE PROTECTION LEAGUE 
INTERN

A

TIONAL UNION OF ELECTRONIC WORKERS (IUE) 
IZAAK WAL TON LEAGUE OF AMERICA 
ALBERT KUNSTADTER FAMILY FOUNDATION 
LAND TRUST ALLIANCE 
LIBRARIES FOR THE FUTURE 
LUTHERAN WORLD RELIEF 
MARCH OF DIMES 
MARYLAND ASSOCIATION OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS 
MDP CONSULTING 
METRO HUMAN NEEDS ALLIANCE 
MINNESOTA COUNCIL OF NONPROFITS 
MISSISSIPPI CENTER FOR NONPROFITS 
NATIONAL ALLIANCE FOR CHOICE IN GIVING 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR MUSIC THERAPY 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR \llSUALL Y HANDICAPPED 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF C'C>MMUNITY DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUNDS (NACOLF) 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES COUNCILS 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOMES AND SERVICES FOR CHILDREN 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT SCHOOLS (NAIS) 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PEOPLE WITH AIDS 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PROTECTION AND ADVOCACY SYSTEMS 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SERVICE AND CONSERVATION CORPS 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE DIRECTORS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION, INC. 

{NASDSE) 
NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY 
NATIONAL CAMPAIGN FOR FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION 
NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR RESPONSIVE PHILANTHROPY 
NATIONAL COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE 
NATIONAL CONCILIO OF AMERICA 
NATIONAL CONSUMERS LEAGUE 
NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY ASSOCIATIONS 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHURCHES 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF LA RAZA 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF NONPROFIT ASSOCIATIONS 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON FAMILY RELATIONS 
NATIONAL EASTER SEAL SOCIETY 
NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 
NATIONAL FAMILY PLANNING AND REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH ASSOCIATION, INC. 

{NFPRHA). 



NATIONAL FEDERATION OF NONPROFITS 
NATIONAL HEADACHE FOUNDATION 
NATIONAL HEAL TH COUNCIL 
NATIONAL HUMANmES ALLIANCE 
NATIONAL MENTAL HEALTH ASSOCIATION 
NA

TIONAL MILITARY FAMILY ASSOCIATION 
NATIONAL MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS SOCIETY 
NATIONAL ORGANlZA TION FOR WOMEN - CHICAGO CHAPTER 
NATIONAL PARENT NETWORK ON DISABILITIES 
NATIONAL PEACE FOUNDATION 
NATIONAL PUERTO RICAN COALITION, INC. 
NATIONAL RECREATION AND PARK ASSOCIATION 
NATIONAL SOCIETY OF FUND RAISING EXECUTIVES (NSFRE) 
NATIONAL WRITERS UNION, LOCAL 1981 (UAW) 
NATIVE AMERICAN RIGHTS FUND 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
NETWORK FOR ENVIRONMENTAL & ECONOMIC RESPONSIBILITY 

OF THE UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST 
NEW ENGLAND COLLEGES FUND 
NEW YORK COMMITTEE FOR OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH 
NONPROFIT COORDINATING COMMITTEE OF NEW YORK 
NONPROFIT RESOURCE CENTER 
NORTH CAROLINA CENTER FOR NONPROFITS 
NORTH CAROLINA CHILD ADVOCACY INSTITUTE 
NOW LEGAL DEFENSE AND EDUCATION FUND 
OHIO UNITED WAY 
OIL, CHEMICAL AND ATOMIC WORKER'S INTERNATIONAL UNION (OCAW) 
OLDER WOMEN'S LEAGUE OF ILLINOIS 
0MB WATCH 
OPERA AMERICA 
OREGON ADVOCATES FOR THE ARTS 
PACIFIC RIVERS COUNCIL 
PACT, INC. 
PARENT ACTION 
PARTNERS 
PARTNERS OF THE AMERICAS 
PEOPLE FOR THE AMERrCAN WAY ACTION FUND 
PERFORMING ANIMAL WELFARE SOCIETY (PAWS) 
PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 
PlANNED PARENTHOOD FEDERATION OF AMERICA 
POPJLATION ACTION INTERNATIONAL 
PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH (USA) 
PRESBYTERIAN HEALTH FOUNDATION 
PROFESSIONAL FUNDRAISING SERVICES, INC. 
PROJECT HOPE 
PUBLIC CITIZEN 
PUBLIC VOICE FOR FOOD & HEALTH POLICY 
RAIL-TO-TRAILS CONSERVANCY, IWNOIS CHAPTER 
RECORDING FOR THE BLIND AND DYSLEXIC 
RESEARCH! AMERICA 



RESULTS EDUCATIONAL FUND 
ROCHESTER AREA FOUNDATION 

THE ROCHESTER COUNCIL ON OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY ANO HEAL TH

STEVEN ·w. ROSS 
SECOND HARVEST 
SIERRA CLUB LEGAL DEFENSE FUND 
HARRY SINGER FOUNDATION 
STATE BALLET OF MISSOURI 
SOCIAL SERVICES UNION LOCAL 535, SEIU, AFL-CIO 
SOUTHERN EDUCATION FOUNDATION 
SOUTHERN ENVIRONMENTAL LAW CENTER 
SPINABIFIDA ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 
THE SVNERGOS INSTITUTE 
THE TEAMSTERS 
TECHNOSERVE, INC. 
TENNESSEE NONPROFIT ASSOCIATION 
THEATRE COMMUNICATIONS GROUP (TCG) 
TOXIC EXPOSURE NETWORK 
TRI-CITIES CHILDREN'S CENTER, INC. 
TROUT UNLIMITED 
UNITED LADIES GARMENT WORKERS 
U. S. COMMITTEE FOR UNICEF 
UNITED CEREBRAL PALSY· ASSOCIATIONS 
UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST 
UNITED STEEL WORKERS OF AMERICA 
THE UNION INSTITUTE 
UNITED AUTO WORKERS INTERNATIONAL UNION 
UNITED WAY & COMMUNITY CHEST (CINCINNA Tl, OH) 
URBAN LIBRARIES COUNCIL 
U. S. COMMITTEE FOR UNICEF 
UNITED STATES CATHOLIC CONFERENCE 
UNITED WAY OF AMERICA 
VCL INTERNATIONAL 
VETERANS FOR PEACE, INC. 
VOLUNTEERS OF AMERICA 
THE WASHINGTON COUNCIL ON AGENCIES 
WAVE, INC. 
WESTERN MASSCOSH 

WESTERN NEW YORK COUNCIL ON OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH 
THE V\"OODROW WILSON NATIONAL FELLOWSHIP FOUNDATION 
W01tAEN'S COLLEGE COALITION 
WOMEN'S LEGAL DEFENSE FUND 
WORLD VISION U.S. 
YMCA OF THE USA 
YOUTHCARE 
YWCA OF LANCASTER, PA 
YWCA OF SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 
YWCA OF THE U.S.A. 



INDEPENDENT 
SECTOR 

INDEPENDENT SECTOR- POSITION ON THE PROPOSAL BY 

CONGRESSMEN tSTOOK (R-OK), MCINTOSH (R-IN), AND EHRLICH (R-MD) 

THAT WOULD BAR THE USE OF PRIVATE CONTRIBUTED DOLLARS BY 

CHARITIES THAT ARE FEDERAL GRANTEES AND ENGAGE IN SUBSTANTIAL 

POLITICAL ACTIVITY. 

INDEPENDENT SECTOR opposes the lstook, McIntosh, -Ehrlich proposal, which can only 
be viewed as an effort to still the voice of charitable organizations. Their draft bill would 
prohibit federal grant funds from being used for what they term "political advocacy" 
which includes a number of activities not now considered lobbying under the Internal 
Revenue Code. Nonprofits t�t engage in that activity, even with private funds, would 
be ineligible for federal grants� if more than 5 % of their n·on-grant related funds were used 
for political advocacy. Following are the reasons that we strongly oppose this proposal. 

-- To argue that nonprofit organizations receiving federal grants should be barred from 
substantial advocacy reflects a fundamental misunderstanding of the historic relationship 
between nonprofits and government. 

-- Nonprofits have always been involved in both service delivery and advocacy, and the 
public benefits from these dual roles. Both by providing an alternative to direct 
governmental delivery of public services, and by enabling individuals to speak out 
effectively on public policy issues, nonprofits serve to limit rather than expand the power 
of the state. 

-- Barring federal grantees from substantial advocacy activity is neither grant reform nor 
good government. No one knows better the extent of a community's needs for services 
or how best to improve the effectiveness of federal programs than the nonprofits on the 
front lines of service delivery. Excluding these nonprofits will diminish, not protect, the 
policy process. 

-- Existing law properly prohibits the use of grant funds to cover either the direct or the 
indirect costs of lobbying. This rule is enforced by federal auditors, and the level of 
compliance appears to be quite high. There is simply no justification for imposing more 
restrictive rules and burdensome new administrative requirements at a time when 
nonprofits are being called on to expand their services to help offset cuts in federal 
spending. This is particularly true when no similar restriction is proposed for federal 
contractors, who would remain free to lobby with their nongovernment funds. 
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Finally, conditioning the receipt of federal grant funds on grantees' renunciation of 
their First Amendment right to lobby with private funds raises serious constitutional 
concerns. While Congress can refuse to subsidize grantees' lobbying, and can require 
strict separation of federally-funded and privately funded activities, it cannot limit 
grantees' right to lobby with their private funds. 

We urge IS Members and other charitable organizations to oppose this Congressional 
effort to muzzle the voice of voluntary organizations. 



Key Conce�s About A Proposed Anti-Advocacy Bill

The following are key concerns a.bout a June 27, 1995· •discussion draft"' bill 
developed by Reps. Ernest lstook {R-OK), David McIntosh {R-IN), and Robe� 
Ehrtich (R-MD} that would prohibit organizations that �� above a certain 
expense level from receiving federal grants, and would prohibit use of federal 
funds for advocacy - even when specifically authorized by law. 

■ Nonprofit organlzatlona do not UN faderal funds to lobby. Nonprofit
organizations are currently prohibited from using federal funds for direct
and grassroots attempts to influence legislation. Furthermore, if a
nonprofit federal grantee wishes to �e reimbursement for indirect
costs, the grantee must provide additional information about all lobbying
activities in order to assure that indirect costs in no way subsidize
lobbying activities. Penalties include having to repay all •associated•
costs for lobbying, immediate suspension or tennination of grants, and
debarment from all future federal funds. Thus, even for very minor
violations, there already are powerful enforcement penalties. So why
the need for the bill? There is no evidence of significant grant abuse; if
there were, the solution would be to improve enforcement, not rewrite
law.

■ The blll would·.imdermlne the hlstorlcal partnership between the
nonprofit NCtor and the government. The nonprofit sector plays a
key role in our society. People across the country use nonprofit
organizations to learn more about key issues of the day, and to link up
with other citizens to create a more powerful voice. In partnership with
government, nonprofit organizations are engaged in service delivery,
research, public education, and much more - in general, they work to
build a better America. This partnership puts the nonprofit sector in a
unique and well-qualified position to comment on gaps in service
delivery, identify problems and strengths with existing law and
regulation, and, in general, help to reinvent government to make it more
efficient and responsive to public need. The nonprofit sector has
become the advocacy voice for vulnerable populations and those that do
not have the resources or skills to assert their basic rights. While there
is a wealth of perspectives within the sector, there is one common
theme: we speak for the public good, not a private interests.

■ The blll would gag nonprofit organizations. The
lstook/Mclntosh/Ehrlich bill, under the guise of fixing a problem that
doesn't exist, would cut off the ability of nonprofits to provide
commentary to local, state, and federal governments, and would have a
chilling impact on the entire nonprofit sector. And although
Congressional leadership has spoken of strengthening public charities,
the message of the bill is clear: you should be seen (and do the work),
b� not heard. Such efforts only work to undermine the strength of the
nonprofit sector.
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NONPROFIT ADVOCACY 

Lobbying and other ldYoc:acy by DOIIJ>IOfu o,prnzarinm suppons the 
public lmerest. The usaunpri"ll of the currcm auack on nonprofits is 
that advocacy by DODpl'Ofit orprnzatinm is dctrimemal to a democratic 
society and lbould be pmisbrd by the withdrawal of fedml funds used 
to support other activities. This prrmile is ftmdlJDCDCIJly flawed. 

Nonprofit O'poizatiom are voluntary, diverse and competitive. They 
encourage gove1J.DDe11t and DDD-l6&11N1emaJ sttuctmes to l'ClpOlld to the 
needs of the poor, people of color, wcmen. and others who face 
significant odds in their pmuit of a quality life. They make sure that 
many voices and points of view are beard so that the best possible 
amwers will emerge out of the crucible of democratic debate. They 
provide'!yeices for dissent. 

The pupose of the current effort, specifically the McIntosh proposal, is 
to supp.ess the ability of DODplOfit orgaoizatiom to use their own 
financial resources to inform and educate the piblic about how proposed 
government policies will affect them and to stifle their �bility to 
communicate dissenting views to federal, state and local legislators. 

Then is "" need for ftu'tJ,er legislation to curb perceiffll abau. 

A wide array of laws and regulatiom already exist: 

• 0MB grant rules prohibit use of federal funds for clectiooccriog.
The Internal Revenue Code also bars partisan political activity by section
501 ( c )(3) organizatiom.

• 0MB grant rules bar the use of federal grant funds for lobbying.
Grantees are subject to stringent audit requirements to enforce this
limitation.

• Federal grantees are forbidden by statute from using grant monies to
lobby for additional funds. Comprehemivc reporting requirements aid in
the enforcement of this prohibition.

• IRS rules already limit lobbying by section 501(c)(3) organizatiom
that receive tax deductible comributiom. Reporting and disclosure
requircmems promote public scrutiny of nonprofits and deter abuse.

-over-



Fl/Ural grtlllUU an already prt�tnted from IISUlf fl/Ural dollan to lobby 1111d ltrict llll4il

rtqrurtJMnts 1ns1Ut 1fJ1ctiY1 1nforc11Mnt of this rutridion. 

• 0MB Circular A-12.2 prohibits the use of federal fund for carrying on political and
lobbying activities.

• 0MB Circular A-133 requires orprnzatfom receiving more than $100,000 in federal funds
from more than one federal program to comract with an independent certified public
accouJtaot, to carry out an independent and comprebemive audit of the organization's books
and of its compliaDcc with federal_ financial and program requirements.

. . . 

• Circular A-133 emures audits of all but the smallest grant recipients. Audits usually must
be conducted 1J111P1Uy; in no cue can they be less frequent than every two years. Government
rewm the right to conduct additional audits as it deems necessary.

• There are significutt sanctions for orpoizatiom that violate the prohibition on the use of
federal funds. Sanctiom include reimburaing die g<M:,m:ueut for miaspem funds, suspemion
or termination of grants, and the suspemion or debarment of the grantee from receiving further
awards.

The Intimal R1Y1n,u Cotu Rutricts Lobbying by Nonprofu Organi:,ztions. 

• The IRC limits the ext.em to which charitable organizariom may lobby. Public charities
may not engage in lobbying as a substantial pan of their activities. Organizatiom that have
elected under section SOl(h) are subject to clearly defined lobbying expenditure limits: 20% of
the organization's first SS00,000 of exempt purpose expenditures. Grassroots lobbying
expenditures are limited to no more than 2S% of the total allowable lobbying expenditures.

• Organizations with annual receipts in excess of $25,000 must file a detailed information tax
return with the IRS that, unlike returns filed by businesses, must be made available for public
inspection upon request.

The MclnJosh proposal's definition of prolaibit,d adw>cacy utends to activities traditionally 
recogniz.ed as forwarding a chorilable purpose. 

• The definition of "political advocacy" includes engaging in administrative agency
proceedings, an area that bas not previously been restricted in light of the substantial
contribution that nonprofit organi:iatious make in informing federal bureaucracies of the reality
of community needs and �ommunity problems.

• The draft would bar litigation, except that directly involving the nonprofit as a defendant, if
agents of the federal, state or local government are parties.

• Litigation has long been recognized as a legitimate tool for advancing the public interest.
Public interest law firms are acknowledged under ·the Internal Revenue code as charitable
organizations, and are clearly permitted to use litigation to further their charitable purposes.

7/12/95 
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The Independent sector 

INDEPENDENT SECTOR IS a national coalltlon Of over 800 voluntary 
organizations, foundations and corporate giving programs with national 
Interest and Impact In philanthropy, voluntary action and other activity 
related to the educational, scientific, health, welfare, cultural and 
religious llfe of the nation. eased In Washington, D.C., the organization 
was founded In 1980. Its mission Is to create a national forum capable of 
encouraging the giving, volunteering and not-for-profit initiative that 
helps all of us better. se_rye people, communities and causes. 

The organization represents a broad and diverse third segment of 
American society, which, along with governmEint and business, Impacts 
our everyday life. There are over 600,000 organizations In the 
independent sector and with religious congregations <which also provide 
a broad array of community services>, that number Jumps to 983,000. 
Adding small, community groups and local chapters of larger groups, 
estimates put the total at close to two million. 

