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: \ FE[DE-RAL :ELECTION COMMISSION

December 18, 1979

CE RT IF IE:) MAIL
RiETU.RN: ECEIPT R2QUESTED

Donal!d: P. Mlaloch, Treasurer
Dart Pot i t i cal ,Action Comimi ttee
8480 Bevorly Blvd.
Los Anqos, Ca liforznia 900481

RE MJR, 1040
Dear Nr. Nailoch :

T'he Commission has determined that on t he basis of

the information in the complaint filed against your committee

and O-theirs, which was sent to you on October 15, 1979, there

is no reason to be~lie.v-, that a viltinof any sta~t~tel within

Ls jur isdict.ion has bcii committed.. Acordingly, the Commission' ..... i

int~-ncis to, close its fieo hi atr

S incer~-y

General Counsel

cc: ,Ro rqer Warmn



, : i! , FEDERAI E:LECTION COMMISSION

Deccenbcr 18, 1979
CERTIFIED MAIL
IRETUR RE cETP RQUE STED

Rober t J.Canning, Treasurer
Non-Partisan Poiical Support Com~mittee
3135 Easton Turnpike
Fairfield, Cnctct0G4 31

R: MUJR 104,0

Dear Mr. Canni£ng:

The Commission has determined that on the basis of

the i n tormat ion in the compla in t filed agais t your committee

.and others, which wa ssen t, to YOU on October 15, 1 979, there

is no re tsen to: believe that a violation of any statute within

i L, jlur isdict ion ....hcs been. .....ommitted. Accordingly, the Commssion

itit.Letds to. close . its file on this mtter.

SiJ ncer~e

'~ ,,. //

Generali Counsel

C2.": }Ro c er 'Wariii



December 18, 1979
CE RTI FIED MA IL
IRETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Diane V. Brown, Treasurer
Voluntary Contributors for Bettor Government

1620 Ey $treet, N.W #700
Wa shi nqton, D. C ... 200O06

RE: MUR 1040

D a r Ms. Brown:

Tht.: Commission has determined that on the basis of

the informati on in the complaint filed .against your comittee

4ind ohes which was isent to ,you on Qc tobtr 15,, 1979, ther~e ....

... or.so to belie.ve tha t a violation of any statute within

itLs juiditonhs been conmmitte d. Accordingly, the Commission

intendrs to c los; its Lile on this maitter.

S incerely,

G ene ral Counsel

uCC l& r 1.Jain



FEDI RAL II i ION COMMISSION

December= 18, 197:9
C ERTI FI ED MAzIL

Dale Van Wi~nkle,. treasurer
U..it...d Tuchnol:ogics Corporation Political Action Committee
United T'cnloqi. Buildin
.Hart ford, CO n n etieu t 0 6101

RE: MUR 1040

Dear r11. Van Winkle:

The. Comissi:on has determined that oi. the. basis of

the informcition. in the complaint filled against your committee.

and ot~her, which was seht to you on October 15, 1979, there

is no reason to beieve'w that a viol.ation of any statute: withhi

LL jridctlflha ee rmttd. Accordingly, the Commnission

irtnd o cios' Lts file on this matter.

Cha Le s NSteelie
Gurera 1 Coun sel

cc: Ruuer Warm



! i! FEDERAL E LECTION COMM~ISSION

December 118, 1979
CET IFIE DMIL
REURN" REEPT REQUESTED

H. IL Rudy , Treasurer'
Eaton Public Policy Association
100 Erieview Plaza
Cleveland, Ohio 44114

RE ,MUR 1040

Dea r Mr Rudy :

Th.o Comm~iss-ion has determined that Qfl the basis of

th informcation in the comph~int filed against your conmmittee.

.dnd othor: 3 which was sent to you on October 15, 1979, there

is :nO reaso.n. to believe that d violation of any statute within

it:i jui c ihas been comnni tted.Acrigy the Comission

i~tndsb to cl:ose its f ile on thlis matter.

Since -

are .tel

Genelrali Counts el

cc : Rogecr Warmi
Lin~da illesie



:,, .....'..... FE£D ERAL1 E L ECTI ON COMM i!SSI ON

Dec ember 18, 1979:

CERTIF IED MAIL
RL TURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

3., L. Redwine, Treasurer
Sunbel t Good Government Com~mi ttee
5050 Edgewood Court
P. 0. Box B
Jakovle Florida 32205

REI: MUR 1040

" Dear Mr. Redwine

i£ The Commission has determined that on the basis of
the information in th co... lin fie..ganstyou.c..ite

dfld others, Which was sent to you on October 15, 1979, there

no cdon o elieve that a violation of <any statute within

its jur isdiction has been cO~nmit ted. Acco~rdingly, the Comission

irntcnds to close its file ion this matter.

