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the founder or his relations or heirs. “In one in-
stance the annuitics paid to the founder and
his wife were large in comparison to the
amounts distributed to charitics and so the
" foundation was not exempt.}® However, the
obligation to make payments 10 private persons
need not aflect the organization’s excmption.
Some courls, distinguishing between annuities
which arc charges on property given to the
organization and those which arc_not, have
allgo\ved exemption in the case of annuitics
which arc charges on the donated propesty.?
An annuily payable from a testamentary chari-
table trust to a relative of tic testator was con-
sidered a legacy rather ¢ an interest in the
trust’s carnings.?t A fc. -iation did pot lose
lts exemptlon beeause b voas required to pay
out annuities at the founer’s death. Since the
annuities werc comparatively minor in relation
to the foundation’s asscls, tax exemption would
not primarily benefit the annuitants.?? How-
ever, {he charitable organization should scg-
regate the asscts which arc charged with an
annuity unless the difference between the in-
come from the asscts and the annuity is rela.
“tively slight.2 . . :
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q-79i4. Action or propuganda ‘organiza-
tions. A religious, charitable, etc., organization
isn't exempt if, as a substantial -part of its
- Tlivities, it carries on propaganda, attempts
to influence legislation, or participates or inter-
vencs in any political -campaige on behalf of
any candidate for public office.! The Treasury
desctibes an organization which carries on
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any of thesc activitics in a substantial way as
an action organization and denics it excmp-
tion.? "An organization cnters the political
arcna by contacting legislators or urging the

ublic to contact lcgislators in support of or
in opposition to legislation, by advocating the
adoption or rejection of legislation, by making
statements, writien or oral, for or against a
candidate for public office. Legislation means
action by Congress, a state Icgislature or a
local legistative body as well as action by the
public in a similar procedure.

These activitics. must be a substantial part
of the organization’s total activitics in order
to bar excmption. Insubstantial political activi-
tics will not disqualify the organization, nor
will activities which are in furtherance of Its
basic exempt purpose.

In some instances it may be difficult to dis-
tinguish between an organization which aims
at influcncing political opinion and an educa-
tional organization. The Treasury admits that
an organization which advocates a particular
position may be cducational provided it pre-
sents all the pertinent facts (not merc un-
supported views) so that ~an independent
judgment can be made? But it \vifl deny
exemption if the doctrine advocated by the
organization can bceome effective only by the
enactment of legislation.

./ observation:  Whether an organization is
an action organization must be decided in the
light of all its activities and all the surrounding
circumstances.

q 7915. Charitable organizations. *Chari-
table” is given its generally accepted legal
meaning. It includes relicf of the poor, dis-
tressed or underprivileged, the advancement
of religion, education or science, erccting and
mainlaining Fub]ic buildings, monuments and
works, and lessening the burdens of govern-

rent,  The regs also say that the term may
apply to bodies that promote social welfare
by casing neighborhood tensions, eliminating
prejudice and discrimination, defending human
and civil rights or by combating community
deterioration and juvenile delinquency. The
organization may advocatc social reform and
attempt to form public opinion on contro-
versial issues, provided it docs undertake the
functions of an action organization.! Gen-
erally the charitable activities must benclit
more than a narrow class such as a family.
However, the needy employces of a particular
business is a sufficiently public group.? But
a trust to provide pensions for all retired
employees regardless of need doesn't qualify.?
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