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Creative Pbflantbropy. I.
Is It Necessary to be Non-profit

to be Pbflantbropic?

Several years ago my dear friend
Jacob Gershon-Cohen, I the late
distinguished radiologist, told me
he was in a quandary over how to
bequeath hk life savings. A
childless widower, he had con-
sidered leaving the money to his
local medical society to improve

the dissemination of medical infor-
mation. But he felt that the society
was inadequate to the task. He
wondered if there was some way
ISI” and the College of Physicians
of Philadelphia could work together
toward his objective. But although

1S1 and the College had many com-
mon goals regarding the dissemina-
tion of information, there was a
serious stumbling block which
ultimately precluded mutual effort.
The College was a non-profit
organization, while 1S1 was a for-
profit corporation.

Gershon-Cohen was trying to be

creative in disposing of hh wealth.
He wanted to use hk money to aid
the flow of medical information and
saw that 1S1’s activities would help
fulfill his desire. But he was
discouraged by archaic tax laws

which make it dtificult or impossi-

ble for for-profit firms to accept

philanthropy or even to work with
non-profit organizations.

People of wealth often want to
see their money put to good social
use or to further scientific research.
While the initial motivation of such

persons as Andrew Carnegie, John
D. Rockefeller, and Henry Ford
may not have been entirely for thk
reason, there can be little doubt
that the organizations which im-
mortalize them have accomplished
a great deal. In order to carry out
their personal goals, which includ-
ed maintaining family power, they

established non-profit foundations.
In this way they prevented the
government from confiscating their
wealth through inheritance taxes.
Today we are still benefiting from
foundations established to retain
power and wealth. By being in-
dependent, these institutions have

often been ahead of the gover-

nment in pioneering social changes
and reforms of one kind or another.

The “success” of the foundation
idea is indicated by their prolifera-

tion during the past century. It has
been estimated that there are well
over 125,000 in the world—about

32,000 in the Netherlands, 26,000 in
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the United States, 20,000 in

Switzerland, 10,000 in Great Bri-
tain, 10,000 in Denmark, 4,500 in

Spain, 4,000 in Germany, 4,000 in
Italy, 1,400 in Canada, 800 in Latin

America, 660 in Austria, and 260 in
France. z-b

While these numerous non-profit

organizations provided billions for
philanthropic purposes, only a frac-
tion went for research. In the
[Jnited States, foundations gave

about $125 million to support
research in 1976. In comparison,
the taxpayer-supported National
Science Foundation provided $625
million for research in 1976.7 The
National Institutes of Health gave
more than $75 million for in-
tramural research, nearly $1 ‘/2

billion in research grants, and over

$386 million in research and
development contracts during the
same year. ~ Similar comparisons in
other countries would be in-
teresting but not particularly
necessary to my main theme. And
in the socialist countries such com-
parisons may be pointless.

Many US foundations gave

money to support international pro-
grams. According to Patrick W.
Kennedy, editor of Foundation
News, about three cents of every
dollar given by US foundations goes
abroad.9 And some foreign founda-
tions contribute to American
organizations. For example, the

British Rhodes Trust annually se-

lects 32 American college students

to study at Oxford; the British
Wellcome Trust gives medical
research grants to Americans; and
the German Volkswagen Founda-
tion sponsors projects to promote

international scientific coopera-
tion.

The numbers and wealth of foun-

dations have necessitated the crea-
tion in the United States of the
Foundation Center, a foundation-
supported information clearing-

house, which disseminates informa-
tion about foundations and their
grants. 10

Too often, however, foundations

do not really reflect the objectives,

vitality, and creativity of their
originators. J. Paul Getty perceiv-

the implicit irony in establishing
these institutions when he refused
to setup one of his own:

It always works against the
grain to see these foundations so

opposed to what I know was the
philosophy of the founder [he
said]. You can’t tell me that nine-
ty percent of what the Ford Foun-
dation is doing would have been
approved by Henry Ford. I ~

In spite of this he left many
millions of dollars to the J. Paul
Getty Museum (of art) in Malibu,
California, which he had started in

1953. He obviously had ambivalent
feelings on this subject. I have

observed that the “meanest” for-
profit businessman is often
favorably disposed towards non-
profit enterprises outside of his own
field.