The sector's share of total national income was nearly 7% In 1990. Today, 
total annual revenues in the sector are $416 billion, coming from 
contributions, fees and foundation, corporate and government grants. 
over s100 billion is contributed annually by individuals. 

The 1990 census showed that 7.8 million people are employed In the 
independent sector, representing 6.7% of all employed persons In the 
u.s. Nearly 90 million volunteers are giving time In health, social services,
environmental protection, the arts, youth service, education, religious
congregational projects, sports and recreation, civil rights, scientific
research, housing and more.

contact: John-Thomas, Hector Ericksen-Mendoza or Sharon Stewart 
202-223-8100; FAX: 202-416-0580
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Best wishes,

.nifer

1255 Tw-nty-Tkihl Strew. N.W.. Suits 775 » Wiihington. D.C. 20037 • (202) 466-1200

Ms. Melanne S. Verveer 

Office of the First Lady 

Fax: 456-6244

THE CHRONICLE OF PHILANTHROPY
Thursday, August 22

Thanks for returning my call this morning, especially given the insanely busy schedule 
you must be on this week. This note is just to give you a little more information 
about why I’m calling and why I think it’s so important to try to talk to you before 

our story goes to press next Wednesday.

As I mentioned to Megan, we’re working on a front-page story on President Clinton 
looking at what the past four years under his leadership have meant for non-profit 
leaders and the people their organizations serve. I’d like to hear how the past four 
years have shaped your opinions about the relationship between the federal 

government -and charities.

I also want to make sure the President and Mrs. Clinton’s views on this subject arc 
fully developed. I’ve heard numerous stories from non-profit leaders about how 
knowledgeable and articulate they are on philanthropic issues, particularly when 
speaking about why they opposed recent attempts in Congress to restrict lobbying by 
charities. But I’m concerned that the responses I received from the Clinton/Gore 
Campaign Office today in response to questions we faxed in early July don’t fully 
convey the President and Mrs. Clinton’s views on these issues. I’ll fax a copy of our 

questions and the responses we received with this note.

Please call me at 466-1203 (work) or 328-8884 (home) if you have a few minutes to talk. 
If I’m on my phone when you call, please have the receptionist try to interrupt me or 
leave a message and I’ll call you right back. If you want to fax anything to me, the fax 

is 466-2078.
i : J
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1 ■ What can or should the federal government do to encourage volunteerism? Would that be 
one of your goals as President? If so, what would you do?

;tt 3
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CLINTON 
GORE

Another pan of President Clinton's plan is to build on the National and Community Service Act that 
was passed in 1990, and the already flourishing programs that already exist in every state in this 
country. National service is not going to be a federal bureaucracy; it is going to be operated at the 
grassroots helping to solve the real problems of everyday Americans. It will be locally-driven 
because we must trust our communities to make their own decisions. Tn our small counties and in 
our largest cities - in every community across the land -- citizens are renewing America through 

service.

I i

P.O. Box 19300 • WAiHtNCTON, D.C. 20036-9300 . 202 331 1996 • pax. 202 ■ 496 • 4649
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The history of America is a history of volunteerism. Americans have always worked together to 
resolve concerns, to fight injusl&e, to rebuild communities, and to comfort those in need. We need 

only look to the more than 8y!2 million volunteers who work tirelessly throughout the year to see 
that we are stijl a people vv|p care for one another and who daily seek positive change by reaching 
our to others. President Clinton believes that the federal government has a responsibility to create 
the condition^ in which community partnerships can flourish. He is working to do so through policy 
initiatives and personal^*ample.

Government ^tinnot g'tve anybody a guaranteed success story, but it can give people the tools they 

need to make the most of their own lives. Education is the most important of all of these tools. In 
his first few months in office, President Clinton created the National Service Trust Act of 1993 
which established a domestic Peace Corps — AmeriCorps - offering young people the opportunity 
to pay for their college tuition by performing community service. AmeriCorps established a 
definition of national service that is clear but broad. National service is work that addresses unmet 
educational, environmental, human, or public safety needs. It enriches the lives of those who serve, 
instilling the ethic of civic responsibility that is essential to our democracy. National service does 
not displace or duplicate the functions of existing workers. AmeriCorps encourages Americans of 

all ages to join together and serve our country.

i 1
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2. Has the AmeriCorps program* succeeded in encouraging community responsibility? Should

, It is new or

more effective ways to achieve that goal than restricting

Thn

own lives.

i : t

organisations 
addition,!

i : J

important as the new
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we renew the ethic of service that has always been a key to our greatness.

Some people say we should cut AmeriCorps to save money or because, they say 

inefficient

CHRON PHILANTHROPY-*
TO«2024662079

oZrs-- doing work that otherwise would not get done. They arc walking a police beat, teaching 

kids, building homes, helping seniors, cleaning up litter, fighting fires, immunizing children, doing 
all kinds of things to make communities and our children stronger and better for the.future, 
AmeriCorps gives us better citizens, stronger communities, and more education. With AmeriLorp ,

it be maintained, expanded, or abandoned?

Young AmeriCorps volunteers nr® partners with our communities -- with nurses, pastors, police

4, What steps, if any, would you take to help the federal government work more doecly with 

charities and foundations?

Throughout his Administration, President Clinton has encouraged partnerships between goveranwnt 

and the charitable nonprofit sector and he will continue to do so. These relationships are now m 
w role of the federal government evolves. As the President noted in his State of 

the Union address, in this era of smaller government, Americans must work 
charitable, civic and religious organizations to enable all of our people to make e

;# 4
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going,

3. How effective do you think charities and foundations have been in their attempt to 

Influence public policy?

President Clinton opposes restrictions, proposed by Republicans in Congress, that would censor 
advocacy by non-profit organizations. He believes that these proposals would negatively aff 
organizations that have contributed enormously to the public debate in the United States^ m 
addition, some of the pending legislation would severely restrict the ability of organizations to bring 

valued, expert counsel to policy Makers as they wrestle with difficult issues.

to reduce the influence of special interests in our halls of
The President strongly supports measures 
government, but believes there are i 
advocacy of non-profits.
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helping communities and individuals. Their experience and expertise arc invaluable to government 
efforts to make informed policy choices. And, in this era of smaller government it is clear that the 
private voluntary philanthropic sector will have an even greater role. President Clinton recognizes

;# 5
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Our Liaisons will provide an important link between the nonprofit organizations and policy makers 
who are developing programs that adapt to the new, smaller role for federal government. The 
Nonprofit Liaisons can serve as a vehicle for innovative strategies and for making Administration 
views and initiatives known in the nonprofit world.

i

!.
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In our efforts to ensure that we have the best information as we formulate policy, the Clinton 
Administration opposed the imposition of unnecessary and bureaucratic restrictions and reporting 
requirements, such as the 1'Istook Amendment.” Government needs to hear from charities and 
foundations, who possess the knowledge and expertise from their experience that can be of 
immeasurable help to policy-makers.

The liaisons have played a critical role in facilitating communication between the federal 
government and the nonprofit community. For example, they are now working together developing 
n web site that will make accessing information about me!r agencies much easier for the nonprofit 
world. ! '

A critical component of these partnerships is sharing information about policies and strategies. The 
Clinton Administration will continue to help make new information technologies accessible to the 

nonprofit sector. We have already provided grants through the National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration of the Commerce Department to assist training and support efforts for 
the use of new technologies by the nonprofit charitable sector We are also exploring opportunities 
to adapt the Small Business Administration’s US Business Advisor on-line service to the needs of 
the charitable sector.

President Clinton is also considering further ways the federal and nonprofit sectors can examine and 
make recommendations about the role of charities and foundations in the coming century.

5, Would you continue to have federal liaisons to the nonprofit world within the Cabinets, as 
established by the Clinton Administration? If so, what would their role be? If not, why not?

In 1994, we appointed Administration Liaisons to the nonprofit community, These liaisons serve as 
designated contacts within their agencies to the nonprofit community and provide opportunities for 
collaborative efforts with the Administration. President Clinton will continue the Nonprofit Liaison 
network and he is always looking for ways to expand their role.

Charities and foundations, working throughout our nation and the world, play a critical role in

efforts to make informed policy choices. And, in this era of smaller government it is clear that the

that government must continue to partner with charities and foundations to develop the best policies 
to help those individuals and communities who are in need.

I
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presently live, but more im

boards of a number of charitable and civic groups. President Clinton, Mrs, Clinton, and their 
daughter, Chelsea, have all actively participated in community service through their church, Jn 
addition, within the Clinton Administration are a number of individuals who came to government 

service after working with the charitable and foundation sector.

The President appreciates and encourages Americans to get involved with their local chantable. 
....... Or«.,r«nrPtha fabric of our society. When Americans become

. ..SENT BY!
96 15107 FROM I

6. How has your personal experience with nonprofit groups helped shape your views about 

their effectiveness?

President Clinton’s family has long been involved with nonprofit charitable groups. In fact, his first 
trip to Washington was as fl member of a local nonprofit youth group, Boy’s Nation. That trip had a 
profound impact on him and helped him to understand the importance of nonprofit organizations 
and the benefits they have to offer every citizen and al! communities, Mrs. Clinton has served on 
boards of a number of charitable and civic groups. President Clinton, Mrs. Clinton, and their 
daughter, Chelsea, have all actively participated in community service through their church. Jn

;# 6
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trip to Washington was as. fl member of a local nonprofit youth group, Boy’s Nation. That trip had

i . :
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(continued)

Question 5: Has the AmeriCorps program succeeded in encouraging community 
responsibility? Should it be maintained, expanded, or abandoned?

Volunteerism
Question 4: What can or should the federal government do to encourage volunteerism? 
Would that be one of your goals as President? If so, what would you do?

Question 3: As President of the United States, would you disclose your own charitable 
giving to the public, as a way to encourage Americans to give more-or is giving such a 
private act that it should not be the subject of publicscrutiny?

Charitable giving
Question 1: For decades, the federal government has tried to stimulate charitable 
giving by offering a tax deduction to donors. Many of the tax-overhaul plans now 
being proposed would scrap the deduction-or make it less valuable to taxpayers, 
therefore potentially causing giving to decline. What is your view on whether the 
charitable deduction should be maintained, decreased, or expanded?

Question 6; Would you support the Points of Light Foundation's efforts to name an 
exemplary volunteer every day and have the White House get involved in the selection 

and announcement?

A Chronicle of Philanthropy survey
Please respond by July 19 Fax (202) 466-2078

Question 2: Do you think it is the government’s responsibility to stimulate charitable 
giving? If so, are there ways beyond the current charitable tax deduction that would 
achieve that goal? For example, would you allow people who do not itemize on their 
tax returns to claim charitable deductions? Do you favor a tax credit for donations to 
charities that serve the poor? To other groups as well?

Lobbying by Non-Profit Groups
Question 7: How effective do you think charities and foundations have been in their 
attempt to influence public policy? Would you support the legislation that passed the 
House last year to deny federal grants to charities that devoted more than 5 per cent of 

their budgets to lobbying?

i : 1
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Public-Private Partnerships
Question 10: What steps, if any, would you take to help the federal government work 
more closely with charities and foundations?

Question 11: Would you continue to have federal liaisons to the non profit world 
within the Cabinets, as established by the Clinton Administration? If so, what would 
their role be? If not, why not?

Question 12: How has your personal experience with non-profit groups helped shape 
your views about their effectiveness?

Welfare
Question 8: Do you see charities playing an expanded role under a revamped welfare 
system? If so, should charities receive more federal money to deliver social services? 
Or, should they raise more private money to take care of the poor, therefore allowing 
the federal government to cut back some of its spending on the needy? If so, how do 
you respond to the concern many charities have expressed that they cannot raise 
enough money to offset government cuts in social services?

! /

Question 9: Under current law, churches with a spiritual component to their social­
service programs are prohibited from receiving federal grants. But many members of 
Congress have suggested lifting that prohibition. Is that a measure you support? Why 
or why not?

i : I
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Charities praise his grasp of issues 

but are dismayed by welfare changes 

and reductions in federal aid
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Charity leaders praise Bill Clinton (shown here at a discussion on family issues) for his work 
on AmeriCorps and enterprise zones, but complain that he has not sought their counsel enough.■
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Reeling From the Welfare Bill
New federal welfare provisions enacted 
last month pose the most serious challenge 1 
that charities have faced in the past 15 
years, say some officials, and could trans­
form much of the non-profit world. Story 
on Page 38.

A Mega-Giver Looks West 
The billionaire George Soros (right), who 
has set up foundations throughout the for­
mer Soviet bloc, is increasing his giving in 
America, where he wants to deal with so­
cial problems like crime, bad schools, and | 

teen-age pregnancy. Story on Page 9.
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By JENNIFER MOORE
and GRANT WILLIAMS

WASHINGTON
on-profit LEADERS expected a lot from 
Bill Clinton when he moved into the
White House nearly four years ago.

They knew that the President was un­
likely to increase their federal aid, but they hoped he 
would make them his partners as he tackled the 
country’s problems.

Now, as Mr. Clinton makes his bid for a second 
term, charity leaders are divided over his perform-

Some charities charge that the President has hurt 
them—and the people they serve—by approving 
steep cuts made by the Republican-led Congress this 
year in low-cost housing, the arts, and other federal 
programs. They are also deeply unhappy about the 
recently enacted overhaul of the welfare system.

Others say the Administration has failed to col­
laborate with them in developing major policies.

But many in philanthropy say both federal and 
non-profit leaders simply expected too much from 
Mr. Clinton’s first term. “Where the disconnect has 
happened is in people’s expectations of what could 
happen and how fast,” says Lauren Cook, a consul­
tant to the Council on Foundations on public-policy 
issues.

White House officials say many people underesti- 
Continued on Page 26
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mate the importance the Clinton Administration 
places on charities and their causes. “It is so deeply 
rooted and inculcated in just how we think around 
here,” says Melanne S. Verveer, a top aide to First 
Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton. “It affects the work 
that we do all the time.”

Still, Administration officials say they hope to do 
more. Projects already under way include a new 
White House World-Wide Web site that would pro­
vide non-profit groups with federal-grant informa­
tion and make it easier for them to communicate 
with government officials.

-'iVi .

■A- j- .. -■

f

Special report

K?'-

16*” •

Many Give President High Marks

Most non-profit leaders give President Clinton 
high marks for his grasp of the issues that affect 
their organizations. They praise his expertise on 
subjects like national service and international re­
lief and development, as well as on policies that 
make a difference to charities of all kinds, such as 
changes in the tax deductibility of charitable 
gifts.

Mark Rosenman, head of the Union Institute’s 
Washington office, recalls going up to the President 
after he gave a speech last summer and asking him 
to oppose Congressional efforts to restrict lobbying 
by charities that receive federal aid.

Much to his surprise, Mr. Clinton launched into 
an in-depth discussion of the restrictions and his 
reasons for opposing them.

“He then started talking about strategy,” says Mr. 
Rosenman, “about how the non-profit sector ought to 
position itself on this issue.” The President made it 
clear he would lend his support to charities but could 
not “carry our water,” Mr. Rosenman says.

The proposal was ultimately defeated, in part be­
cause of Mr. Clinton’s behind-the-scenes opposition. 
“President Clinton’s support was not there as fully 
as some of us would have had it,” says Mr. Rosen­
man, “but it was there in ways that have not charac­
terized previous Administrations.”

In fact, charity officials say, the forthcoming elec­
tion presents a rare opportunity: Both major party 
candidates seem to have a strong understanding of 
charity issues.

Bob Dole, the Republican Presidential nominee, 
created the Dole Foundation for the Employment of 
People with Disabilities, and his wife, Elizabeth 
Hanford Dole, heads the American Red Cross. (An
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Doris O. Matsui, a top aide to President Clinton, says that non-profit groups and
Adminstration officials are now beginning to develop “a real partnership.”
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eral government to provide as much aid to the 
poor as it does now.

President Clinton has not said whether he 
would support tax credits for donations to the 
poor. His aides have said that such credits, how­
ever worthy in concept, could be too much of a 
strain on the Treasury.

Mr. Dole’s initial tax-credit plan would have 
allowed individuals to subtract from their in­
come-tax bills up to $500—and married couples 
up to $1,000—of the donations they give to char­
ities that help the needy.

I)

w ^ob dole, the Republican Presidential 
1 J nominee, has dramatically scaled 
I down his proposal to provide new tax 

M breaks to people who support antipov­
erty groups.

In a major speech in May, Mr. Dole said he 
wanted to allow individuals to subtract from 
their tax bills as much as $500 a year for their 
gifts to charities that help the poor (The Chroni­

cle, June 13). Now he says he wants to reduce 
that amount to $100 next year.

What’s more, Mr. Dole now wants to limit the 
number of groups that would qualify for gifts 
and says that the credits would expire after two 

Easing the Government’s Burden
Mr. Dole says charity tax credits are impor­

tant because an upturn in giving to antipoverty 
charities would make it unnecessary for the fed-

‘We Could Have Done a Better Job’
But Mr. Latimer, a former Mayor of St. Paul, says 

that the federal government as a whole has only 
begun to absorb the lessons the non-profit world has 
to offer. For example, he says, “philanthropy has 
been at the cutting edge of the human-service com­
ponent that we know is essential to successful wel­
fare reform. I think we could have done a better job 
of drawing upon that experience than we have.”