Si~cere .y,

cc: Ro ger War in



~F:EDE:RAL E LECTION COMMISSION

Deebr18, 1 97:9

CERT:IFIE D MA I L
REUNRE CEIPT REQU S TED

John M. Abel, Treasurer
Political Anwarene ss Fund
461 South IBoylston Street
Room fM-Ol
Los Angele s, Ca i ifo rnra 9)01 i7

RE MUR 1040,

Dear Mr. Abel:

: The Commission has determined that onthe basis of

the infrato n Lhe complaint filed aga:inst your committe e

...... oth.rs, wihwas sent to you on October 15, 1979, there

* is no reason! to believe that a violatio ,n of any :statute within

itsjursdction has been conmitted. Acodnlthe Commission

ir~nsto co~se its file on this matter .

S inc er eliy ,

General ,Counsel



J~i, ... FEDERAL . . ... .. ...ELECTION .... COMMISSION

December 18, 1979
CERTIFIED MAIL

R. F. McAnanly,, Treasurer
Union. Camp Poll icaj. Action Commnitte e
1600 Valley Roa d.
Wayne, New Jersey 07470

RE: MUR 1040

Dear Mr. McAnaniy:

The Comm ission has determined that on the basis of

:the information in the :complaint filed agaTinst your committee

. ,,. and others, which was sent to you. on October 15, 1979, there

s no r -ason to believe that a violation of ay statute.wi.hi.

ts jurisdi£ction has bee: n~ conmitted.. Accordingly, the Comtmission

:intends to ciosc its tile on Lhis matter.

S ncereiy,
7

General Counsel



! ' i FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Dec ember 18, 1979

CEIRTTFIEDMAIL
RITURN RECBEIPT RE3QUESTED

W. Wac hino, Trea sure r
Gr umman Pol i ticali Action Comi ttee
1111 Stewart Avenue
lBothpagu, New York i1714

R E: MUR 1040

:" Thea "r W...c..ino .. .........
TeCommission has determined that on the basis of

the information in~ Lh complaint filed ,against your commnittee

nd others:, whiJch was Sent t o you on Otbr15, 19"79, there

is no .re-,of. to b"e~lieve .... ... that ,. violat~ion of any statute within

it jriditon has been committed. Accordingly,: the Commission

intends ,to close i tS file On this matter,

Since re,

Genera Counsel



% !' '  FEED ! FRA L IELECT] ' O IN CO !MM i IISSI'!ON!, '~ ''

December 18, 1979

CER TI FIED MAIL

Joseoph J. Pero, Treasu)rer
3044 West Grand Boulevard
Civic Involvement Program
Detroit, Miclhigan 48202

RE: MUR 1040

Dear Mr.. Pero:
V)

,, Theo Comission has determined that on the basis of

tht, information ..in the complaint filod against your co mmit ,'t ...

," " and oth~'rs, which was sent. to you on Oct[ober 15, 1979, there

is no r' L- on to bol jowe that a violation of axy statute within

i jiir Vsd~ctioi has be:e:n comittfd. Acrigy the Commission

i.... s, t..o' c t file on this mtter.

.. ~Since r eiy,

G eneral C ouns e



: ! 'F:DF RAL ELECTION COMM!SSIV)N

December 18, 1979

CERT IFIED MAIL
RTRN-RECEIPT RE :QUESTED

DOtugia s iR. Cann: ot> T rea surer
Amoco Political Action Committee
200 East R andolph Drive, M. 3704
Chicago, ,Illinois 60601

RE: MUR 1040

" ~The Commission, has determined that, on th e b'asis of

tht2 information i 4n the complaint filed against yoQurcmite

aLnd: others, which was sent to youa on Octobe r 15, 1:979, there

ts no rea iot o bel[ieve that a violation of any statute within

itL s juridicion has been committed.... Accordingly, the Commssion

Since>#R,,

//

General Counsel



FEDERALELECTION COMMISSION

December 18, 1979

C!ERT IFII! D MAI L
RiETR RCP.UREQUESTED

Mr. W9illi am Winpi Sing e~r
President
I nterna tionali Assoc ia tion of Machiis t s

and Aer ospace Worker s
1300 Co nnecticut+ Avenue, N.W.

s h ing ton, E,.C. 20036

R.: MUR 1040

Dear Mr. Winpisinger:

,,,, The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the
.... alleqgations of your complaint dated October , 19 79 and

determined that on the basis of the informaion provided
in your complaint,, there is no reason to believe that a
v iOlation at the Pederal Electi~on Campaign Act of 1971,
a, amended.: ( 'the Act%) has been committed.

Accord ingl y, upon my re commendation:, the Commi ss ion
has decded to clo~se the file in this mat teL,

Should additionali nformation come to your attention
which you. believe establishes a violation of the Act, please
contact me. The fie reference number for this matter is
MUll 1040.