Henry Ford II, in a letter that
echoed Getty’s feelings about foun-

dations, resigned last year as a

trustee of the Ford Foundation,

leaving it beyond the control of the
family. He noted that “the founda-
tion is a creature of capitalism—a
statement that, I’m sure, would be
shocking to many professional staff
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people in the field of philan-
thropy.”lz

George G. Kirstein, former Na-
tion editor and head of several
foundations, notes that spokesmen
for foundations like to stress their
innovative role in providing “seed
money” for research:

They cite Rockefeller’s early
support to Dr. Jonas Salk’s
research on potio and the Gug-
genheim Foundation’s aid to Dr.
Charles Goddard in rocket re-
search . . . . However, the truth is
that these “seed money” ventures
are the rare exception rather than
the rule . . . . The role that founda-
tions really play is to sustain
already established institutions,
not to create new ones . . . . Almost
without exception, those who
constitute the governing boards
of the blg foundations tend
toward conservatism in their
political philosophies and prefer
maintaining the status quo. 1j

Furthermore, foundations are
often established for emotional
reasons which may ultimately con-
flict with the goal of the endower.
People set up foundations for

research on a disease which has
killed a family member. The result
is that many foundations duplicate
efforts. There is often no simple
way for them to combine en-
dowments and facilities. And their
charters often forbid any obscuring
of the name they are supposed to
immortalize.

Foundations devoted solely to
research can play a vital role,
especially when they identify areas
of research neglected by NSF and
the other granting agencies like
NIH, However, potential endowers

and existing philanthropic organiza-
tions could aid science in other
ways.

For instance, if you donate $1
million to investigate a particular
disease, you can easily calculate
what that $1 million will buy in

labor, equipment, etc. But if you
give $1 million to fund a lobbyist,

your donation may eventually result
in $1 billion in government grants.
This is what I call “creative philan-

thropy’’—getting more for your
money or “more bang for the
buck. ”

One way to give money for lobby-
ing purposes is to donate it to scien-
tific associations like the American
Association for the Advancement
of Science (AAAS). And there are
plenty of them around. Such non-

profit organizations in the United
States are permitted to lobby,
although their expenditures in this
area are limited. Under the Tax
Reform Act of 1976, non-profit
organizations which spend $500,000
or more per year may use no more
than 20?70 of that money for lobby-
ing. The overall limit is $1 million

for lobbying, and to spend that

much, a non-profit group would
have to spend a yearly total of $17
million. Congress also set a spend-
ing limit of 25?Z0 for “grassroots”
lobbying, or taking one’s case
directly to the public rather than to
the legislature. 14 Previous laws
regulating lobbying by non-profit
organizations had been so vague

that few institutions were willing to
use this means of furthering their
interests. 15 Under the new law, this
may change. If it does, it could
mean more lobbying for research.
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One small informal organization of
researchers is now lobbying for a
10’J’o increase in the National In-
stitutes of Health budget. lb And I
myself have discussed the forma-

tion of a biomedical lobby. 17

Foundations in the United States,

which have plenty of money to use
for worthy purposes, have not been
permitted to lobby since passage of
the Tax Reform Act of 1969. Con-
gressman Wright Patman, architect
of the law, believed that founda-
tions were simply perpetuating the

influence of the moneyed elite. la
However, foundations which

want to aid scientific research

through a lobbyist have a few alter-
natives. I know of at least one
family-run research foundation
whose benefactor also supports a
lobbyist from personal funds. This,
of course, is not tax-deductible.

Foundations, however, may give

money to non-profit organizations
which can lobby for research. The
foundation’s contributions may not
be used directly for lobbying. By in-
creasing a non-profit organization’s
assets, the donor foundation in-
directly increases the amount that
can be spent on lobbying.