Many charity leaders say that if President Clinton 
had taken their advice, he would not have signed the 
welfare bill last month. The President describes the 
new law, which limits people to five years of welfare 
in their lifetimes, as an important “first step” toward 
improving the system of helping the poor. Some 
charity leaders charge that the new law expects peo­
ple with few skills and little, if any, experience, to 

Continued on Page 28

I

examination of the Doles’ record on charity matters 
appeared in the May 2 Chronicle.}

The challenge, say charity leaders, will be to make 
sure the next President turns his awareness of non­
profit issues into actions that strengthen their orga­
nizations and include them as key players in shap­
ing policies.

New Literacy Program Introduced
Many non-profit leaders point to two key Clinton 

Administration efforts as examples of what they 
hope to see from the White House:
► AmeriCorps, a national-service program that 

provides people with education or job-training bene­
fits in exchange for one or two years of service with 
charities or government agencies. Mr. Clinton has 
called the program—which pairs federal money and 
private donations—one of his crowning achieve­
ments and a model for how the federal government 
can work as a partner with charities. Last week, the 
President announced a $2.75-billion “America 
Reads” effort to combat illiteracy with the help of 
AmeriCorps volunteers, charities, and others.
► Empowerment Zone Enterprise Communities, a 

neighborhood-development program that makes 
grants to cities and towns so they can devise ways to 
fight poverty and other problems. Grant makers— 
including the Annie E. Casey, Ford, and Rockefeller 
Foundations—are helping community groups and 
local governments apply for the federal money and 
put it to good use.

“This is the largest antipoverty effort in the last 20 
years,” says Janet E. Levy, a senior associate at the 
Casey Foundation. Ms. Levy plans to hold a meeting 
of about 20 foundations this month to discuss wheth­
er they might join together to finance an evaluation 
of the first round of recipients, which received $1- 
billion in federal grants and $2.5-billion in federal 
tax incentives in 1994.

The AmeriCorps and enterprise-zone programs 
“exemplify the kind of relationships between gov­
ernment and non-profit and foundation leaders that 
were part of the vision of this Administration,” says 
Ms. Cook, who worked with state and local govern­
ments to form partnerships with non-profit groups 
when she was at the Council of Governors’ Policy 
Advisors.

George Latimer, a former top aide to Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development Henry G. Cisne­
ros, says the enterprise-zone program shows that 
“the Clinton Administration is acknowledging the 
role of philanthropy in more overt ways than what 
has been done before.” $400 Maximum in 1998

Under Mr. Dole’s revised plan, in 1997 indi­
viduals would be allowed to receive a tax credit 
on gifts of up to $100—and married couples up 
to $200—to charities that help needy peo­
ple.

In 1998, the credit would increase to $200 for 
individuals and $400 for couples. The tax credit 
would expire at the end of 1998 unless Congress 
and the President agreed to renew it.

Taxpayers would be allowed to count 50 cents 
of every dollar they donate toward the tax cred­
it, up to the maximum allowed.

Donors who itemize deductions are now al­
lowed to claim a write off for gifts to charities of 
all kinds, up to 50 per cent of annual income. 
Tax credits provide a better financial deal for 

Continued on Page 28

- ---- -------— • ■ n

Republican Presidential nominee Bob Dole (above with his running mate. Jack Kemp) has 
reduced his proposed tax break for people who give to antipoverty charities from $500 to $100.

I

I
L I

Dole Scaks Back Planned Tax Credits 
for People Who Give to Help the Poor

LI

to

years.
The apparent reason for the changes: Mr. 

Dole wants to reduce the credit to offset in part 
the cost of his proposal to cut personal income 
taxes by 15 per cent.

The changes make a big dent in the proposal’s 
price tag. The original plan would have cost the 
Treasury as much as $120-billion from 1997 
through 2002. But Mr. Dole’s revised plan 
would cost only $5.2-billion over two years, ac­
cording to an analysis by the Congressional 
Joint Committee on Taxation.
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Responds to Charities
President Clinton draws praise 

from many groups for being more 
responsive to charities than previ­
ous Administrations.

“We often meet with chief policy 

85% Rule

Fewer charities would qualify 
for donations under Mr. Dole’s re­
vised tax-credit plan than under 
his original proposal.

The candidate first wanted to al­
low credits for donations to organi­
zations that spend at least 75 per

Continued from Page 27 
donors than do deductions because 
people subtract a credit directly 
from their tax bills.

Under the latest Dole plan, a 
person who owed $10,000 in in­
come taxes and who gave $200 to a 
qualifying charity in 1997 could 
reduce his tax bill by $100—to 
$9,900. In addition, the taxpayer 
could deduct the remaining $ 100 of 
his gift as a charitable contribu­
tion.

Philanthropy involves developing genuine, authentic, 

long-lasting relationships. The wonderful thing about 

philanthropy is that it reflects peoples' passion for 

things they care deeply about. That's what drives 

institutions. That's what drives success. 

Like all Marts & Lundy consultants, we work with 

our clients to maintain the focus on philanthropy. 

We provide the outside perspective; the broad view; 

the specialized services so often needed to separate 

and highlight the essential philanthropic tasks 

from the day-to-day routine.

Bob Dole Scales Back Tax Break 
for Donors to Antipoverty Groups

cent of their total budgets on direct 
services to the poor; the new plan 
would raise the proportion to 85 
per cent.

Mr. Dole’s tax-break proposal 
would not be offered for contribu­
tions to museums, colleges, hospi­
tals, and other charitable institu­
tions that serve people in all in­
come brackets.

That restriction has drawn fire 
from some non-profit officials who 
say it is unfair to single out one 
type of charity for such an incen­

tive.
Other charity leaders worry that 

any rise in donations caused by the 
new tax incentive would be too 
small to offset cuts in federal 
spending on welfare and other pro- J 
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Ch er Clinton’s Performance
Continued from Page 27
find permanent work too quickly—
and does not provide the money for
services to help them stay on the
job. (For details on the welfare
law’s effects on the non-profit
world, see Page 38.)

Numerous non-profit officials
also charge that the President ac­
cepted too many cuts in the 1996
fiscal year budget that he and Con­
gress negotiated in the spring.
That budget cut the National En­
dowment for the Arts by 39 per
cent and the Department of Hous­
ing and Urban Development by 25
per cent. President Clinton was 
able to save AmeriCorps from 
elimination but had to accept a 15- 
per-cent cut this year.

“From the White House’s per­
spective they probably feel like,
Hey, we did a good job even to hold 
on to hud,” says Linda Shaw, exec­
utive director of the North Caroli­
na Low Income Housing Coalition.
“But from the field, you have to 
sometimes wonder, Well, what did
we save? If all you’ve got left is a 
skeleton and there’s no meat on it, 
then what have we got?”

Still, Ms. Shaw and other chari­
ty officials say Mr. Clinton has
been put in a tight spot by the Re­
publican Congress.

“In many ways the question has
not been, How good has it been un­
der the Clinton Administration,
but rather, How bad could it have 
been without the Administration
in place acting as a bulwark,” says
David Edelman, managing direc­
tor of the Delaware Theatre Com­
pany in Wilmington. “The answer 
to that is. It would have been a
disaster for the non-profit sector.”
Mr. Edelman’s group receives ap­
proximately 10 per cent of its $1.7- 
million annual budget from feder­
al and other government sources
for programs such as training
schoolteachers in the arts.
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people, and we get our calls__
swered or returned," says Ron Pol­
lack, executive director of Families 
US A., a health-reform group in 
Washington. “That’s unusual."

But Carol Porter, co-founder of 
Kid Care in Houston, says she was 
saddened when her invitation to 
Mrs. Clinton to visit the group was 
not accepted. Ms. Porter says non­
profit organizations like hers— 
which delivers more than 20,000 
meals each month without the 
help of government money—have 
much to teach the federal govern­
ment. “They haven’t come to talk 
to people like Carol Porter." she 
complains.

Use of the Internet

The Clinton Administration 
says that reaching out to charities 
around the country would be a 
high priority during a second term, 
and the Internet would be a prime 
means for such communications. 
The new World-Wide Web site for 
charities is being designed to re­
semble an existing on-line White 
House service for business leaders 
{http://www.business.gov). The 
site, which is now being tested by a 
small group of non-profit leaders, 
could be in operation as early as 
this fall.

The Web site has been developed 
by Administration officials desig­
nated as non-profit “liaisons." In 
1994, President Clinton asked the 
heads of each of the Cabinet de­
partments and several other agen­
cies to name at least one top official 
who would be responsible for 
spending at least part of his or 
her time working with non-profit 
groups. (A list of the liaisons ap­
pears on Page 30.)

Charity officials praised the 
move, but by most accounts it got 
off to a slow start. Many non-profit 
leaders interviewed for this article 
said they were not even aware of 
the program.

Doris O. Matsui, a deputy assist­
ant to the President who coordi­
nates the program, acknowledges 
that it took time for the liaisons to 
figure out what they should do. 
But the new electronic project, she

Bruce
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Platforms: What Democrats and Republicans Say About the Non-Profit World
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John S. Barry of the Heritage Foundation says President Clinton’s non-profit liaisons 
may lead charities to pay too much attention to Washington: “You almost become addicted 

to Washington money and start losing sight of the communities you’ve been active in.”

the beginning of a real partner­
ship. Now we say, Okay, what are 
the things that we can work on to­
gether? What are the things we 
don’t work together on?”

Some observers, however, think 
the Clinton Administration has 
moved in the wrong direction 
by naming non-profit liaisons in 
Washington at a time when deci­

sions are being turned over to 
states, counties, and cities.

“If Fm a community activist or 
someone who’s running a homeless 
shelter and I turn to the liaisons, 
then Fm turning to Washington," 
says John S. Barry, an economic- 
policy analyst at the Heritage 
Foundation. “And what happens 
then is that these local organiza-

emment programs. ...
We assert the right of religious 

leaders to speak out on public is­
sues. We condemn the desecra-

says, has given the program a sec­
ond wind.

Ms. Matsui says charity and 
foundation leaders have done a lot 
in the past year to help the liaisons 
understand the diversity of the 
non-profit world. *There's a grow­
ing awareness that there are a lot 
of things that are pretty common 
to the sector,” she says. “And that’s

tions get so caught up in dealing 
with Washington and with almost 
the self-importance of that. And 
then if you start introducing mon­
ey into the process, what happens 
is you almost become addicted to 
Washington money and start los­
ing sight of the communities 
you’ve been active in.”

Even though the election is two

I • -

I

months away, many charity lead­
ers already have long lists for what 
they want the winner to do.

Some may press for a White 
House conference on non-profit is­
sues. Others plan to ask the next 
President to appoint a high-rank­
ing adviser—a “non-profit czar”— 
who could make sure the White

Continued on Page 30
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Republicans
Aid to international chari­

ties. Human nature and aspira­
tions are the same everywhere, 
and everywhere the family is the 
building block of economic and 
social progress. We therefore will 
protect the rights of families in 
international programs and will 
not fund organizations involved 
in abortion.

Lobbying by recipients of 
federal aid. We will end welfare 
for lobbyists. Every year, the fed­
eral government gives away bil­
lions of dollars in grants. Much of 
that money goes to interest 
groups which engage in political 
activity and issue advocacy at the 
taxpayers’ expense. This is an in­
tolerable abuse of the public’s 
money. A Republican Congress 
will enact legislation, currently 
blocked by Bill Clinton’s Con­
gressional allies, to make groups 
choose between grants and lobby­
ing.

We will establish Truth in Tes­
timony, requiring organizations 
which receive government funds 
and testify before Congress to dis­
close those funds. Our “Let 
America Know” legislation will 
force public disclosure of all tax­
payer subsidies and lobbying by 
groups seeking grants. We will 
permit “private attorney gen­
eral” lawsuits against federal 
grantees to ensure better enforce­
ment of anti-lobbying restric­
tions. A Republican Administra­
tion will impose accountability 
on grantees, to reveal what the

ADOISON GEAMY. FO« THE CHRONICLE

David Edelman of the Delaware Theatre Company: 
“We haven’t seen enough of the President 

talking about the arts in this country.”

1

Volunteerism. We encourage 
State governments to adopt re­

Role of government and forms similar to those we propose
charity. As a first step in reform- to restore fairness to the federal
ing government, we support system;... Restore limited liabil- 
elimination of the Departments ity to non-profit organizations— 
of Commerce. Housing and Ur- churches, civic, and community 
ban Development, Education, groups, and the volunteers who 
and Energy, and the elimination, sustain them—to provide protec- 
defunding, or privatization of tion against profit-seeking law­
agencies which are obsolete, re- suits and to encourage volunteer- 
dundant, of limited value, or too ism.

-I

! I

Following are excerpts from the has helped America to prosper for 
campaign platforms approved by 220 years. .. When Americans 
the Republican and Democratic work together—in our homes. 
Parties at their national Presi- our schools, our houses of wor- 
dential nominating conventions ship, our civic groups, our busi- 
lost month: nesses, labor unions, and profes­

sional associations—we can meet 
any challenge, and realize every 
dream . . .

Today’s Democratic Party be-

public is getting for its money, regional in focus. Examples of
and will end the process of auto- agencies we seek to defund or to
matic grant renewal. We will privatize are the National En-
halt the funding of frivolous and dowment for the Arts, the Na-
politicized research grants. tional Endowment for the Hu-

Religious and fraternal or- manities, the Corporation for 
ganizations. Because of their vi- Public Broadcasting, and the Le- 
tal role in fostering charity and gal Services Corporation, 
patriotism, we oppose taxing reli- _
gious and fraternal benefit socie- government in dealing with so- 
ties. ... cial ills, we look to mediating in-

To ensure that religiously affil- stitutions—religious and com- 
iated institutions can fulfill their munity groups, private associa- 
helping mission, we endorse Re- tions of all kinds—to take the 
publican legislation to stop dis- lead in tackling the social ills 
crimination against them in gov- that some government programs 

have only worsened. ...
Not everyone can make it on 

their own. Government at vari­
ous levels has a role—and some 

tion of places of worship and are aid programs do work well—and 
proud that Congressional Repub- so do private individuals and 
licans led the fight against charitable and faith-based orga- 
church arsons. We believe reli- nizations, whose record of success 
gious institutions and schools far outshines that of any public 
should not be taxed. When gov- welfare program. To promote 
emment funds privately operat- personal involvement with anti- 
ed social, welfare, or educational poverty efforts, we call for a 
programs, it must not discrimi- Charity Tax Credit that will be 
nate against religious institu- consistent with the fundamental 
tions, whose record in provid- changes we propose in the na- 
ing services to those in need far tion’s system of taxation, 
exceeds that of the public sec­

tor.
jobs, and a home of their own.

Volunteerism and national
service. Across America, in far by helping communities give 
too many places, the bonds of scholarships to high school stu- 
community that tie us together dents for community sendee. We 
and remind us that we rise or fall challenge Americans in all walks 
together, have too often frayed, of life to make a new commit- 
Today’s Democratic Party be- ment to taking responsibility for 
lieves we must reawaken the themselves, their families, their 
strong sense of community that communities, and their country.