/ /A.' : ,!.: i Z ,/

General Counsel
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0

BEO~T~FDRL cr~ COi* ISSION

Inth ater of )

Dar Inidusris,)
Eaton Corporation,.
Ganeral Electric,
General IMtors, ) D JR 1040
Grim Corporation,
International Paper, )
Standard Oil of Indiana, )
Union Camp,)
Union Oil, )
unifiec hnologies,

~WinriDixie)

RIIFCATION

1, Marjorie 'W. Emn, Pecording Secretary for the Federal Election

Commission' s Execuive Session on December 13, 11979, do. hery certify that

the Commission detrie by a vote of 4-0. to. find no: reason to beiieve the

res[xndt'nts have violated the Federal Election Campign Act, and close the

f[ile in Lhe aoe-captioned mat~er.

Comi _SSioners Friedesdof, tcGarry/, Peche, arnd Tiernan voted

affir taively for th oe determination; Cc~rnssioner Haris recsed;

cxrimssioner Aikens was not present during consideration of this mcatter.

Accordingly, the file in thi mtter haS been cloed.

Attest,:

Dat ar [jorie W nns

Secretary, to the Comission



FEDERAL ..ELECTI!ON COM.ISS ION* 1251f K Stee , NAW. E XECUTIVE SES SION
WaShJinc:ton, D.C. 20.463 v December 13, 1979

FRTGENERA COUNSEL S REPORT

DATE A ND rIME 0? PRANS4T .... ______

,:,, OG '[0 q______._______O .. ... DATE COMPLAINT! :REC2LV['[ J
BY OC 0,/':/7 9

C0MP"'h .........-U2S" Nr ::i'x International Asso ciation of Machinists, et ai..L/

RESPONDENT' S .'Ar~I :: Corporations and Associarted separate Seqrecjatcd Funds.2/

The International Association of. Machinists a:nd: others f[iled
the attach~ed complaint with te Commissio .pur-suant to 2 :U.S.C.
§4:37g(a)(l). The com~plaint alleges That solicitations by
coprtin or contr ibutions to thei separate seg rega.ted: funds

vioate: 2.. U:.S.C. S 441u(b)(3{)(A).

The co)mpli nt does not :allege spec ii examples of co rporate
solicitations which included actual or apparent threats of physical
force, job disctin~i ination, or financial reprisal in violation of
12 U.S.C. § 441b(b) (3)(A); nor violations of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(b) (3) (B) 1 s
requirement that the soiicitation inform the sol.icitee, at t:he time:
of the solicitation:, :of the political pur:poses of the separat~e
segregated fund; nor violations of 2 U.S.C. :§ :44lb(b)(3)(C .which

1/i The coimplaint li:sts aS complainants: International Assc)ciation
of NachinssS, Wiliam Winpisinger, President, designated aS
"union coimplainants ;" Anne: S. Morrisonr Alan B. Morr iso:n, a:nd
Eugene Clover, desigqnated as "stockholder o~fpainants;" judy

..e..d.n and Rebecca .. Ward, desigi-ated as "citiz~n cmliat.

2/ The com pla i:nt na mes :as s pec i [i c re spon de n ts: DBa rt I ndu st ri es,
Eaton Corporat:ion, (Jeneral Electric, General Motors, Grumman
Corporat.ion, Intern~ational Paper, ... standard Oil! of Indiana, Unio~n
:Camp, Union oil, Uniteci Technologie, and Winn-Dixie



-2--

requires th[at the solicitee be nore, at Lhe time of the soid- ..tatiOn, at his/her right to re~use to cont ribute without reprisal..
Rather, the complaint alleges that ,corporate solicitations of "tnid-
level career ma..rsan pfesnas" for contributions to separate
segregated lunds are inherently .....coer ,civeresulting.... in non- voluntary
"contributions" in violat~ion o)f 2 U.,S.C. § 44Th. 3/:

PRELIMINARY LEG AL ANALYSIS

A, I nt roduct ion

Comtp.la i nan t s a rgumen t t ha t corp orate s ot i c i Li~t ions of non ...
unoizdvpfye trcntiuiost sep a rate seg,]re ga ted f.unds

are' i nh'erenti ly c•oerci1've, result inmg in non-vol untary "co n t rizbu ti'ons,"
is based upon ithe ,lollowing observation~s.

(1) Crprtin Soicit iidlvlcareer employees who
are not imembers at labor ognzt ons-r covered by

L,. contiract;

.... (12) Sal ic i tat ion at these: employees is somaetimr eis in person

...... and soirieti me(s by a supervisor and th~e anony mity of ,contri-
but ors" i s no)t protected;.

.... tc ted .l em oyces., are not perii tted to designa to,
"ithol'r by p)arty or by candida...t, the ultimate recipient

at their cat tri butions t~o thie sepa rate .... eg, ,rogated tunds ;

candida lte~s rn rl:ligt in o>tlie :.states thian thet state whiere
the( So ilci ted emp .loyee-s resie; an'd t appears that
corprat....ar toegreja t;d. funds ar , rlistrtig

u t ions ar'e usually' in am :ounts wliich the cohipia inants
aes L' ....[ i be as "beyo nd n orm'!a I pal i it ica 1 i(J i rig[ .