Another example of “creative

philanthropy” involves the political
sphere. Several foundations and
other organizations already sponsor
programs which bring scientists into
the legislative branch of govern-
ment. The Foundation for
Microbiology and the American
Society for Microbiology (ASM)

Foundation co-sponsor the ASM

Congressional Fellowship which

each year enables a postdoctoral or
mid-career microbiologist to spend

a year on a congressional staff or
committee. The Fellow acts as both
a legislative assistant and a science
advisor. This fellowship is modeled
on the AAAS Congressional
Science Fellows Program. The

AAAS works closely with both the
ASM and the American Physical
Society (APS), which also has a
Fellows program.

So far the AAAS and the APS
have sent about SO scientists to
work on congressional staffs. About
half of them were physical scien-

tists; the rest included biologists,
social scientists, and engineers.
Richard A. Scribner of the AAAS
and Mary L. Sheaf of the APS
evaluate the need for the program
this way:

Because a scientifically trained
person in the Congressional staff
brings a unique professional train-
ing and perspective, the
significance of that person’s role
is perhaps greater than that of just
one more competent staff person.
We thktk these scientific skills
and viewpoints are especially
needed in Washington . . . . Aside
from augmenting the scientifically
trained Congressional staff, we
see substantial impact of the
Fellow on legislative issues. Not
the kind of impact that replaces
or in any way subverts the
legislative process and the
legitimate decision role of the
legislators, but rather the impact
on the complete staff work that
often benefits from a unique
perspective and application of a
“scientific” methodology aimed at
uncovering pertinent facts. 19

Apparently the science fellow-
ships have resulted in considerable
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interaction between scientists
and politicians. In 1976 Congress
passed a resolution praising the pro-
gram. Ten of the seventeen
physicists who were APS Fellows

have taken permanent staff posi-
tions.

Another form of creative philan-

thropy might involve funding a
political action group to support
candidates amenable to the ad-
vancement of scientific research.

I don’t think any such group now
exists in the US, but the idea is

similar to that of the late physicist
Leo Szilard when he founded the
Council for a Livable World in
1962. As a scientist, Szilard was
concerned about the escalating
arms race and wished to set up an
organization which could work ef-
fectively for disarmament. Today
the Council for a Livable World

spends about $200,000 a year on
United States Senate campaign
contributions. Donations to this
organization, however, are not tax-
deductible. The Council concen-
trates on the Senate because, next
to the President, a single senator
has more influence on the issue of
world peace than any other elected

official. It usually allocates its
resources on Senate campaigns in
the smaller states where its con-

tributions are likely to be most ef-
fective.zo According to the Coun-
cif’s president, William von E.
Doering of the Harvard University
Chemistry Department, about one-
third of the Senate’s present
members were supported by the

Council.
About 3,000 of the Council’s

10,000 members are scientists,

Doering estimates. The Council
lobbies on defense-related issues. It
supported the appointment of Paul
Wamke as head of the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency. It
also played a major role in the fight
against the antiballistic missile. But
the Council does not lobby for
scientific research. Some members,
Doering says, might consider that a
conflict of interest.

Szilard’s impulse in founding the

Council for a Livable World was
similar to that of Alfred Nobel. The

inventor of dynamite and other ex-
plosives, Nobel wanted to stimulate
research that would benefit

humanity. The considerable money
value of the awards he set up in
1896 was meant to help finance the
winners’ future research. This has

occurred indirectly, since so many
more recent Nobel winners were
students of previous winners. Only
a few winners do further work of
Nobel caliber after receiving the
awards.zl But the prizes are

creative in a way that Nobel may
not have foreseen. The announce-
ment of the prizes each year creates
a public awareness of the benefits
of basic research.

The subject of non-profit

organizations and private philan-
thropy is one which is of deep per-
sonal interest to me. On the one
hand, I have observed the stultify-
ing effect of entrenched bureau-
cracies in many such organizations,
not unlike that observed in gover-
nment. But in a democratic society,
there is presumably ultimate

recourse to reform through the
political system (including lobby-
ing). On the other hand, I am very
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concerned that my own wealth, under any circumstance. I propose

present or future, not be left to be to continue the discussion of this

used by mediocrities who could not topic next week and several times

recognize a new or original idea again in the future.
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