I £
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Democrats
Arts. We believe in public sup­

port for the arts, especially for lieves every American has a duty 
high-quality, family-friendly and a responsibility to give some- 
programming. ... We are proud thing back to their community 
to have stopped the Republican and their country. In the past 
attack on the Corporation for three years, 45,000 Americans 
Public Broadcasting—we want have performed national service 
our children to watch “Sesame as part of the AmeriCorps pro­
Street,” not “Power Rangers.” gram President Clinton and the 

Housing and homelessness. Democrats fought so hard to cre- 
Fulfilling his 1992 pledge, Presi­
dent Clinton made the low-in- publicans who joined a bipartisan 
come housing tax credit perma- effort to preserve AmeriCorps 
nent, encouraging private devel- when Speaker Gingrich’s House 
opers to build more affordable tried to kill it.
housing. This tax credit is mak- We applaud the American spir­
ing it easier for families to get it of voluntarism and charity. As 
housing, and we will stand we balance the budget, we must
against Republican attacks on it. work even harder in our own
... We have dramatically in- lives to live up to the duties we 
creased help for the homeless, owe one another. W’e must shrink 
and shifted focus from temporary the government, but we cannot 
shelters toward permanent solu- shrink from our challenges. We
tions designed to move people believe every school and college
back into the mainstream, into in America should make service 

a part of its basic ethic, and we 
want to expand national service
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Nancy KJrshner, Associate Director for 
Intergovernmental Affairs 

Department of Labor
200 Constitution Avenue, N W 
Washington 20210 
Telephone: (202) 219-6141 
Fax: (202) 219-5120 
E-mail: nkirshnerfadol.gov

Lynn Reddy, Director. 
Programs and Community I 

Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington 20301-1400 
Telephone: (703) 695-7778 
Fax: (703) 697-2577

Jeff Levi, Deputy Director 
Office of National AIDS Policy 
750 17th Street, N.W. 
Suite 600 
Washington 20530 
Telephone: (202) 632-1090 
Fax: (202) 632-1096

Doris Matsul, Deputy Director, 
Office of Public Liaison, and 
Deputy Assistant to the President 
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. N.W. 
Washington 20500 
Telephone: (202) 456-2930 
Fax: (202) 456-6218
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Joe Taggart, Director,
Intergovernmental Affairs 

Office of the Secretary 
U. S. Department of Agriculture 
Room 219A 
14th and Independence Avenue. N.W. 
Washington 20250
Telephone: (202) 720-6643 
Fax: (202) 720-8819 
E-mail: jtaggart(asies.wsc.ag.gov

Patricia McNeil, Assistant Secretary 
for Vocational and Adult Education 

Department of Education 
MES Building, Room 4090 
330 C Street. S.W. 
Washington 20202-7100 
Telephone: (202) 205-5451 
Fax: (202) 205-8748 
E-mail: patricia_ mcneil(&;ed.gov

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 

Commerce___________________

Douglas Hall, Assistant Secretary 
for Oceans and Atmospheres 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

Department of Commerce 
Room 5804 
14th and Constitution. N.W. 
Washington 20230 
Telephone: (202) 482-3567 
Fax: (202) 482-6318 
E-mail: dhall@rdc.noa.gov

Housing and Urban Development 

Paulette Porter 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Office of Intergovernmental Relations 
Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
Room 10140 
Washington 20410 
Telephone: (202) 708-0030 
Fax: (202) 708-0245

Kenneth Smith 
Director of External Affairs 
Department of the Interior 
1849 C Street. N.W 
Washington 20240 
Telephone: (202) 208-1923 
Fax: (202) 208-1821 
E-mail: kenneth_l_smith(aios. 
dol.gov

Tony Gambino 
Director of Communications 
Department of State 
Room 6800
2201 C Street. N.W. 
Washington 20520 
Telephone: (202) 647-6088 
Fax: (202) 647-5939

Michael Novelli, Director of 
National Advisory Council 

U. S. Small Business Administration 
Office of the Administrator
409 Third Street. S.W. 
Suite 7000 
Washington 20416 
Telephone: (202) 205-6697 
Fax: (202) 205-6818 
E-mail: mpn(ao.a.sba gov

Suzanne George 
Special Assistant to the United 

Nations Ambassador 
Department of State 
Room 6333
2201 C Street. N.W 
Washington 20520 
Telephone: (202) 736-7555 
Fax: (202) 736-7551

Office of National Drug Control 
Policy  

Barbara Roberta 
Senior Policy Analyst 
Office of National Drug Control Policy 
Executive Office of the President 
Washington 20500 
Telephone: (202) 395-6601 
Fax: (202) 395-6744

Special Actions Office 
Room 10234 
HUD Building
451 Seventh SVeet. S.W. 
Washington 20410 
Telephone: (202) 708-1547 
Fax: (202) 401-6725 
E-mail: art—agnos_@hud.gov
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Mr. Supple, who previously had 
served as a federal liaison to non 
profit groups when he was an offi 
cial at the Corporation for Nation 
al Service, which runs the Ameri- 
Corps program, says government, 
charities, and businesses need tc 
figure out how best to work togeth­
er.

“We’re about to have those dis­
cussions," he says. “But we’re still 
sort of holding on to the door frame 
like a kid on his first day of kinder­
garten, not wanting to go into the 
next century.”

Patricia McNeil

Patricia DeVeaux, Senior Adviser. 
Office of Worker and Community 

Transition 
Room 6G069
1000 Independence Avenue. S.W. 
Washington 20585 
Telephone: (202) 586-2023 
Fax. (202) 586-1540 
E-mail: pam.deveaux@hq.doe.gov

Environmental Protection Agency 

Elaine Koerner 
Senior Liaison Specialist 
Office of Communication, Education, 

and Public Affairs 
Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, S.W . Mail Code 1702 
Washington 20460 
Telephone: (202) 260-2623 
Fax: (202) 260-0130 
E-mail: koerner.elaine@ epamail. 
epa.gov

Veterans Affairs_______________

Nell Richman, Deputy Assistant 
Office of the General Counsel, 021B 
Department of Veterans Affairs 
810 Vermont Avenue. N.W. 
Washington 20420 
Telephone: (202) 273-9660 
Fax: (202) 273-6385

Sarah Kovner
Special Assistant to the Secretary 
Immediate Office of the Secretary 
U S Department of Health and 

Human Services 
Room 605F
200 Independence Avenue. S.W. 
Washington 20201 
Telephone: (202) 690-6347 
Fax: (202) 690-7098

Transportation 

Barbara Leach 
Director of Intergovernmental Affairs 
U.S Department of Transportation
400 Seventh Street. S.W 
Washington 20590 
Telephone: (202) 366-1524 
Fax: (202) 366-7907

George Haddow, Policy Adviser and 
White House Liaison 
Office of Policy and Regional 

Operations 
Federal Emergency Management 

Agency
500 C Street. S W 
Washington 20472 
Telephone: (202) 646-3291 
Fax: (202) 646-3949

National Endowment for the Arts 
and Institute of Museum Services 

Alexander Crary, Chief of Staff 
and White House Liaison 

National Endowment for the Arts 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue. N.W. 
Washington 20506 
Telephone (202)682-5652 
Fax: (202) 682-5063

United States Information Agency 

Robert Schiffer, Director 
Office of Citizen Exchanges 
United States Information Agency 
Room 220
301 Fourth Street. S.W. 
Washington 20547 
Telephone: (202) 619-5348 
Fax: (202) 619-4350

Continued from Page 29 
House considers how changes in 
Administration policies would af­
fect philanthropy.

Many non-profit leaders say 
they also hope the next President 
will use his bully pulpit to help in­
crease understanding among elect­
ed officials and the public about 
what non-profit groups do and 
what benefits they provide to socie­
ty in exchange for their tax exemp­
tions.

Mr. Edelman of the Delaware 
Theatre Company says he would 
like to watch the evening news and 
see the President at an arts organi­
zation or other charity, just as Mr. 
Clinton is often seen touring small 
businesses to draw attention to the 
issues they face.

“We haven’t seen enough of the 
President talking about the arts in 
this country,” says Mr. Edelman.

U.S. Trade Representative

Phyllis Shearer Jones, Assistant U. S. 
Trade Representative for 
Intergovernmental Affairs, and 
Public Liaison

U.S. Trade Representative 
Room 209
600 17th Street. N.W. 
Washington 20508 
Telephone: (202) 395-6120 
Fax: (202) 395-3692 
E-mail: pjones@ustr.gov

Perhaps as important as the 
Presidential election, many chari­
ty leaders say, are the Congres­
sional races, which will determine 
which party controls the House of 
Representatives and Senate for the 
next two years.

Congressional Republicans have 
vowed to review the tax code next 
year and to consider changes. If 
Congress tries to make significant 
alterations, non-profit leaders say, 
they will look to the President to 
preserve tax breaks that stimulate 
charitable giving.

Bob Smucker, senior vice-presi­
dent for government relations at 
Independent Sector, a Washing­
ton-based coalition of major chari­
ties and foundations, says he hopes 
the next Administration will do 
more than that. He wants the next 
President to add tax incentives tc 
increase giving, such as allowing 
people who do not itemize deduc­
tions to get a write-off for their 
charitable donations.

The big task for the next Presi­
dent and Congress will be to figure 
out how best to attack social prob­
lems with limited government re­
sources.

“We know that the old way of 
doing things, the way of big federal 
government, has been discredit­
ed,” says Chuck J. Supple, presi­
dent of Public Allies, a Washing­
ton-based group that places young 
adults in year-long “apprentice­
ships” with public-interest and 
community-based groups as well 
as government agencies. “We’re on 
the verge of a tremendous transi-
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Justice__________________________

Nicholas Gess, Director.
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs 

Department of Justice 
Room 1342 
10th and Constitution Avenue. N.W. 
Washington 20530 
Telephone: (202) 514-3465 
Fax: (202) 514-2504
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Treasury__________________

Joyce Carrier, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Public Liaison 

U. S. Treasury 
Room 3414 
1500 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington 20220 
Telephone: (202) 622-2970 
Fax: (202) 622-3638
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Corporation for National Service 

AnnMaura Connolly, Deputy Director. 
Independent Sector Liaison 
Corporation for National Service 
1201 New York Avenue. N.W 
Washington 20525 
Telephone: (202) 606-5000, ext. 429 
Fax: (202) 565-2794 
E-mail: aconnoll@cns.gov
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Melanne Verveer 

Bob Smucker ffP 

Suggestions for comments by the First Lady at our Annual Meeting 

Enclosed is an October 6 memo from Rick Jasculca to Patti Solis regarding the First Lady's 
involvement at our Annual Meeting. 

As you can see, the theme is youth and volunteerism. My hope is that a bridge could be 
built from that theme to the importance of the involvement of youth in advocacy. The 
enclosed statements President Clinton made in his campaign and later at the reception for 
nonprofit leaders are certainly pointed in the right direction. 

A statement to the effect that opportunities should be open for youth to learn advocacy and 
lobbying skills in nonprofit organizations, would be especially helpful. I would take it one step 
further and urge a strong statement to the effect that government at all levels should avoid 
actions that might impede such opportunities. 

We have several reasons for urging such a statement. 

1) As you know, we just escaped by a hairs breadth being saddled with
substantially increased, and needless, disclosure under the Lobby
Disclosure Act. It's my guess that charities will oppose the Lobby
Disclosure Act (we didn't oppose it this time around) in the next
Congress if it doesn't permit us to disclose our lobbying activities under
IRS rules.

2) You probably know that National Service volunteers may not be
involved in advocacy or lobbying. We continue to think that was a
mistake and hope to come back to the issue again in the upcoming
Congress.

So, a strong statement from the First Lady in support of nonprofit lobbying and advocacy 
could help to set the tone for the next Congress. 

A NATIONAL FORUM TO ENCOURAGE GIVING, VOLUNTEERING AND NOT• FOR• PROFIT INITIATIVE 

1828 L Street, N.W. • Washington, D.C. 20036 • (202) 223-8100 

FAX: (202) 457-0609 
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I just wanted to be certain you know what our agenda will be in the advocacy/lobbying arena 
in the next Congress so you'll know why we are hopeful that the First Lady will make a strong 
statement of support of that activity. 

Enclosures 

cc: Sara E. Melendez 
John Kemp 
Brian Foss 
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A Clinton/ Gore Administration will work to create further incentives 
for private investment for the public good. We will explore various ways to

Contact: Jim Clark
(501)370-3468

In this era of constrained government resources facing up against 
increasmgiy complex social problems, greater collaboration, more effective 
government contracting and a deeper understanding of the consequences of 
government's actions affecting the non-profit sector are required at all levels 
of government.

Amenca's public challenges can only be addressed by drawing upon all 
of the creativity, knowledge, and initiative located across business, 
government, and the non-profit sector combined. We must leverage the 
resources of the non-profit sector and the expenence of people working in the 
non-profit sector to help solve problems as part of a larger effort that involves 
all members and sectors of society

We note that this extraordinary growth has been largely created by our 
society's soaal, cultural, and environmental non-profit entrepreneurs.

We believe that the non-profit sector is one of the primary 
determining factors in the health and vitality of Amenca's communities, just 
as we recognize that government at all levels increasingly has relied upon 
non-profit organizations to provide certain services more efficiently and 
more effectively than can government bureaucracy.

STA1

We believe that, as stated tn the 1992 Democratic Party Platform, the 
wisdom, energy, and resources required to solve our problems are not 
concentrated in Washington, but can be found throughout our communities, 
including Amenca's non-profit sector, which has grown rapidly over the last 

decade."
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make it easier to donate money to support the work of non-profit 
organizations, inducting making full use of the President's "bully pulpit" to 
underscore the importance of private participation in the non-profit sector.

A Clinton / Gore Administration will work to encourage further the 
role of the non-profit sector as the primary mechanism for citizen 
participation and as a force for empowerment of each and every individual.

Perhaps, most importantly, a Clinton / Gore Administration will seek to 
place its relationship with the non-profit sector in the context of a larger effort 
to strengthen "community" tn America. Volunteerism, philanthropy, 
assoaational activity, and professional work m the non-profit sector are all 
integral components of the American democratic expenence and public hfe. 
Our plan to rebuild Amenca is based around the simple premise that we 
must put people first- for a change.

We will seek to create an environment and set a tone wherein creative, 
substantive service to cur nation and our respective communities are the 
civic norm rather than the heroic exception. And, we will re-examine and 
clarify the lobbying restrictions placed upon non-profit organizations.

And, we will stnve to ensure full use of the creativity, initiative, and 
entrepreneurial spirit of the various service corps, conservations corps, and 
other private, non-profit organizations tn our plan to allow participants in 
the proposed National Service Trust Fund to pay back their loans through 
community service.

»0 Box B'5, ftccx. Arkansas 72203 • Tslechone /SOU 372-1932 • FAX /501) 372-2232
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rv!EMORANDUM/October 6. 1994 

TO: Patti Solis 

FR: Rick J asculca 
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RE: Hillary Ointon's Interaction With Young People at the Independent 
Sector Annual Meeting in Chicago 

We are pleased that Hillary Clinton is planning to attend the Independent 
Sector Annual Meeting in Chicago which will be October 23 - 25. 

As you know, we have identified 14 Chicago-area young people who will 
participate in the conference by serving on a panei or introducing a plenary 
session. Their excitement about taking part in the conference will no doubt 
intensify when they learn that they may meet Hillary Clinton and receive a 
personal invitation from he_r to visit the White House. 

We understand that Ms. Clintor. would like to interact with the young 
participants. Following are ideas on how we can make this happen. 

Declaration of Volunteerism 

Before the conference, each young person will describe (in 30 words or less) 
what volunteering means to them. Each of these statements will make up 
the giant "Declaration of Volunteerism" that will be on stage. One by one, all 
J 4 students will go forward and add their velcro-back.ed portion of the 
declaration that includes their statement. Tney will then tell Ms. Clinton and 
the audience what volunteering means to faem. Ms. Clinton can comment 
on their statement or ask questions about their volunteer work and escort 
them to a smaller, fancier scroll version of the declaration that will be sitting 
on top of an antique desk. The students and Ms. Clinton will each sign this 
declaration with a quill pen to make it official. After the last student has 
signed the scroll, one of the students will present Ms. Clinton with the 
declaration, as their pledge to continue voluntee::-ing and to encourage other 
young people to do the !>ame. 



Show And Tell 

Objects often help to tell a story. So, to help¼. Cinton and the audience 
experience the different types of volunteer work each student does, the teens 
will each bring an object to help tell their voiuntec:- story. For example. these 
objects may be books and other materials used by a volunteer who tutors 
inner-city children ... or the martiai arts uniform that is worn by the 
volunteer who shares this art with people who are physically challenged. Ms. 
Clinton would be able to ask questions of the students about their 
volunteering and the objects they have shared. 

Show And Let Them Tell 

Each of these ambitious teens has helped a number of people by volunteering 
in Chicago-area communities. All 14 student participants could bring a 
person whom they have helped. Each student would introduce their guest 
and give a brief summary of how their relationship has helped to motivate 
the student to continue comrnurn.ty serv�ce. The guest can also tell what a 
difference the young volunteer has made in his/her life. Ms. Clinton can 
join in this dialogue with the volunteers and their guests. 

Building Bridges Between Young Volunteers and People in Need 

The theme of the conference is building bridges. it is obvious that these 
outstanding young people are building a bridge, of sorts, through the work 
that they are doing - a bridge between young volunteers and people in need. 
On stage, we can have a small bridge constructed of light wood and chicken 
wire, for example. The students, with Ms. Clinton nearby, will then complete 
its construction by adding objects, such as T-shirts, uniforms and other 
materials that represent the volunteer effortc; of the 14 young people. The 
students will place their objects on the bridge. Each student's journey across 
the bridge will symbolize his/her reaching out to help others. They will then 
mvite Ms. Clinton to cross the b:idge with them. 

We look forward to discussing these ideas with you. 
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PRESIDENT CLINTON : Thank you very much. (Applause.) Thank you. Thank 

you very much. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, Secretary Shalala, Secretary Cisneros, and the many 

other people in our administration who are here who have long supported the 

nonprofit sector of this country and worked in it. I suppose no one qualifies in that 

regard more than the first lady. (Applause.) Since I first met her, I've seen Hillary 

serve on children's advocacy boards, legal services boards, hospital boards, 

foundation boards. I was counting outside, I haven't checked with her, but I know 

that she's helped form three nonprofit organizations and been associated with at 



least a dozen others. I appreciate the fact that she found a little time for me over 

the years. (Laughter.) 