3/ Al torn,:at ively, the, coiplainmt alleges that it the. corporations'
s;oLicitations (10 not violate 2 U, S.C. 441b, th~en that provi-
sian is unconstitut ional eith~er because Lt sa:,,nctions coerced

poltal conrinu :Stios ainsiolations n ao of theVistAmedmntat-
bec au itn disrimnes gis nosi ao fcroain

soticitatioriS of n othi stockho:(lders andt ex(cutive and admi[nistr'a-

to mmbe rs; or be,,cause iu t violates the First Amendm:.ent riqhts of
stchlesby alloig crporate treasury I unts to ,be used: to

est.l..h..n..supo. sop O' to seq t og:,a teOd f u nds:.s
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For reasons discussed, int ra, the Office of G2eneral Counseireconmends that the Commission find no reason to believe that the
corpoate :separ~ate segregated funds may have violated the Act,
2 U.S.C. § 44,[, since it appears that even assuming that the above
factual allegations are true and accurate decrtos ....... of.copo.at
s.olicitations, they do not, standing] :atone, state a violation of
the Act.•

Corporate contributions in connect ion with I-,.deral election s
have been prohibited by edrlstatute since 1907. 4/ in 1971,
however, Congress enacted! an exception tothis ban on corporate
(and labor orgqanizations') contributions allowing g ieneral treasury
f[un ds to be :use d to establish :and sUpport a, "separate segregated
,fund for political p~urposes." Now codified at 2 U,.S.C. 441b~b) (2)(C).

These separate segregated funds of coprtosarepemtd
.... to soiit con~tribution s from their stocekholders, executive . .. and

administrative personnel, and their fmilies~ 2 U .S.C. § 441b(b)(4)
:, D) (A)(i). However, the Act sets out three requirements ...for the soliici-
,;, tation of contributions tfrom employees. 2 U.:S.C. 4b~)3 staites:

(3,) It shal be unlawf[ul --..
(A) I-or such a fund to make a cnroto or expendi-

physica-l[ torce, job discriminattion, finanicia l :repr~isals, or2

the thre-at of[ force,, job d isc minat ion, or [ inanc ial
repri...l; or ...by ..dues , c, or othe-r['..... moniese r'eguired as, a
coudition of; miembrship in a labor organ izat ion or as a
corttti i.On Of empl,, :[ oymlient, ........ ..r by Ilonies o)btai uned in any
Soilie r f c ia, I, } tr as t ion F;

.... 4/ i n 11907; tCo(ngre .ss .nacted the, Til i iian Act, 34 s tat,. 864, This
l~aw proh ib i: td cor-porations £ roin mak ing "money... cont.ibutions

iconnection with t~ederal elections. n 19:25 th~e Tilman Act
wa:s exp anded to includ-e a LI contrib ut ions and was incorporated
into the Federal C'orruptk Practices Act, 43 Stat. 1070. In 1943

theproibi ios eretemor .il extende.d t:o l~abor organizations
by th'e ..Warv Labor fDisputes Act, 57 Stt. 1f3. Congr ess permanently
extended the s tatuto ry p[rovisions to labor organizations by the
:Labor Managementf£ t<,:ations: Act ('aft--Ifartl ey ) at 1947, :61 Stat... 159.,

an radene.d t.he prohibitifon to :include expet:ndtture:s as well a~s
conriutions. I:n 1948, the poitonwas-encewithout

substantive chageas 18 US.S.C. § .60, 62 Stat. 723. T'he Federal
};lect ion Capign: .Act :of 1971 :8.6 :stat. 3, added a., numb'e r of
subsections to 18 U.S.. § 610, and the 1976 Vi.KA .am:endments.,
90 Stat.: 475, amended and recodified th urvso s2USC

§ 4b.Tehitr .t1 ... § 610 priuLJ to i~s amendment
by ection[ 20:5 of VIJCA o[ 1971 is:se 'orth in LntdStates v

of, the f9i aedets isd iscusseci in some deal in Ppfitr
Local No. 562 .V. tnlta S:te 407 U:,S. 385 (19712)
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(13) for any person soliciting an emlo-e[r-,cntri bu tion to such a L und to f aili to inform s Juh employee
Of the political purposes ot such tund at: th, :time: of such:
solicit atjon and

(C) for any person so.[iciting an emloy, ... tar a con-
tr~ibut ion to such a fund to I a ii to mnl ori s uch employee,,
at the time of. such solicitation, o. :h is right£ to refuse
to .so contrib~ute without any re prisal.