I say that because I have learned not only as a governor and a public official 

and now as president, but also in my own family, the incredible importance of the 

work that all of you do and those whom you represent. When I ran for president, I 

said as clearly as I could that I thought the national government had a responsibility 

to do many things that we were not then doing, but there were many things we 

could not do, and that in the absence of a partnership with people in community 

organizations all across this country we would surely never become the nation we 

ought to be. 

I'd like to make a few remarks about that, but I think it is appropriate, since 

we're talking about citizenship in its best form, that I also make a couple of 

comments at the outset about a subject very much in the press today. 

Since Justice Blackmun announced his retirement last week, I have been 

working to find an able replacement. Last night, Senate George Mitchell, who was 

my leading candidate for the Court, came to see me and asked me what I wanted 

him to do. And I said, Well, I want to talk to you about it; I'd like to appoint you to 

the Supreme Court, if you think we can do our work here for the country this year, 

in pursuing health care reform and the other things we have to do. 

And he looked at me and said, You know, I've always wanted to be on the 

Supreme Court, and no one can predict what it would be like if I were nominated 

and then confirmed while sitting in the Senate and leading this fight, what the 

impact would be. I have thought of all the ways we could do it and all the various 

scenarios and I'm only sure of one thing, I cannot imagine that the impact would be 

good, in terms of our ability to pass health care, welfare reform and any of the 

other things we want to do. 

But his special concern was with regard to health care reform. And so he 

said, I believe I should stay in the Senate and serve my term out and try to lead 

this country to health care reform. That's after all the job I was given, and it's my 

job till next January, and I'm sorry that the timing is not good but I think it's the 

right thing to do. 



I said, Well, why don't we sleep on it and see if we can think of a way to do 

it? This morning early, I called him on the phone and he said, I still see it the same 

way. And I said, Well, I haven't any thunderbolt of insight about how your 

analysis is wrong. So he said, I still think I ought to do not what I want to do but 

what I should do. And he seemed as comfortable with that decision as any one 

that I've ever seen him make. 

I say that because this country needs more people who devote themselves 

not only to what they would like to do but what they think the country needs . He 

has dedicated himself to doing somethir:ig that, if successful, this health care 

reform would be the work of a generation in America. His leadership role is crucial. 

I value it, and I'm grateful for it. And so, I would like to begin by thanking him, on 

behalf of this country, for his willingness to forego a great personal opportunity, in 

anticipation of an enormous struggle with an uncertain result, for a result that is 

worth the careers of many of us. 

I thank him for that. 

The interesting thing, as I look out at this crowd of you, and I see so many 

of you whom I've known for so many years, and I think of all the struggles that 

you have been in with an uncertain result, determined to make life better for people 

in any number of ways. 

In 1840 Alexis de Tocqueville said if Americans want to proclaim a truth or 

propagate some feeling by the encouragement of example, they form an 

association. (Chuckles.) Well, today, at the dawn of a new century, we're full of 

associations. Every now and then I hear from one I don't like all that much. 

(Laughter.) Sometimes I hear from those I like very much things that I wish I didn't 

have to hear. That is a part of what makes America a special place. 

Every item, as I said earlier, of the national agenda I have sought to pursue 

so vigorously ultimately depends upon people in their private capacities doing 



things differently. Much of what I try to do here is designed to empower people to 

live up to the fullest of their own capacities and to face their problems in their own 

ways most effectively. Whether that's true in health care reform, or education 

reform, or crime prevention, or using national service through the sterling work that 

Eli Segal has done to permit people to solve their problems at the grass-roots level. 

You can see it in every initiative. The whole notion that the government has to 

empower people to take control of their own lives depends upon the ability of 

peopl·e to organize effectively, to lobby their government, to influence our policies, 

and also to tell us what they know is the truth. 

Just today we received what I have seen year after year as one of the best 

examples of that kind of action with the release of yet another report from the 

Carnegie Corporation, and this one, I think, one of the best that I have ever read, 

on how we can better meet the needs of our youngest children. This report is 

nearly three years in the making, and I think now it's fair to say it's the most 

comprehensive analysis of the condition of American children aged zero to three. It 

awakens us to the fact that millions of our infants and toddlers are living in 

shameful conditions, bl.it also, and even more importantly, offers a coherent set of 

solutions about what we ought to do about it. 

In an attempt to be a better partner with all of you and what you are doing, 

we are establishing today a nonprofit liaison network of 26 different liaisons in 

every important government department and agency to work with all of you, to 

emphasize in an organized way how much we value your good work, your input 

into our policies, your advocacies of things that still need to be done. 

One of the most important things in this complicated age of zillions of 

problems is that I identify what it is as president I can do and what it is I need 

someone else's help to do. Of all the things that we can spend our time on here in 

the White House and in this government, which things are most important and 

which things will spark the largest release of energy in a positive and constructive 



way around the country? You have to help us make that decision. For, in truth, 

that's a decision that we make anew here constantly as we deal with the 

difficulties as well as the opportunities that come to this place. 

I hope this is the beginning of an even better partnership. I thank you very, 

very much for what you do. And I want to say again I cannot succeed as president 

unless you succeed and unless you succeed in mobilizing millions of our 

countrymen and women for the important tasks that faces us. I honestly believe 

that we may be at dawn of a new American renaissance, a period when we are 

able to face with greater energy and greater hope and a greater sense of 

community and common purpose the challenges before us than has been the case 

in a generation. 

If we do it, we will make the beginning of the 21st century the most exciting 

time in American history to be young, to grow, to come to maturity, and to make a 

life. If we don't, we will have squandered a greater legacy. The only way we can 

do it is if somehow there is a role for all of us, not just those of us in high office. 

You provide that role for all of us, and I will do my best to help you play it. 

Thank you very much. (Applause.) 
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Via Telecopy 

Needless to say, 1 run immensely pleased to hear rhat you have :Jgreed to speak to 
Independent Sector's Annual Conference in Chicago next week. Your audience will include the 
leaders of a broad and diverse group of important philanthropic organizations from around the 
country. Your appe2rance will do very much to cement the warm relationship of the 
Administration with the nonprofit commu.wty which you and the President so forcefully began 
with the White House conference last spring. 

As J mentioned when I was first in touch with you 3bout the IS Conference, a wpic of 
major concinuing concern to IS has been legislative advocacy by philanthropies. Jt is far from the 
only work of IS, bur it has been central to the organization from the time of its original formarion. 

To give some sense of the 1S views on the pooot ro whomever is doing prcparatoty thinking 
for you about your remarks, I attach a copy of testimony I did sever:u years :1go for 1S ia the Ways 
and Me2ru Comrrunce. To avoid the need for reading th.rcugh five long, dreary pages, I have 
marked the key paragraphs. 

T very much look foni•ard to seeing you in Chic.ago ne.xt week, and if I C.tn help in my way 
he.fore then, by ill me.ans have one of your people get in rnuch witb. me. 

With wai·mcst person� wishes. 

Sincerely, 

¼ Thomas A. Troyer 

Attachment 
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My name ie Thamas Troy�r. I ui a ��IJU)8r of th� l�w riL'U\ of 
Caplin , Ory!lda.lc, :r .represent a broild rii.llq4t of ch.sri�llbl" emu 
aducat..i.onal. org.in.hations 

I 
and I am the former chai1:1111u, of th• 

!xtmipt 0rg-'11izi.tiv111, Cv1NDJ.LLee u! t;ho Amiu:icaai Bar Aasociation Tax
Section. ! appear tOdAy on bahali of Inda-pendent Sector. 1 
app.c;tilo.Lat.� v,u:y muc:h th.a oppo.rtun.1.ty to participate in this 
hear.ing. 

1 lf'Ould lt�P. to foelt� my commen�s on on� pA�t. nf �h� rA��Ai� 
�hich is the q•neral subject of your h•aring -- the highly 
impor��nt law that Congrcoc adopted in 1976 to enable public 
r.hn,-i:r.iftN t:n Al�l.'lt \iM1"11ll,:P-d t:1Hr n11Aa fn.,. t.hA;� 1Al)lali3ti.ve
autivi'tie11, Thv Wiiy.i an.cl Mvan11 �wrn.ittw in p.srtJ.cul..,,r; .,;penL •
qood deal of time and effort in developinq that law. Nonetheless,
memo.ies fade:• �ultitude ot i�portant matter& haT• eonaW!lttd the
Co11111U.t'tliQ' a attwntion ov•r the int•::v•,ming uvci:\aw; Kml tht!
me-�rl!lhir, of rhl'! Cn,nmi,r.t.Ae Ann t-.h111 Cnt11J1'AAA hAv-f!I n11t:111".i11y
changed over that time.

That �"tid, ir �el!n'ns t.('I me �11 t.n h.fCJh)ftJht t.hrA� k�y llll['>fl!t:1':11 
of the 1976 laws (1) the fundamental ob,ectivc o! the Ccmmitt�e 
and Congress in developing and enacting the statute; (2) the 
m1,11u,u.r;la!<J, l.11oJlilJv.c-•t." t.>.t"Vi-i,tlf8 1.,y wh.1.ch tha law wa-. (c.c1uulaced; and 
(3) the experience we have h1:1d with the at.itute since 1976,

rrcfatorily, let me undcrceoro two pojnt� aDout the tax lawa
9ovexning charitiea that are !Aft entir•ly unchanged by th• 1976 
law. First, since 1951 the tax provision for charities has 
l'l'JI\Ar'!".'ly !'nn "'�"(llnt:ely rnlAri nut Any [)"lrt.il':il"At.inn in rinllt:ie.ol 
carapai9n1. From �h• beginning, that bar waa absolute; congrass 
1}11! te eonacionsly left it: int.Jct oc the 1976 l.iw p.:i�ocd i and it 
remains to 't.Oday. Second, the 1976 liberalizationa were made 
available only to eligible public aharitico. Priv�tc tounda�iono 
cannot 111Ake uae of them. Th@ very strict limitations that 
Congres• specifically deatQned for the le9i1lative activities of 
private foundationis in 1969 "'�re untuuc;ht1t.l by thlt' 1576 la_..,, imd 
they, also, 4QD1&1n in gffect today. 

For. int-ny ye�>=� thl!! Internt'll JfP.vAnuP. CO<le 15pAc:-:1 ti �1'1 t.hl'lt., tnr 
� ch�rity to be t�-exempt r:>.nd eligible to receive deductible 
char it.able contributi.ons

l 
"no subatan-eial part" of ite octivitiee

could cone1st of at.tempt ng to lnflu.enc:e le9islatiun, Ov._r thu.it.t 
yeGrs, neither the couree nor the Inte.rnal Revenue SGrvice 
J!.C"Vv.i.uw ct.Uy .r;wal yu.i.l.lirnUI/, ci.l).;,uL l.he 11\a.11\l.j\9 or Lh• "al.lbata.1ttial. 
test, The result waa tha� the cha.ritilble community ��n�rdlly y�v� 
a vfilry wicJu b�.1.-Ul 1.0 any ootDlllent on t\ny iuua of public policy. 

In th� late 1960'•, one charity �•parted f�om that precept -­
and in• highly pu.bliuized c.sue, luut itu uliyibility tv rwutil.i.v� 
chru:ita.b.l.e conti.:ibuti,:>n11 .by .Lobbying to prevent the flooding of 
th111 Gr,uitl C"nyun. s�vlil.cal ut.he:.; i-hu:ltlaa w,ua Ll�ac�m•d with 
lo�� of cheir ex�mptions because of th�ir l�gislative n�rlvi�l�H-



A£i tho5e c:aeea became lcnown, they poiftted up the fundamental i..rooy 
of denri.ng 6CC�8� to the public polioy 3nd leqi•l�tive pruceaa to 
chclrit�es -- inatitution& by thP.ir natua formed for public 
purpo�co, r&th.er th�n to advancw the private finanei&l interQO�a 
of •har•holdero, omplo:rec11, or others. 

In lj71, Congress turned to the problvm. In Maroh of uiat 
year, S8n.1tgr JlUskie introduced tbe fll:at of a �crio3 of hill• 
daafgned to carify and liber�lize the tax law restriction on 
rublic eharltiea -- and thereby to encou.rag� them to partioip,'ltP. 
more fully 1n the form�l&tion of public policy at thP. local, stat• 
and national level�. 

The lA�lslativa hiatoxy ia quite plain about the 9u�•• of 
the Congr�aaional affort. 

9anAtor Neloon: 

0 

0 

•The preBcn� lov 9overn.ing leglalGtivc 4Ct1vitics
ot pu�lic ch��ities is und�ly reetric�ive, 
diffic�lt tQ adminiater, and undcmocr•�ic, The 
praaant law offectiv�ly inhibit•• div�rac, 
lnfoi=med, And ilnporta:nt aa9"1Ant of our society fro!ll 
pxes1mtin; itJI view• P.lther to Congr••• or StA�e 
and l�cal la,g-islative bodice, and deprives 
legialaton of the exrrlence and knowledqe of
these ehai:itiaa.• 11 Conq. Rec. 5746 (daily 8<1. 
PP.brua�y 28, 1973) 
1 Th&a@ t'lrganiz•t.iun11 represent the public in ir.&ny 
import.nt arcoa ""eh aa health, uducation, nnd th.e 
environment. These g.coup& bM.ve much i.nform111t.ion to 
�ontribute •fld • wide nnqP. Of h•lptul •�pe�i�nce 
that could qreatly asal�t the consid��•tion and 
cnactm�nt of this COWltry'e lava.• 119 Cong. Rec. 
5749 (daily ed, Fobruary 28, 1973). 

Rep. COnllbl•1 
0 "Th� rol@ of tl\e oharitica in a plui-11l1stlc $ucililty 

•• Mam&�hing wo arP. all dedicAt.d �o -- is
constr\\ctive and t:ho ohari�ico abow.d n.nt be
����lad.• 119 Cong. R�. 42632 (daily ed, DooambAr
19, l!:113). 

Se.n. M.uakie 1 

•

• 

•rt mllkea no sens� to deci�a thAt these
organi1.ations operata in t:hc publtc interest and
grant the� ecx-exempt su.tus and than eilence them 
when they �ttampt lo speak to thoae vho muat decide 
publio policy,• 117 Co"9• Rae. 8517 (daily Cd,
March JO, 1971). 

"'1'11vse ar94nJ.ZQtions can be• valuable source of
informatl\ln; they cnn broaden lagtslators' 
und•�•l.&nclln9 of proposed legislation, and they c�n
,uiggest valu..a.l>le leglolzltive lllternativi'ls. • 1'21 
Cong. �0c. 42028 (daily ad. �ember 19, 1975),

Sen. Dole: 

• •Chftriti6e can b� and ohould be important auur�••
of 1nlor1Mtion on l■giala�!ve iaouee.• 121 Con9. 
Rec. 4?.032 (daily ed. Deocmber 19, 1975). 

IHF. EVOtU,:IOM OF TISE WtW�I 

Th� 1976 statute v�e the product 0£ a coretul and d�liberate 
�roccos �hat took plaoe over� pA�;od of five yeAr■, Broader 
efforts fullvwed the 1971 bcg;"ninge. ln 197�, bLllo were 



3 - l J�t,:"(.)(iueed in both the Rouse and tho Senate. The W s and 
Means Cu111Ini�tev hYld t�Q9 ,�11 days o! hearinga on 1the aublect in 
1972, More �an 100 witnesse& subszlit�ed testi1110ny at �o•e 
he•x.l.nga, Russell Tr�in, the Ch&intan of the Council on 
!nvirorunental Quality, 1:Hl:ifiad •tz;ongly abuut th¥ cap•ciw of
ehar�t�ea to sake important contributions� the ennA1dP.rntion nf
public polic..-y •- and, spec.i.flcatly, legislative policy -- and
u.,.gP.t'I thP. Co11mit1:.ea to allow ch,11ritiaa auttieient troedom to m�>ca
thnAP. �nnt�ibutions. Mem.b@ra of Congress, the Ch&i:r:man of the Tax
Section of thv Amv.ic�n 8&£ baociation, and• wide range oC oth9�
o�anizatiOft4l �epresent4tivea 41\d iruiividu�la tectitiod in favor
of libe�alization of the exi1tin9 tax restraint on chA�itiea'
1ogiclative aativi�ies.

.

ht leaat eleven bill; with�-� aaaon�ial objaet.i�Q \lera 
int.rodue4!1d fr'ffll J 97 l to 1976. During thia period, thera were z, 

great. many mliMltings armong Ways and Mean• COJ1111ittee J11einbera, other 
interested mrullbcre of congre11 1 t.he at.aft ot the Join� Cormnlttee 
on lnternal Revenue Taxation, Treasury, and r@pres�ntativeH of the 
charitable OOflllllUnity, 'l'hese discussions produced repeated 
revisions of tl10 draft legJR.111tion. ThP. JoJ ot Coinml tt� dl'& ft�ntAn 
devoted many days and ou�n hard thoqght to dMvising and refining 
l�yi�latiun lhAL would dlAet th� objdctives of Congressional
propcnonts and, at the ■&m8 time, resolve �once:rns expre�sed by
Treasury or by one or anot.her member of conqreaa.