Sections (13) and (C), in large part, codifLy the Supreme Court's
con cerin t ha t con t ributlionls to, sep)ara te: S egqreg ate d f[Und<(s be "k.......nown,
firee chloice d onations;." Pipelitte.rs Local No... 562 v, U~nited states

the court Stated ;that: the. determinative factor in compl ying with
the "knowing, tree choice~u" : standar d is"wehrheslctio

sch~eme is designed to inform the individual srolicited of the pltia
nature ot th~e fund and his freedom to refuse I[suppor t]" , Pipelitters
at 415 T'ie Court also inte rpreted 2 U,.S.C § 441b(b:)(3)7(A) to"e-ncompass
apparent as weil s actual threats, and: effective: as well as actual
due s or ass e s smen ts. P i pefi tter s a t 4 27. rph e ,al eati.ns maei
the instant complaint, :theretore, should b nlzdwti h
firamlewor:k of the Supremea CourtL's intferp):retatioan ot 2 U.IS. C. § 441b
(b) (3) (A).

Aste 01OW i scLu;... ion w ill sho{w [none of[ th, comp [a inants'

obser2v at ionsi: :revea is th at uo r porvate separ. a te B, eL ie qa.:t ed f undls are:

o Ca L'[i ug th c.in te Iiiso heAta i epetdb h urm

Ln or-de,,[ .to Ici itthei a:na~ysis of the all!egations in this

1),. Corp orautions sol ic it m~[id-leve careecr employees: who .arqe
not me br fl abor organization~s or co..vered by.c n ra t

('ohi ipla [ inantsq allege~u that the sol iohtt ion: I htii- [ee are

Such Cli Loce a etota I y dependen :t on thei good
wil 01 th!e co;rporat io:n ftor' promo: tion, ra/i se s,
and cant nuuemp Loymeni t scUrity., In this
s i[t uat ton!' the desire P to diiiunst e loy alty' and

c'oncCnt[ I or th~e well-be.n oftecrori oi
:st:-rong in~centive, to ;re.spond to: anyi contri[bution~

Coimpiaint, p). If,
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2 U.$.C. § 441b(b)(4)(A)(i) permits corporate separate
seqireqdted f unds to solicit contributions from the corporation's
"'stockholders and their families and its executive or adminiSitra-
tiv pe:rsonnel and their tamilies."

It is not alleged that the vvloesare not "executive or
administrative personnel. " In fact, itis im~pli(:itly acknowleged
that mid-level career employees ,re patt of the +J hfiniStratjve
or exctv roup. Copan,p. 32, n.l15.

Since the Act clearly peritsl! corporate separate Segregated
turids to SOlicit such employees time tact that ther:y do SO does not
give, rise to a posbeviolation of the Act. As lonq as the persons
beingj 50liCit d' are proper soliitee, there isntin nth c
or the rejulation~s which would limit teseparate segregated funds'
lawful solicitation oil those enipioyees.5/ The separate segregated
funds are tree to solicit some, all, or none of their exigibie
solicitees. 6/

(,2) S olici tation o mid-level career epoesis somet imes
iperson nd soeimeis bya sue srand the aoymto

Neihe t he Act and requlat ions nor the case law pr-ohibit
supervisot sol ici ta tion of. subord inaites. In t.act•, it appears to

be ipliitl pemited. Thesupreme Court in Pi~efitter s stated:

b(' cotiducten' undeur ci rewu !stances lal niy i n(1 ieat ing
that dona t.ions: are I or a p01 it ica Ip ps and that

thoe ol c ted m:iay/ decl inc :to contr iute with out

Pip=etitters at 414.

5i"/ Jt 01 .. . .. cs e;:d t:heJ separatde segr eg a ted f unds wou Id be .. subj]e ~t to
terequireements; 01 2 USC. 441b(b(3) (A):, (13) and :(C')

6/ The t o Ilowing d'o i.. .. C ~ thE.... Senat e dtebate, o:n the 1976
amndensconfirms th e unl.imited nature of such:t solicitation:

Mr. CANNO:N. It does not imake a I imi tat ion. So :thtt.
a corport:ati on, for example, or a separate segregated

Indestal) Iisheo by a corpora tion cou Id sol ic 1t its,
,-tockhlaers and their- f+am:il ic:s and it~s executive aflu

amini.tr. ivepesonelandtir fami li{es at any timie
:and in any' fasioin they ,saw I it.

:'*ir. PAC(JKWOQ). Andk a: s wny+ tiinea as ;they + wantk,

!q CANNON. * That 1.5 ii. The samie , app lies to a
lanor arqan izat ion ana its; m tes rd the ir families..

12a2 C;ong, Roe. 7 9'4 ( .97u)



In add it ion, Congress considered a provision prohibiting
supervisor solicitation of a sub~ordinate, but rejected its inser-
tion. 7/ Moreover, the Commission in its t-ranrsmitssion of the proposed
regulations to the Congress, hat;: expressly applroved the solicitation
of subordinates by supervisors:

It. iS the Commission's~ opinion that a superrvisor may,
subject to the requirement of this subscw:t ion, solicit

subordinate. This op~inion is based on I-he decision
in Pipefter and t;h, conferees rejection of the Senate
bill which would have pr ohibited such soli citatiion. 8/

In the absence of allegaltions reiarding coercive circumst.ances in
which the supervisor's solicitor ion took pl:ace, such solicitations
are contemplated by the Act, it ; legislative history and its
interpretation by the Supreme Court.9/

....e.. nat versiJon of the 1976 amendments included Such a
., pr-ovision, but it was deleted in conference. 122 Cong. Rec.