Additionc.l hecrinos "1tr� held by the full Waye And Meane 
Collll'llittee in 1!176. Th� Cn81it.lt'ln of co11o�n,P.d c,-.ert.ti.As

1 

oonsiGting ot sane 80 public cho:lr1ticG, cxproc3c� i�a Q�prx,rt tor 
the final bill, The Treasury repreaent4tive suppo�ted the bill 
without rc�ervation, stating 'l're�suxy's belief ln its WQrth fur 
the leqisl��ivo proceoo 4nd tho Ocpar'tlllont'o undorotanding that it 
co111p,1:b� botJ> & clarification and a l.iberallzation o! axi1ting 
law, 

'l'he statute t.hat v11Wrg� frw \.his pe1in&takil\9 proces6 d.t"aw 
very �road bipartisa.n. support. Chairman Ullman had long been a 
v ,!.90,:uu.s p.1.•opo1\e1,t. The eol'lllll1 tt..e' • senior Jtepublican, 
congressJMn earber Conable, had for some tim� l�d �hP. P.f���t �� 
press th• legislatio� to enaetrnent, and he introduced the final 
bill. Amon9 the mombcrs of the Ways and Means Committee who 
apnnanrAd that bi.ll •er� c0n9ragamen Gibbons, R:lngel, V4nderj�gt 
and Prenmel. The forty-three Senators who joined in spunsurinq 
the He�te counterpart of the waya and Moana COffllnittac bill 
includ�d Se.natoxa Hu■k1a, Dole, hkar, Cran5ton, Stevena, a.n� 
Leahy, 

Tb9 sta�Qta that raaultad ia a detailed addition to tha 
internal Revenue �ode, reflect.i.rlg' th• care employed in its 
davelopmen�. tn aaaanca, it anal;ilaa Mligil)la public charitiaa to 
elect to 5pend, for thei� legislAtive activities, fix•d 
parcentagas of thair total ann�al axpenditw:-es f0z; charitablv 
purpose-:,. t:lecting charitiei, ean spend no more ch"n onA�fnnrth of 
lhOtf'<! !ixi.!ci t;eil.u1yas Cor grtts-11:0<.Jt.s leg.i.slttt.iv� acL.i.vit.y. V&s.:y 
helpfully, the cu�utc dcfinca with eamc prccieion claeecs of 
actlvitiA� that ��e not to be considered attempts to influence 
l�gblatiun,

RESULTS SINCE 1976 

The 1976 statute has bean J..n effect for a decade now. About 
3,300 public cb�riticc havQ elected to l>o covered by it, Althouqh 
they �re ao fax a liKIAll part of the universe of theo�etically 
eliqible org�iz�tiona, th�y repre,ent an import4J\t and divoraa 
part of tha ch6rit•ble COnlPlunity. They include, for example, •uch 
well-known ruitional charitioc 4B tha National COWlCii on the 
Aging, the Alllerican Lung A.s•o�iation, the National Audubon 
8oc1cty, Reading ie Fundamental, and the several national 
�h;\f',; t .. i.eJJ about whir.h other m�•ri, ot th;.� (111nel will t.AAt.U:y in 
detail. Tho li•� also includa1 a hoa� of la11 prominant namas. 
Local charitioc bulk largo in it, A oamplc 9ivo� a ecneo of the 
1Jrllll£l! 
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Cieiienc for S•fQ D�ivars 
Able oisal>led of ae,wer County [Pa.) 
Oalb.s Zo01'og1eal socie�y 

Tcnneaae� Cooaerva.t on Leaqu.e 
Allleriean Col199e of!Allergiats, Inc. 
Ari aona Ope:ra company · · 

Travelers AJ.g Society 
Connactieut µibrary Aasociatlon 

Biq Horn Edu�ation Fund, Inc. 
Coalition for PersonB With 

�eup A�atin B9•utiful, Inr.. 
Suicide Frevention a! Florida, ll�c. 
Al.Aske Foster �arento .ll.oeociatlon 
B�4ndon (Orc90n] Hietorical Soe£ety 
Buckley [W:lahington] seaut;i.ficatitm 

Disabili tivr,; 
Society's LesguP. �g�inat Molester� 
hince William LaAque for the 

Club 

Protection of Natural Raaour. (Va] 
a�others Reeper Kiaeion, Inc, 
s.-tlt Lake Actinq Company 

Ketchikan (Alaska) Youth Foot�all 
1,Qag�• 

Colorado Aescciation of Soil 
Con,�:rvation 0i$tricta 

San Carlos voluntewr rlrem8n, Tnc. 
So.::iety for �ediatric Resear�h 
Bi.cmingham Mui;ic �lu.b, Inc, 
Elir.obeth City (N,C,) Glxla Club 
Fri@nds of the �oo (New Orlcane) 
Morgan County (Alabula] Association 

for Retarded Ci�izena 

County Sho�iffs of colora.do, Inc. 
Society tor �rRditional Music 
Junc�ion City Art.a Council (K�n] 
House of Hoighborly Servi�a 
✓.Tanior Leagu.a of Topeka, Inc.
Old Fort Hia�oric Sltaa, Inc. (N.C.J

Comiaitte• to Preaerve AssateaiyuP. Island 

I kn.ow tro� my cn-m experience as Qounael to M variety of 
charita�l8 organizacions that the 1,16 law has had i�s intended 
�ffect of cl.orifying 'the standards ilnd �msblln� public c:h"'ritie11 
to c0mtnunicate t:heir infor111ation and. views, within the ato1tuto' � 
Apecifioally eta�ed ltmita, on legislative ��tters. Groupe like 
th.ose I have Jist.@d have made o. qreat 11l!U\Y useful cont:ributiune t,o 
public policy dwb•Lee on a variety of issues at All lcvols of 
gove.CT1111�11t. For exc.mplei 

0 

0 

0 

0 

The �ric.in Council of the Blind p�ovide5 info,::mation 
to JAlffllskers on the lll!j"'C� gt policy d�1,;.i.¥Lon• on thoae 
whose viaion bae been �mpaired. When Co�e•a 
�nnsidered reduction of the poet�l SIU)&idy supporting, 
.:unong other thing•, the Blind and visually HandJ��pped 
Mailing rrivilcgc, the Co1mc.i.l damonatr•te<i the effect 
ot t.ho iropu11tKJ z:'1dl.lction for tho11e who would, under it,
bl! unah e to afford p05tage fox craille and recorded 
m&terb.li.. 

'l'h� New York chapter of the N�tion�l P�rke and 
Coneervatiun J.aaociation urged the Sf.&tA legialaturo �o 
put the Envi.rom11Artt:.a l QuaH ty 'Bond Act t.u a l:iifii.rendW11, 
�ppcoved by the voters, t.�A �t, �mong other ehinQ&, 
providAa for State purcha5e 0£ lafld for pe7;111Anent 
preae.rvatinJ'I. 

The �irlo Club ot Alabama (Bimingh�m) 6dd�@sses itself 
to sui.;h 1,;uuc1una as teena911t pr�nt\nCy, the dcavclo12mcnt 
nf aalf-cctcem in the c:011111unity �c.:hool system, and the 
prevuut.ion of sexual abu•e. concent.rnting particularly 
on modee of preventing- teen�yt! 11r�g1\ancy, it h,us worked. 
with �h8 Milyor•s ColDJllssion of women, the State 
1 eqiolature and inlimlbgra of Cl.)ngi.·@ss. 

Th� United HandiCil!?Pad !'ederation of MinneAota succeeded 
ill .Lt.a work to save t.he planned expansion of the M�l.ro 
Mobility Para-�ranait Program from stAt.� budget cuts, 
'rile program.• s ex.pensinn entaile acrvi1,;e to 1:and !s:om the 
me�ropolit�n area su.rround�ng �t. Paul and Kinne�polie, 
About 10,000 dio.:tblcd ridexa l.ltma!J.t. 

The National Council on tha Aging, in its wcrk with the 
Senate Coritmtttee on Aain.q, provided i&portant as,iatanca 
ln creating Title Vol the Older Ainericans �ct., the 
Senior. Services Employment p,:ovision, 'J!h& Aa't adds a 
new cu111.,vna1lt to fede.cal support nf RP.rvicca to r.enior 
citizens that contraeta with piavioua emphasis on 
seLvicea to dependent persona. By offering incre4sed 



- s ·- l' employment OpPo�tunlties, thv Act 1a intsn ed, over 
tJ.me, to �uce dependw,ce upon governiuen� eervtcea. 

Foz:m•� Florida GoYeO\or Crahui crg�nized the Ev�rvladaa
Coalition -- compo1e<l of qroups such ae tha rlorida 
Audubon Society and �he Wlldern9•• Society -- to examine 
1:J\e problmu of the water syataa in south .Plodda. 'l'he 
Coalition's work involvOd botJ\ state and federal law• 
conoernin; budgets, water restoration, �d oth�r issue■ 
affectinq �he we.tax supply, 

Charities like these -- o.nd activitia& like theso -- do not 
appear on tt,e front pe.qe of ,the Nt:w York 'l'imaa. Most of theia de 
not �ppear on any page of ill\Y paper any-.,hare. Dan Rather does not 
tP.11 us o'lbout. thu on t.he evening news. 

For a. Subcolllil\J.tteo ,uaaeaaing the legialative ac::tiv.ttU• of 
�haritlca, nonetheless, �hey ere the real world. Oay in and day 
O\lt:, grnups like thelie wgrJc wit.h city councih, coun�.1 cou.ncils, 
mainl>wr& and cOl'llllllitt••• of sta\.e legiolatures and., fr1JJ11 ti.me to 
tJJne, congresA, To th• ex�ent th.1t the te.>e la.w pieixmit• them to do 
$0, some 0! U1e■e ch�ritl•• encou-age othor c1Uzens to exvr�s• 
their view to thoee 90Yernmant;al bodies. UndrA1Mtic though most 
of Jt is, that oitiaen activity on pub21c issues is just what tha 
t976 tax law wa1 intendP.d to encow:a9v -- i11lc1 just What it h•• 
produced for the ch&J:ities aleccing �t. 

I hope that it will sooo be cl11ar tl\at its beneficial effect 
continue• •- aJ\d that l'QOJ:e ehzu�iti.H "fill be SDcour�ged to elect 
it. Mu&t made �Nlimln� judill-cnt■ ahout th• 1976 law ooon �ft.er 
1t3 endct:men�, and• good many dac\dM to postpvne fin�l choice 
until re9ulati0ns �PP"'-4rlld.. On• oan readily underatana W1vir 
hesitation: t.he l�v rep�esented a sharp departure fro� �ho 
e,r�eedingly 1'1.e!l11.tivo �• rule by which both publ.ic ch4riti•• and 
t.hair lawyor1 hod been conditioned !or morft than forty years, 
suppor�ive exposition, in the 8�rongly po6itlvo c�lrit of th• nBw 
law, waa much in order. 

Regulations did not appe.u:-, though, until th� proposal 0£ 
la•t Novcmbft�. I know I.hat Subconvnittee does not want t�15 
haadng t.o include 4iJC\lS9ion nf. tha p.coposed regul�tions and thi! 
c0n1iderablo eontrover•y which haa attended th•• r very �ueh 
hof?P., howeve1:, that the controversy will concludo with regulations 
wlu.t.:h carry out the fu.nd,1,m.;11\L.al, cmipel l.inq objective of the 1976 
law. 

The law achieves that objective when it f�••• a largo 
n�tional charity to p:ir�icip�te in & Mill7llficnnt national is»ue,
Much more commonly, i� achievee that end when it !rwe5 & local 
chari t-y to talk to its locnl official•. 'l'he public pol.icy wo.ck o! 
the United 'HAy of �marica ii highly i.JlpOrtant. Th@ work of the 
Simingham Girls Club !e alco illl{)Ortant, So, too, i& thet of the 
Mit\uu•0tel BQndiccpped JP.dt:1ration, the MOt'qan County �tJsoc.La.tion 
!ur Rat�rded Citizens anu the 'l'enneaaae Conse.cviltion League.

Indeed, tl\ese ')"rOupa &nd their work nre more thiln impon3nt. 
They are an essantial ptU"t of the func-tioning of our democracy. 
In p�.cmit�in; auch r.haritie¥ broader aoceaA to thei.J: 
r&pre5ent�tiveo in ci�y, county, »tat�, and �ation�l legialetive 
bodiac, the 1976 lav pertonu1 • f\lnction of vital 1iqnif1.cilllce to 
the worki1\g1t of ow: democratic procwasea. Pllbllc charities should 
recaiva po\tertul encn11ragement "to uoe it: • 
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increasingly complex social problems, greater collaboration, more effective 
government contracting and a deeper understanding of the consequences i

I

government, and the non-profit sector combined. We must leverage the 
resources of the non-profit sector and the experience of people woridng in the 
non-profit sector to help solve problems as part of a larger effort that involves

I
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just
as recognize that government at all levels increasingly has rebed upon 
non-profit organizations to provide certain services more efficiently and 
more effectively than can government bureaucracy.

an members and sectors of society.

A Clinton/Gore Administration win work to create further incentives 
for private investment for the public good. We will oplore various ways to

We note that this extraordinaty growth has been largely created by our 
society’s social, cultural, and environmental non-profit entrepreneurs.
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SENT ON THE NON-PROFIT SECTO 
’ "*1

 We believe that, as stated in the 1992 Democratic Party Ratform, "the 
wisdom, energy; and resources required to solve our problems are not 
concentrated in Washington, but can be found throughout our communities, 
including America's non-profit sector, which has grown rapidly over the last 
decade."

Contact Jim Clark
(501) 370-3468
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We believe that the non-profit sector is one of the primary 
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as recognize that government at all levels increasingly has relied upon 

more effectively than can government bureaucracy.

In this era of constrained government resources facing up against 
B —  S A — - — —

a deeper understanding of the consequences of 
government's actions affecting the non-profit sector are required at an levels 
of government

America's public challenges can only be addressed by drawing upon all 
of the creativity, knowledge, and initiative located across business, 

■
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I
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make it easier to donate money to support the work of non-profit 
organizations, including making full use of the President's TouBy

community service.

** * ♦

associations] activity, and professional wortc in the non-profit 
integral components of the American democratic experience

Ma a ■ * a M a A

must put people first... for a change.

* . •• S. ■

■

other private, non-profit organizations tn our plan to allow participants... 
the proposed National Service Trust Fund to pay back their loans through

And, we win strive to ensure full use of the creativity, Initiative, and 
entrepreneurial spirit of the various service corps, conservations corps, and 

ntsin

A

10/14/93 08:52
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organizations, including making full use of the President's "bully pulpit" to 
underscore the importance of private participation in the non-profit sector.

NO.181 P003
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A Clinton / Gore Administration win work to encourage further the 
role of the non-profit sector as the primaiy mechanism for citizen 
participation and as a force for empowerment of each and every individual

We will seek to create an environment and set a tone wherein creative, 
substantive service to our nation and our respective communities are the 
civic norm rather than the heroic exception. And, we win re-examine and 
clarify the lobbying restrictions placed upon non-profit organizations.

■
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Perhaps, most importantly, a Clinton/ Gore Administration will seek to 
place its relationship with the non-profit sector in the context of a larger effort 
to strengthen “community" in America. Volunteerism, philanthropy,

A a • M < a . a Al • m * — - m

: sector are all 
integral components of the American democratic e^erfence and public life. 
Our plan to rebuild America is based around the simple premise that we

OCT 22 '92 16:04 CLINTON FOR PRES. 501-399-3801
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populace. While the Presidential
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we attend to tfaoe* twede uiumi by oui^elves to wodua$ together on

essary regulation and overly bur- fonned, energized, concerned, and
'Jc?w?e "P01^ requtremenu. engaged populac? must be the most Mark Rosenman u vice-president 

For both noc-profits and govern- legitimate end of both government of the Union Institute in Clncln- 
meius.tr> serve the pvbHc good, we and non-profit eadeavor. Cbaritica null. He dlreett the Uurtieie t Of- 
must have an active and mvobred and elected officiais can create fice for Social RespwuibUiry and 
populace. While the Pr< sidt-ntial new ways to help people under- its Center for Public Policy in 
campaigns created an animated stand and comment on important WasUngton.
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W-PRQFfTS can also help increase public in- 
yijlvemcm in government by serving as a 
medium for organized and continuing com­

munication between the President and people from 
tUrouidiMui the country. This becomes critically Im­
portant as the Clinton Administration takes on 
structural problems beyond the reach of charitable 

programs.
The federal government can do a great deal to 

help non-profits be more effective, it can also, by 
Continued on Page 36

4!

f anx clinton s camfaicn was any indication 
of how the non-profit world will fare under the 
new Administration, the next four years should 

be tremendously exciting.
In these days of transition, it is essential that non­

profit leaders make clear their hopes and expecta­
tions of the new leadership in Washington.