79128 ( 1976).

,- B/ }i.R. Doc. No. 95-44, 95th Cong. 1st Sess. l07. (1977).
~Complainants spe cifically allege that. Justin Dart, the Chief

Lxecutive of Dart Industries, solicits employees. However,
no circumstances surrounding his solicitations are alleged.

2 [The Wall street Journal arti~cle from which the allegation is
drawn, stateS: "M. Dart r-aises money for his company s
politica1 fUnd by writing pcr'sonal letters to h is :executives.
'If they don't jive, they get a sell'". Wall Street Journal,
August 15, 197:8 at 1.

There could be circumstances in Which a sup ervi.sor's
solicitortion of a subordinate was coercive.. However, in and
of it:seltI, such ..a solicitation would not be co ercive within
th~o mean ing of t.he Act

9/ Congressman Hlansen's co-mments regarding the provision which
beca.me 2 US.C. 44lb(b)(3)(A) underscore the concern of possible
coercion resulting from such solicitations, noti ng, however,
tttt the mental reaction of th e sol iCitee could not be controlled.
....if~e ....ess enti prerequi{'ste - for ih alidi t f--such politi cal
tunus is that the contributifons to them be Voluntary. For that
U-edSOnl the fitnal section of this amendment makes i.- a violation
oL section £10 ,to use physical force, job di.scri.mination, financial
repri sals or th~e threat thereof, in seeking contributions. This is
itntended to insur~e thdat a solicitor for COPE or i3IPAC cannot abuse
his organizational authority in seeking political contriboutions.
Of course, nothing can :completely erase soime residual effects on
this score, more than the law can control :th-e-mental react.ion of
a busi nes sman asked f or a contributio an woh n
t-O De his-bank-e-r, or--of .a fa rmer approached-by- the--head ... .of his local
arm- organizaton. The .pro-per ap proach,-and t he one adoprted here,
itoro_1W_ strong assurancethtarefusal, to onribute

w-ill not l....... ead to reprisals ... . ....and to l[eave-the ...... reSt to the i ndepen dence
an j__od sense of each, indiviadual. 17og e.431 17)
(L m ph is added).
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The lack of anonymity provided to coni ributo:; and non-contri-
butors poses somewhat different considerat .. iofls than! those of
supervisor solicitations. The problem oh! contribto r identification
was recogniz'ed by Congress 10 i/ ... as hlaving possi. ' be ,coercive effects
arid resulted in the enactment of 12 USC. 44lb([,)(4)(B) which
requires provisions for the anonymity of contribut l~cns in amounts
of $50 or less. Congress ' s concern, howeve'r, was lI, eused ,on the
twice-yearly cr-oss-solicitations, i.e,, sotlicitat ,ion by .corporations
of labor organization me:mbers andl b y laborl organiz, ijons of corporate
employees and' stockholders, anO d id~ not f(SI~c1 on I li unilimited per-
missible solicitations by unions olI their iiembers anrd by corporations
of their: stockholders anci execut ivy, and adIministral ive personnel.
It is e vident, there fore, that had Congressu desired to insert a
similfar provision fort general solicitations by corporation separate
segregated I unds of tlie corporatio.n's stockholders and administrative
and executive personnel, it presumably would have done so. Tr, !.efore,,
Congress, by :negative implication, has not req~uired separate Segregated
funds to provide for the anonymity of their contributorsi and non-contri-

~~butors.l_11/ Lven if the Commission should determ inec. that the lack
of anonymity could create a coercive climate, the .record-keeping

'.;" ard reporting requirements . of the, Act 2 U.,S.C . §4..32 and 434(b)'
,. would co)n| I ct with any prop!osed anlonymity requiremn.lt 12/

<..? Al though poss ibly ni d - level[ ca -recr empl[oyeeS con I ,d feel somue
presure I row supervis:or sot ici tt ions and: the lack of anonymity,
n e ithfe. actor would, .in the abse ,nce, of othe!rw isoermtcive cir-
cumstances . ... , constiLtute a v tol at io)n of!l the s:ot lic ita I iotn re quirements
of the Act . The so tici tat ion ,scm me,! as dra Ited( b y ( o)ng ress and
interpre[-ted: by the Supremre Court in Pipe i ttoers ci (arty envisages

so ci ta.t ions by supervr )us alrl(l d4os not reuqu ir an,, !y .prov is ions
to h e mad€e. f.or anonymity.

1_0/ 122 Cong. lPec. 7894-7896 (1976).