We have many encouraging signs that Pi csidem- 
elect Clinton will be receptive. So far he has:
► Made sure that the the Democratic Party plat­

form noted that non-profits would be key players in 
a Clinton Administration’s efforts to cure social ills.
► Appointed a campaign adviser to handle non­

profit issues and asked senior campaign aides to 
meet with non-ptofil leaders.
► issued a statement promising to “explore vari­

ous ways tn make it easier to donate money to 
support the work of non-profit organizations, in­
cluding making foil use of the President's 'bully 
pulpit' to underscore the importance of private par­
ticipation in the non-profit sector."

while the prospect of increased collaboration be­
tween the White House and non-profits is encour­
aging, we must always remember that government 
and philanthropy are two very distinct entities with 
different roles and functions. At limes, it is possible 
fora true partnership, but not always. Non-profits 
are advocates for those people and causes not fully 
or well-enough served by our political institutions, 
and they must always fed free to criticize elected 
leaders. Non-profit ofiRciala should not squdch 
their advocacy or lower their voices as the assumed 
pace of collaboration with the new Administration.

For meaningful collaboration between govern­
ment and philanthropy, we must:

Establish effective mechanisms through which 
the wisdom and experience of non-profit orgamza-

o

4

I
j
I

Clinton Could Bring Exciting Times for Non-Profits
Continued from Page 35 : 'r 1  ... 
its example, encourage state and fu! fact is that the percentageof the fike brown-bag lunches and infor- 
local governments to do the same, electorate actually casting ballots a .al discussion groups, community 
To^twgin, the Clinton Administra- was soli well below the uwabers iTieedngs, and issue forums. That 

pro& advocacy. It can, with reh- As a people, we still are relatively way* to participate. *bu7wiU give 
uvdy httfe cost to the government disengaged from public Mt We government leaders a simple way 
find ways to increase the amount of need far more involvement of all to find out what the 
mooey that goes to oon-prufits. it this nadao's citizens if we are to - 
can do much to reduce growing renew our communitfo and atrepd 
j *_a  •.« * - .

unteer liability and in obtaining and

£

tions sao both inform policy making and the impleJ 
mentation of new programs.
► Make it easier for non-profit« to support them­

selves and carry out their programs.
► Find ways to get more people to participate in 

public life.
While non-profits hold no monopoly on either 

compassionate concern or direct experience tn 
solving .social problems, they quite often have a 
front-line view of how government action* have 
affected people. What's more, non-profit organiza­
tions defiver more government-supported human 
services than do governments themselves and em­
ploy about 10,per cent of the total work force.

We n^ed to work together to develop mecha­
nisms so that those charged with making govern­
ment policy can cosily get access to the wisdom 
derived from non-profit experience. This needs to 
happen not only when policies are first being 
shaped, but after they are put into operation. By 
providing government leaders with feedback on the 
actual operation and impact of government pro­
grams. non-profits can assist the nation's leaden to 
better understand and mure effectively serve the 
public interest.

The Clinton Administration Could Bring 
Exciting Times for NonrProfits...
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and popular public debate, the rue- public issues through activities

supf^ft nc!n' fron’ to ‘he early Wwi. not oriy’ wiB give peopte” e^ier

rivdy little cost to the govefinent. di^g^d”ffom“”pub6c Mt We ’ waj

can do much to reduce growing renew our communities and attend Perhaps this opportunity repre- 
problems with non-profit aad vol- tn nur «ncia! needs effectively. Rents the greatest eFudtcngc to both 
unteer liability and in obtaining and Non-profits provide the princi- the Clinton Admmisuatioo and 
getting paid for government con- pal infrastructure of public life be- nonprofit leaders. Although we 
tracts to provide scriicw. The tW- yood political processes. Only if may need to criticize each other ax 
era! government also can help the the non-profit wprM is strong can time*, it is vital that we 
charity world become more Xi : L_?., ___ 
coutrtabte wftde minimizing urwec- business or government. An in- the awesome tasks ahead. 

de-Tsomc reporting requirements. engaged popuhccmust be dfo most Mari Rosenman is vice-president

public good, we and non-profit endeavor. Cturfoca wd. He directs the hutituie s Qf

new way* to help people under- its Center for Public Polley in
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their personal greetings to

all of you gathered for the annual meeting of INDEPENDENT SECTOR.

The President and the First Lady are keenly aware of the

important contributions that the non-profit sector makes to our

communities and to our country The non-prof sector has for

tyice in America.

During his first months in office, the Pr< dent has echoed and

his\ deep, support of

o speak with

you about.

The President is particularly supportive of the important

progress made through public and private partnerships.

partnerships which the non-profit and

in example fro:been instrumental in fostering/. [Fill

give you an update on the workI am pleased to be able p

the Administration has done to; ensure \that we work together

There was recently a meeting attoward our many common goals.

Melanne
Anne, Nicole

I am pleased to be here with you today on behalf of the 
V-

President and the First Lady to s 

underscored that call, particularly throUgj
/ /

the National Service Bill, which I am proudly here

Suggested Remarks for Eli Segal to 
the Annual Meeting of the INDEPENDENT SECTOR

TO:
FROM:

independent sectors have

Here are suggested remarks for Eli Segal. Anne is waiting 
for the "strong statement" made by the President during the 
campaign. If you like the outline, we will get the specifics on 
the HUD example. Please edit.

communities ana to our country.

years been pushing for a renewed spirit of
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sector and the Clinton Administration. Following that meeting,

we began — and are now in the process of solidifying — a system 

whereby each Cabinet level department will have a non-profit 

So,

point person ^br the^fcon^erris# v^i^ed 1
be to act as

We are very excited about this development, as by your members.

it promises to keep the Administration abreast of the important 

work that you and your members are doing.

ilUslfV

[Talk about the National Service Bill and what it will mean 
for the non-profit / independent sector communities]

--------

C> *—

o , . ,the White House, in which many of your members met with

Administration representatives to voice their concerns and to

suggest ways to strengthen the bond between the non-profit r_

sector liaison on its staff. So, for example, there will be a 

person at the De^art7mH3t^f==^HStt'ce whose responsibility it will



you about.

toward our many common goals.

The President is particularly supportive of the important 

progress made through public and private partnerships,

partnerships which the non-profit and independent sectors have 

been instrumental in fostering. [Fill in example from HUD]

TO:
FROM:

I am pleased to be able to give you an update on the work 

the Administration has done to ensure that we work together

There was recently a meeting at

The President and the First Lady are keenly aware of the 

important contributions that the non-profit sector makes to our 

communities and to our country.^The non-profit sector has for 

years been pushing for a renewed spirit of service in America. 

During his first months in office, the President has echoed and 

underscored that call, particularly through his deep support of 

the National Service Bill, which I am proudly here to speak with 

I am pleased to be here with you today. Gn behalf of the

President and the First Lady to send their personal greetings to 

all of you gathered for the annual meeting of INDEPENDENT SECTOR.

Suggested Remarks for Eli Segal to 
the Annual Meeting of the INDEPENDENT SECTOR

Melanne
Anne, Nicole

Here are suggested remarks for Eli Segal. Anne is waiting 
for the "strong statement" made by the President during the 
campaign. If you like the outline, we will get the specifics on 
the HUD example. Please edit.



Kc, ^*- w.^- opCA



the White House, in which many of your members met with

Administration representatives to voice their concerns and to

non-profit sectors and the Clinton Administration.

that meeting, we began — and are now in the process of

solidifying — a system whereby each Cabinet level department

So, for

whose responsibility it will be to act as point person for the

concerns voiced to him or her by your members. We are very

excited about this development, as it promises to keep the

Administration abreast of the important work that you and your

members are doing.

will have a non-profit sector liaison on its staff.

example, there will be a person at the Department of Justice

suggest ways to strengthen the bond between the independent and

Following

[Talk about the National Service Bill and what it will mean 
for the non-profit / independent sector communities]
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October 14, 1993

Meeting with Mr. Maurice "Hank" GreenbergRE:

Marge
Melanne, Nicole

TO:
FROM:

Please schedule this meeting through Brad Welling at 
783-8031. Thanks.

The First Lady met with Mr. Greenberg last week and 
suggested that he arrange to meet with Ira and Gary Claxton to 
discuss workers compensation as it relates to the President's 
plan. Mr. Greenberg is involved with the Business Roundtable and 
heads the AIPAC task force to advise the President.
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April 9. 1993

via fax

MEMORANDUM
1.

Bruce ReedTO:

Mark RosenmanFROM;

Budget - Nonprofit Postal SubsidyRE:
•i

Please let me know how we might address this.proWem.

4

I

i

While the nonprofit sector always is concerned about any erosion in much needed subsidy, this 
problem goes beyond dollars - it serves to 6mst nonprofits in what they might do to encourage public 

discourse about important issues or to provide citizens and pclicy-makors with information necessary to 
effective governance. It sends the clear message that the Administration wishes to Single out and limit 

nonprofit advocacy and public education efforts.

Office for Social Responsibility
Center tor Public Policy 
Center tor Women

The same dollars savings in the postal subsidy can be achieved in other ways. Any economies 
considered essential by the Administration ought to be spread across the subsidy as a whole through 
manipulation in rates, not by targeting particular kinds of charitable activity. I do not argue against the 
exclusion of unrelated business-income advertizing from nonprofit’s third-class rates or restrictions 
reoarding it in second-class However, to focus on nonprofit advocacy and public education does not 
well serve the Administration, the charitable community or the citizenry.

1731 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. • Suite 300
Washington. DC 20000-1146
202/667-1313 • 800/969-6676
TDD 300/486-9968 • FAX 202/265-0492

I am afraid that there is a serious problem in the Budget recommendation {Appendix-’ll30) regarding 
the Postal Service’s preferred rate treatment of nonprofit organization. The Budget uses the exact 
Reagan/Bu$h QMB proposal which was successfully fought repeatedly by the charitable community; it 
works against the Administration’s position on citizen participation in governance and contravenes a 
long history ot congressional concern for promoting nonprofit involvement in the policy-making process.

The Budget specifies that the postal subsidy should be "terminated or restricted for ... third-class 
nonprofit mall containing advertising or Including political advocacy material, and educational 
material for organizations that are not schools ...." This means that mailings by groups which 
frequently advocate, such as the CMdrens Defense Fund or the Sierra Club, would not in most cases 
be eligible tor the rate. Even efforts by the American Cancer Society to educate the public about new 
carcinogens or by Mothers Against Drunk Driving to inform families about changes in childran’s drinking 

patterns would be excluded.
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TO:

DATE: December 17. 1992

RE: Reversing the Negative Impact of the Rust v. Sullivan decision
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■ Agencies cannot impose viewpoint restrictions as a condition of federal support;

♦

A more direct approach is to issue an Executive Order within the first days of office that sets out 
policy principles for government agencies in administering federal subsidies. The key principles 
that should be prescribed are:

Government can require that a subsidized project be physically separated from activities 
supported by the organization's private funds, rather than limiting separation to financial and 
bookkeeping separation. A key component of the HHS regulations supported by the 
Supreme Court state that family planning “programs be organized so that they are physically 
and financially separate from other activities which are prohibited... Thus...white accounting 
separation is necessary, it is not sufficient." The regulations provide examples of ways to 
separate operations physically, such as having separate personnel and facilities.

President-elect Clinton has repeatedly stated that he intends to revise the HHS regulations, but 
the manner in which he does it has broad implications for how Rust is interpreted in the 
Executive Branch. The simplest solution to undoing the HHS "gag" rule is to issue an interim final 
rule reversing the regulation or suspending its implementation. An interim rule would avoid the 
need for detailed agency and OMB clearance which takes considerable time. The disadvantage 
to this approach is that it will not reverse the trend created by Rust, in other words, it will leave in 
place the potential of a "gag" governmentwide.

Government control of speech in a project it is subsidizing does not violate the First 
Amendment because organizations receiving those federal funds remain free to speak 
outside the government-funded project. According to Justice Department testimony, "In a 
sense, when the government funds a certain view, the government itself is speaking. It 
therefore may constitutionally determine what is to be said."

John Monahan 
Melanne Verveer

pq 

O

FROM: Gary Bass, OMB Watch
Mark Rosenman, Union Institute

On May 24, 1991, the Supreme Court ruled against a challenge to HHS Title X family planning 
regulations that restrict abortion counseling in family planning clinics receiving federal funds. In 
Rust v. Sullivan, the Court upheld the 1988 HHS rule, declaring that:

While widely known that the Rust decision affects family planning clinics, it is less known that the 
decision could also have a “gag" effect on any program involving government subsidy. In the 
extreme, Rust could mean that libaries are forced to ban certain books from facilities that receive 
government support. In at least four cases, the Justice Department, using Rust arguments, has 
sought to impose content restrictions and prior restraints on the materials or activities of 
government-funded organizations and individuals. At least one agency, the National Endowment 
for the Arts, proposed physical separation of advocacy-related activities from federally subsidized 
activities, not mere accounting separation as is the norm.i
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■ Taxpayers* funds cannot be used to lobby Congress; and

■ Agencies cannot create burdensome financial separation practices, such as requiring physical 
separation of projects supported with federal subsidies versus those with private subsidies, beyond 
legal and accounting separations;

■ These principles should apply to all recipients and subrecipients of federal support (e.g., state and 
local governments, their subgrantees, tribes, etc.)

Attached is a draft Executive Order that provides the principles and requirements as described above. 
The draft Order also instructs agencies to include federal grantees in decision-making processes 
concerning grants management, in order to assure adequate and continuing representation of those 
groups affected. This added provision is intended to insure that another situation, like the "gag” rule, 
does not occur again.

The E.O. should instruct OMB to revise any governmentwide grants management rules that are 
inconsistent with the Order. Each agency should review its regulations or policy directives to assure 
consistency with the Order; for rules that are inconsistent, the agency would be required to immediately 
issue an interim rule suspending the past practice, and then proceed to develop rules that are 
consistent with the Order. OMB’s grants management office would be charged with insuring 
governmentwide consistency of the final rules that are published following the interim rule.
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Executive Order No. DRAFT

Sec. 1. Principles on Use of Federal Subsidies. Except as specifically authorized by statute:

(d) No agency or other recipient of federal subsidy shall impose restrictions on subrecipients that 
are inconsistent with these principles.

(b) Agencies shall review existing regulations, guidelines, manuals, and other policy directives 
concerning use of federal subsidies to assure consistency with Sec. 1 of this Order. When inconsistent

(ii) Regulations issued subject to paragraph (b)(i) shall be exempt from regulatory review 
procedures;

(a) No agency shall impose viewpoint restrictions, including restrictions on communications and 
artistic content, on any individual or organization as a conditon of receiving or applying for any federal 
subsidy except as prescribed in paragraph (c);

(c) In promulgating new regulations, guidelines, manuals, and other policy directives concerning 
use of federal subsidies, agencies shall make them consistent with Sec. 1 of this Order.

(iv) In coordination with OMB, the agency shall pursue final regulations consistent with 0MB 
directives, subject to provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act, in an expedited manner.

(b) No agency shall impose requirements for separation between projects that unduly raise the 
cost of performance or burden the right to free expression. Any requirements that are imposed shall 
provide for legal and accounting separation only, as validated in Regan v. Taxation with 
Representation;

Sec. 2. General Requirements, (a) Within 30 days, the Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall review existing OMB grants management policies, including cost principles, and 
promulgate changes that may be needed to assure consistency with Sec. 1 of this Order;

(d) Agencies shall implement appropriate steps to promote the inclusion of federal grantees in the 
policy and regulatory decisions of the agency with regard to grants management.

(i) The agency shall issue within 30 days an interim final rule or other means to make the policy 
consistent with Sec. 1 of this Order or discontinue the implementation of the policy until such time 
as the agency makes the policy consistent with Sec. 1.

(c) No federal funds or nonfederal matching funds shall be used to attempt to influence federal 
legislation, directly or indirectly; and

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and laws of the United States of 
America, and in order to identify core principles about use of federal subsidies, improve the partnership 
between government and the voluntary sector, and promote government behavior that does not stifle 
the capacity of the voluntary sector to engage in policy debates, it is hereby ordered as follows:

(ill) The agency shall submit proposed changes to OMB to assure consistency with other agency 
proposals; and

Executive Order No. of DATE 
Improving Grants Management
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Sec. 3. Definitions. For purposes of this Order:

(a) Federal subsidy includes any federally-derived grant, subgrant, cooperative agreement, 
contract, subcontract, tax exemption, payment to individuals, noncash benefit, sponsorship, or other 
approaches cited in the Grants and Cooperative Agreement Act.

(b) Nonfederal matching funds include anything of value required by agency regulations, 
guidelines, manuals, or other policy directives concerning use of federal subsidy to be provided by a 
recipient or subrecipient as a condition for receiving a federal subsidy.
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The Union institute

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM: Mark Rosenman (Vice President, Social Responsibility)

White House Assistant for Nonprofit AffairsRE:

John Monahan 
Melanne Verveer

1731 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. • Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20009-1146
202/667-1313 • 800/969-8876

Office for Social Responsibility 
Center for Public Policy 
Center tor Women

December 17, 1992

The federal government has depended on the nonprofit sector as an active partner in every area of 
national need, but has not attended adequately either to its development or to the efficacy of collabo­
ration. Reductions in the federal role in domestic affairs have increased public need and shifted bur­
den to the nonprofit sector. There has been no concomitant effort to strengthen and rationalize the 
partnership between government and the sector; in fact, the reverse has been true under Rea- 

gan/Bush administrations.