11/ rllle provision o1 thie regulation s, II C.FP.R. [[14.5(k) (I), per-
mlit t ing( pdy roll deduct ion, check-oilf p fa [ns or" other plans which
deoduct contributions from the dividends : or-payrollI checks of
stockholders or executive or a<dministraitive pet'rsonnel, ;further
indicat~es that anonymity in the• context of thet- un)limited S;olicita-

t ios oi he ockoldes an.th executive and administrative
pe'rsonnel[ of corporation-s by th~eir ,separate segtregated f.unds,

was: not a concrn. It is evident that such methods easily make
accessible the names of those persons who ;contr-ibute and those
wh ont. Se1.1< Doc. 95-44, 95th Cong., 1st Sess. 110 (1977).

12/ Tus, i thecontet ofthe twice-yearlyv crOss-solicittos
Congress was only aoUle to inisur e the anonymity ofI_ contributions
in a mounts 01 $50 or less. [lad Congress chosen to req uire such
an onymity for" the gentL'ral soliicitations, corporate separate
segr[egated,: fonis, by a pr[oce.s, of el imination, .. .. would still have

t hoknowLede ofthos -h i u - int+ amlYoun ]t s [f~oo es
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(3) Solicited_em plolyees_ are not p£ermitted todes9,nate,i.e-fhe-by-,pacty :or b candi tsthe ultilmate recn~t
co n thr c ntr-utonns'mZ6- to... '.... ...... oprthe seara :.,,sreatdfds
are. not alway~s to candiates of the same, political - ...t.as ~the ....soli-c'ted employ[ees, and are--ofte€n to , teder,--1-
candid(ates -runnin _6 in othe;r states than the, stat/e wherethe_.. so]icited [elmp Ioye es reside; and :i a ppea..,rs that
corporate............separate segregate~d f-unds{£-ar-e 'tor,.hett-""
t'ho amounts of employee contributionrs .... -"

Prm these obserVa tions,. complainants conci udie that log ically
employees would not Voluntarily contribute to candidates of a
ddt[erent pDarty aff-iliation or to. candidates outside their home
jurisdictions, or in general to a separate seg~re ated' , f und whose
activities may: support candidates or causes outside of their in-dividual prefe rence. Therefore, according, to :complainants, many
of thle contributions from employees must be the result of co-ercion
by the corporations. Complainants, however,, negiect a very
possible interpretation of these observat ions. Aithough, these
observations might be reasons Jar an employee not[ to contribute,
(ano: complainants state that 3O,% do not), they miglht be the precisereasons why employees do cont rioute. The employee. is certainly free
to contribute to those candidates whomu he/she| sup:l ports, as an
individ ual; he can also dec ide to support cand lida tes th~rough the
searate segregatedl funds wh~om h~is corporation l[,', ieves will support

the itreus ts wh ich the corpForal. ion consid.er-s: imp:ortant.

Al though the act ivit.f., tes 'described above mi,:h t constitute
eaosoremp![loyees to 01." no(t, to) contribute, i;t iS clear thatt.he(. ;. .activi ties are a p eimi ss ible exercise 01 the.(: corporations'

co oloe he i [ sep~a tu , seg r:-' -g te.d 1.unes, i The $ upreme Court
in Pipetitters stated tlhat

ISuch I a f!und must be. separate I ror the sponsorin9
•union only in th e sense,. th~at there iiiust be a stricut
seq regat ion ofl its mon :!is froml un ion autes, and assess-

Pipel itters at 414,

Plie cour"t .cont in:ue,,

Nowhere, however, h as Congress regu iredl thlat
the political urgdanization be f:ormally or
ifunctionally indep endenlt of union control
or that union o!.I icials be. barreda fro~m
sot .c tnl iricontrib~lut ions :or even determining
how the monies raisetd will be sp!ent.

P ipe-i itter at 415.
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TeCommils sion 's r eg ula - ions re f lect the Supreme Court 's,Opinion, that a corporation is permitted to exri; cont.o over.
its Separate segregated, fund., i C.,F.R. §114.5(d). In :the
explanation of that sectionr, thie Commission stated:i

A corporation, ilabor organization, emrhip
oraizton O~eatvor corporation without

capital stock may £1 direct the disbu rse ment :of the
voluntary contrib!utions to its separate segregated
funid, including the determination: of thle candidates
to whom the contributions are made, .... I'ipe flt ters'v,

H. R. Doc. 95-44, 95th Cong ., 1st Sess., 108 (1977).

P ipe f i tt e !s al!so s uppo rts t he appi ica ti on of Comm is s ionRegul~ati;on II-C.P.' R. Sll4.5(a)(2) permitting corporate, eablsh
.oment of guideltines for contributions so long as teegieie

are "me~~ ggestions"' and individuals are "free to contribute
' more or less than t~he guidelines uget"As note, the con-

• , plainants allege that "the corporations are reqiml en!ting and
orchestr:ating the amounts of emp: Loyee 'voluntary' d!onations "

,? tHowever, the statistics cited: by complainant s shlow that, although
for Soie: co rpor t ion s con tr i but ions clu s ter ar ou:ndl ai range,
there does not app ear to be ai set pattkern or, et amo unt to which

contribut ions are held nlor do) any of the corpor-ation appear to
be enf~orcing any: such contribution regimentation. ]1l/

rpIh Cncr of the Contj rea; and the SureeCo r t was to
i n surLe th at lu ndsi. wer e t he r, s..lt-i of! vo1 u nt a y con ktib ut ions.