It is important to recognize that the nonprofit sector is far more than an aggregation of problem- and 
issue-oriented organizations. It is a critical part of the social structure of America, a distinction from 
other nations first recognized by Alexis De Tocqueville in 1831 and even more pronounced today.

While the topical expertise of specific organizations and subsectors of the nonprofit community should 
be made easily available to governmental entities with parallel concerns, it is only by institutionalizing 
a broader perspective in the White House that process and structural issues might be addressed

Background
Beyond government, the nonprofit sector (which includes organized philanthropy) is the principal 
mechanism for attending to the public good. It provides services, undertakes development, and advo­
cates for those people and causes most in need of a voice. It is the medium through which govern­
ment can help people help themselves, and it is a critical vehicle for democratic participation in civil 

society and in community renewal.

There are over a million nonprofit organizations with about 600,000 of them providing human, cultural, 
environmental and other services, attending to social, moral, economic and physical development and 
community renewal, and otherwise being involved in public interest work. The sector s expenditures 
total more than $370 billion annually, equivalent to about 7% of the GDP. Government provides 
about 30% of annual nonprofit revenue with the remainder coming from private philanthropy, dues, 

fees and earned income.



DEC 17 '92 15=25 UNION INST/OSR DC 202-265-0492 P.7/8

Page 2
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adequately and proactively. An understanding of the societal role and value of the nonprofit/philan- 
thropic sector must imbue thought and action throughout the Administration.

* To work with federal departments and agencies to develop mechanisms for com­
munity, state and national nonprofits to have input on agency policy and regulatory 
development, program design and implementation, and oversight and evaluation. 
This might include nonprofit representation on federal boards and commissions: es­
tablishment of nonprofit advisory groups and/or forums associated with each depart­
ment and agency: nonprofit organized [community-based, state and national] hearings 
on various federal agenda; using nonprofits to monitor, evaluate and suggest improve­
ments in federal program from the perspective of their end-users; and increasing "pro­
tection and advocacy" components in federal programs.

Recommendation
The President should appoint a high-level Assistant for Nonprofit Affairs charged with a number of 

responsibilities, including:

Attached to this memorandum are documents which elaborate the enumeration above: (1) the report 
on a "Nonprofit Roundtable" conducted by staff of the Presidential Transition Office in Little Rock; (2) 

memorandum which guided the discussion at a meeting of nonprofit leaders with Transition Office 

staff in Washington; and (3) an "Opinion" piece from The Chronicle of Philanthropy.

♦ To serve as a liaison to the nonprofit sector, consulting continually with diverse 
groups of its leaders, in identifying ways to strengthen the sector, formulating and pro­
moting relevant policy and legislative recommendations for the President's consid­
eration. and providing the President with suggestions as to how he might best pro­

mote the continuing development of the sector.

Need
There are three distinct areas in which active partnership between the federal government and the 
nonprofit/philanthropic sector requires continuing attention if the potential of collaboration is to be 
realized: (1) improving the efficacy of both public and private human, social, economic and environ­
mental services and development: (2) enhancing the general climate and structural conditions neces­
sary to facilitate the work of the nonprofit sector; and (3) increasing the effectiveness of efforts at the 
revitalization of civil society and the reanimation of public life.

From two meetings of nonprofit sector leaders and Transition officials, as well as through communica­
tion from local and state-level organizations received by The Union Institute, it has become clear that 
the appointment of a high-placed White House Assistant is considered necessary to the realization of 

this collaborative potential.

In the last twelve years, the relationship between government and the nonprofit/philanthropic sector 
has been harmed seriously. The partnership has turned sour, more and more adversarial. Budget 
cuts, regulatory restrictions, assaults on advocacy, and the general tone of the government all have 
contributed to a chill in the relationship. No single action by the Clinton Administration will undo this 
history and correct the problem. Rather, the establishment of a true, working and effective partner­
ship will require a concerted, proactive and continuing initiative.
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The design tor this highly-placed Office, and the public prominence of the Assistant, is modeled after 
the Reagan Administration’s use of the Assistant for Intergovernmental Affairs which launched and 
successfully advanced "the new federalism."

The proposed Assistant on Nonprofit Affairs would be able to achieve a fundamental shift in the dele­
terious relationship which has existed recently between the nonprofit/phllanthropic sector and govern­
ment. The Assistant can promote active partnership in collaboration for the public good.

NOTE: The Union Institute, established in 1964, is an accredited university serving adult students 
nationally in nonresidential baccalaureate an doctoral degree programs from its headquarters in Cin­
cinnati, Ohio. Its Washington, DC-based Office for Social Responsibility houses a Center for Public 
Policy which has worked since 1985 to strengthen the nonprofit sector. The Office and its Center are 
among the university’s applied research efforts intended to help realize the public service mission of 
higher education; both are directed by Dr. Rosenman.

♦ To work to strengthen citizen inclusion in government by using the nonprofit sector 
infrastructure to create two-way communication mechanisms between people at the 
grassroots and the White House. This might include creation of a President's Citizen 
Corp, with designated community-based nonprofits routinely communicating with the 
White House about public sentiments. Community-based forums to address and 
report on issues or themes identified by the President also will be needed.

Options
It is important that the new White House office be given prominence in the Administration. For exam­
ple, the Assistant could serve as a liaison to the Domestic Policy Council, the National Economic 
Council, and the international affairs staff, representing nonprofit interests and capacities at the high­
est levels in the White House and Administration. The President might wish to make a public state­
ment announcing the Office while simultaneously instructing agencies to work with the new Assistant 
to promote a more diverse and inclusive government.
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The Union Institute
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September 4, 19921Roaenman to Clark

CLINTON CAMPAIGN
Nonprofit Sector Ideas

President's Citixen Corps — On nomination by a nonprofit organization which 
agrees to host and provide administrative support. President appoints a Cit­
izen Corps volunteer in every election precinct. The volunteer agrees to 
serve as the President's liaison to his or her neighbors, to organize public 
forums about important community issues (some of which may be suggested by 
the President from time-to-time), to gather complaints or suggestions about 
the operation of federal programs, and to otherwise provide the President 
with both the pulse and wisdom of the citizenry. President creates a mecha­
nism to receive and organize information from the Citizen Corps volunteers, 
to abstract it and report it to him and to channel it to the appropriate 
federal departments/agencies for response.

Hoaprofits' SubCabinet — White House asks each Cabinet Secretary to invite 
public-interest nonprofit organizations (as contrasted with special-interest 
lobbies) and philanthropic foundations to create subcabinet panels of some 
of the most creative thinkers in areas of Secretaries' departmental con­
cerns. Panels' are organized in parallel to each Department's principal 
divisions, and asked to provide Secretaries with ideas and concerns of rele­
vant nonprofit organizations working in those thematic areas. Each Secre­
tary appoints a high-level departmental liaison to the nonprofit subcabinet. 
White House helps coordinate establishment and maintenance of subcabinets.

♦ Provides new avenue for government access to creative intel­
ligence and insight of "best and brightest" in nonprofit world; 
strengthens substantive link and collaboration between nonprofit 
sector and government; establishes "positions" for nonprofit 
and philanthropic leaders white House wishes to recognize/honor/ 
utilize; only modest expense; creates a cadre of nonprofit and 
philanthropic leaders who have special links to and identifica­
tion with the White House and the Cabinet.

♦ Provides new opportunity for people to be actors in govern­
ment; provides new models for citizen participation (most ef­
fective volunteers spotlighted through annual awards, newslet­
ters, etc.); provides new avenue of access for the President to 
the people; strengthens link between nonprofit sector and demo- 
cratic/political processes; allows government access to cre­
ative intelligence of, direct feedback from, community-level 
people (the "mother wit" of the community); minimal expense in­
volved; creates a cadre of volunteers who have special links to 
and identification with the President (lapel pins, certificates, 
etc.); begins to rebuild precinct-level democratic infrastruc­

ture.
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The Union Institute

Office for Social Responsibility
Center for Public Policy 
Center for Women

THE FORUM ON PUBLIC/PRIVATE SOCIAL CONCERN 
An Overview

Crime, failures in public education, lack of affordable housing and health care, drug abuse, and 
other domestic social problems are being addressed by programs initiated and supported by gov­
ernments, foundations, and the business community. Yet, there has been no formal structure or 
mechanism joining these sectors together with the goal of improving the quality and effectiveness 
of resources and programs. No forum of governments, foundations, and the business community 
has existed to discuss common objectives, to share knowledge, strategies and experience, and to 
consider the connections between philanthropy and public policy. The Union Institute Center for 
Public Policy, with support from the Ford and Kellogg Foundations, is addressing this need 
through the establishment of the Forum on Public/Private Social Concern.

The Forum is an information exchange for leaders in government, foundations, and business de­
signed to broaden the base and open the channels of communication among the sectors. The 
Forum encourages participants to take a fresh look at Issues, to examine social problems and po­

tential solutions in a structural context.

Each year, the Forum hosts a series of informal, off-the-record meetings to:

• review background papers which present overviews of specific problems;
• hear presentations on existing and proposed strategies and models which offer the best 

possibility of problem solution;
• enable participants to discuss, debate, and analyze funding intervention and program 

strategies; and
• promote cooperation in policy development, program design, and funding efforts.

The Forum works to infuse new ideas and the practical experience of current and potentially suc­
cessful program models into public and private funding policies and decisions. It exposes policy 
makers, analysts, and funders from each sector to one another’s experience, with the expectation 
that long-term relationships may develop and knowledge from each sector may inform decisions 

in the others.

With the guidance of an Advisory Board of experts from each sector (see reverse side), the Forum, 
in its first year, examined issues of disadvantaged young men in urban areas. During the year, ses­
sions were held dealing with structural impediments, the need for comprehensive programs, and 
the value of cultural diversity in policy and program planning and design. Three papers and an an­
notated bibliography were produced and are available for purchase from the Center.

In its second year, the Forum will focus on the relationship between public will and public pol­
icy. It will examine the public’s role in the development of policy, the role of the media In inform­
ing the populace, the relationship of knowledge to public participation, and the opportunities for 
philanthropy to become involved in the policy process. Most importantly, it will address ways to 
create the informed public will necessary to enable government and the charitable sector to be 
more responsive to public concerns and effective in their efforts to tackle pressing social issues.

1731 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. - Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20009-1146
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build a reconstructed sense of community which transcends individualism 
in service to the commonwealth.

Office for Social Responsibility 
Center for Public Policy 
Center for Women

Participants in the Wingspread conversation noted that our nation currently is crippled by what one 
young woman called a secular Creedal Gap, a profound disparity between the promise of America 
and the realities of peoples’ lives, especially for the young. There was surprising consensus that the 
unmitigated and unmoderated pursuit of individualism has created a poverty of will, ravaged any no* 
tion of commonwealth, denied us much of the vibrancy of being American, and even has paralyzed us 
in our ability to adequately serve and nourish individuals.

Can activists of diverse ideology, race, ethnicity, class, age and gender agree on the critical question 
facing Americans for the next decade? Do the conditions of our society and the desire of Americans 
support such an inquiry and an agenda? The answers seem to be a resounding YES!

The Union Institute and The Johnson Foundation recently cosponsored an "exploratory conversation" 
on these questions at Wingspread, the Foundation’s renowned conference and education center. 
With representation from such distinct groups as the Heritage Foundation and the Black Student 
Leadership Network, with thinkers from such divergent entities as the progressive J. Roderick 
MacArthur Foundation and the conservative Hudson Institute, and with support from the conservative 
Bradley Foundation through the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation to the Joyce Foundation, there was 
agreement. Furthermore, there was a belief that if this conversation was repeated around the country 
with other diverse groups, they would come to a similar set of conclusions.

It also was quickly concluded that such an endeavor is not a technical problem, but rather one that 
must be grounded in shared ethics and morality, be imbued in personal and social thought and action, 
and inform a common, central understanding of what it means to be part of American society. In this 
regard, we use the term commonwealth to define the "public good" as inclusive of the notion that the 
welfare of each of us depends on the welfare of all of us. We use "reconstructed community'' as a 
vision for a connectedness in public life and for shared experience and resources which obviate ro­
mantic efforts at recapturing old fashioned, homogeneous neighborhoods and static social groupings.

From every perspective, belief system and base of experience, it was concluded that the critical chal­
lenge before America is to:

1731 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. • Suite 300
Washington, DC 20009-1146
202/667-1313 • 800/969-6676
TDD 800/486-9968 • FAX 202/265-0492

Recasting a Social Agenda:

New Questions Searching for New Answers
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Valuo Base

Enabling Actlon/Removlng Barriers

America cannot afford to lose another generation of young people -- from our inner-cities, suburban or 
rural areas -- to the isolation, loneliness, disillusionment and abandonment born of this Creedal Gap. 

It must make real the promise of One People and A Nation Indivisible. We need the leadership of 
both government and the nonprofit/philanthropic sector to work actively toward the reconstruction of 
community and a sense of commonwealth. It is only through such an approach to human, social, 
economic and environmental problems that we can restore civil society and successfully rebuild our 
nation.

♦ Focus action for individual responsibility and community-building more on the pre­
vention of problem-causing dynamics than on the remediation of their impact.

A number of problematic issues were seen as critical to the assumption of personal responsibility for 
the common good and the reconstruction of community. Each of them needs to become a focus of 
thoughtful attention and action if we are to be enabled to realize this vision. Among the more critical 
elements are to:

The commonwealth must be nurtured precisely so that it can nurture the individual, and so that social 
programs can be effectively reframed with such purpose. Public and private leadership must begin 
using a vocabulary that makes it legitimate and important for individuals and organizations across the 
country to work toward the reconstruction of community and for the commonwealth. Leadership must 
better address an inspirational and instrumental agenda for those engaged in thinking about our 
society’s future and for those fostering creeds by which we live. The realms of both the intellect and 
the heart need to be recast in a broad cultural framework, a language and a purpose that appeal to 
young and old, to those of diverse background, circumstance and condition, if we are to reconstruct 
community and promote commonwealth.

♦ Create opportunities for action at all levels -- at various scales appropriate to 
peoples’ understandings and commitment, from the individual family up to the entire 
society - with attention to the efficacy of resource Investments.

♦ Develop definitions and identify the values of a reconstructed community in order to 
yield a unifying vision of commonwealth shared by diverse people, one which will 
motivate them to act with an expanded understanding of self-interest. This must in­
clude a normative expectation of the extent of the personal price appropriately paid 
for the common good.

♦ Develop means for effective socialization to the values, norms, attitudes, behavior, 
and thinking and action processes necessary to community, with critical roles to be 
played by public leaders, schools, mass media, peers, and family.
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Actlon Tenets

♦ Reinvent/relocate institutions and the processes of decision-making in ways which 
affirm individual responsibility in the context of community and commonwealth.

Power
♦ Provide access to the power necessary to personal responsibility and community­
building, while working to obviate the power of those who seek to reinforce and main­
tain the status quo.

♦ Develop (through orientation, training, and appropriate opportunity and reward 
systems) those in positions to advance the human and other resources necessary to 
personal responsibility and community building.

♦ Encourage and help people to assume responsibility for the full range of their 
choices and actions, with reinforcement through effective sanction and reward sys­
tems set in the context of community and commonwealth.

♦ Establish resource investment and accountability criteria and processes for private 
and public expenditures keyed to their efficacy and outcomes (instead of input and 
operating mandates) for personal responsibility, community and commonwealth, while 
effectively assigning the costs of deleterious individual and institutional behaviors to 
those responsible for them.

♦ Value, legitimate, and sustain diverse approaches to enhancing individual respon­
sibility and community-building, and to establishing a healthier balance of personal 
and institutional demands.

♦ Establish capacity-building mechanisms which concurrently contribute to the de­
velopment of individuals and of community, which legitimate and value continuing 
development (instead of treating people and programs as inadequately finished prod­
ucts), and which focus on individual strengths (instead of deficits), respecting diverse 
people for their potential contribution to community and the commonweafth.

Economics
♦ Create an economic base adequate to move beyond notions of competitive scar­
city, or establish an equitable and popularly accepted distributive mechanisms to deal 
with scarcity between and within communities, while assuring equity in the generation 
of revenue and other resources necessary to community and commonwealth.
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Conclusion - The Beginning

Our nation has an opportunity to move forward boldly and imaginatively, freeing itself from the paraly­
sis of sectarian battles over old answers to the wrong questions.

While these issues can be addressed only through significant thought and action (and the allocation of 
the resources necessary to undergird such a quest), those involved in the Wingspread conversation 
believe that their conclusions represent an exciting beginning. From their diversity and their disparity 
-- in perspective, experience and values -- came a unifying vision. That this conversation led quickly, 
with a seeming inevitability, to the call for reconstructed community and commonwealth clearly evinc­
es its significance.

We need to continually replicate the Wingspread conversation among ever broadening groups of di­
verse people, building community through that process itself, as we engage the more instrumental 
question necessary to realize the larger, common vision.

Mark Rosenman
December 29, 1992