As onjas heequre.ment of, comp Icto separa t lon o funds was
me, nesear t s~req ted , l: nd s, would be o to :~ 0 exerc isetotal co)n trol I over the d ispo:; t ion of th1e funds. 1ipet itters at

426. " .. . .

Th[ ese observations, cited; by' the: complainants indicate that the
cororae spartesegregated I lunid are ope rating in a fashionpermikted by: the Act. W hetherF there are reasons for an employee

to... c,,ontribute or not to co.ntrib ute, they do: n ot demionstrate in
..ny waytat those ,employees Who,., do contribute, o0 SO ivlnaiy

Corporate and: labor control ove'r the: disposition of. the funidS con-
tributed to their separate segregated funds was clearly conitemplated
by the Act, its legislative hvi~tory, and judiciali interpretation.

13/ For instance, 61% of- Gee~,ral Electrics' iteimized contri-

contributed In mnt wit h in the range of $ i U-$3U09. 37% ,ot
those ,contri butors contr ibutePd in amouns les than the r'ange,
wl e 3% contributed in amo,,unts bv t
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(4) Few efln_4Ry es decline to contribute and their contribu-iosare usually .an.amoun*ts 'whic th.. complainnt _...describe

Complainants state that the contributions I tm the "r"iu d-level
career employees" are "entirely beyond normal po l it icat contributions."
Comuplaint, p,, 19. It is st ated1 that the average itentized contribution
by those employees to the ,,(_karate segregated I nods t~ ranges from:
$116 to $338. Complaint, p. 20. This range, of contributLions is
then compared to a "national average annual perso nal contribu*-ion"
of $16. Complaint, p. 20. No basi.s ,[or this $[16 figure is provided. 14/
[n addition, the use of such! a broad, al 1-encompa, ssing statistic in
comparison with the very specific anld narrow st at.istic given for the

mdevel corporate employees, is simplistic, as it does not account,
in any way, for the numerous factors, such as incom!Le and education
1evel, whichl could explain different contribution levels. Moreover,
as only contributlions 'in excess of $100 need be i temized, 2 U.S.
§434(b)(2), it is neither significant nor surprising that the average
itemized contribution is in ex -cess. of $l00. Morever, complainants
do not provide any figure for an average contribution which would
account for both i temizeci and: unitemized( contributions. Therefore,
the comparison between the cited $16 averagle annual personal polliical
contribution and: the $116 to $ 38 averag: e itemized separate segre-.'

gated fends contribution does, not) yield: ,ny meaningful inference, 15/

Perhaps one observati.on] asserted in theom el,)a i nt which
cou l d be probat ive of coer lcive sol) ici tat ion cir[cumstances is the
ft-t.lcilpation rate ot emplioyees in the sepa:rate segregated f~unds. 16/

14/ his $l6 [L:gure is suspect. It was ob..tairnedli r[ough a telephone
.onversation with a political[ fundraiser. Complaint, p. 19,

5/ Bven if th~e stat ist ics wer:e me(:,.nintl u , and i t was proven
thtL mid-level care'er employees: do contribute in amounts
greater than "normal" eo ttr i but ions, complainants state no
basis or rational[e for their assertion that s;uch a situation
evidlences coercive, solicitations. Inr fact, mid-level career
employees mighit be inL thle higher income bra:cke:ts, whichl
would e~nable them t-o contribute more.

Mor'Oeve, thie $116: to 0$335 range 01 contr ibtitons cited
is well with~in permissi:ble contribution limits. 2 USC.
§: 4 41. a..

1 6/ AIlhough st.atistics in and,{ of t~hemse.[ves are not probative
o.I coercion, they a sfl vdne Statistics f[or partici-
pation rd:.,tes hadve been cited in n:oth Pinefitter~s and FTC v.__NBA,
457 F. SUpp. 1102 (L).I-.,C. 1977) (Reverse check-eU;6f held ill{[egal).
In Pipefitters,, a low p[ articipation r-ate was cited as evidencing
th~e successtul intorming< ci union m} embers that donat ions were
not m,;andatory. !1ipefitters ,at ,418, n. 30. In FEC v. NBEA a hight
rae,9l5) asci , as- indicating unknowi ng, plarticipation.

F.TlC v ...... NA, s upra at I[,08.
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If the complaint demonstrated an extremely high rate of participation,
this might be sufficient to warrant an investigation, although the
statistics would, not. be determinative of inherent coercion.

Complainants do not cite response rate figures for four of the
eleven PA Cs. ParticipatiOn rate figures from the .corporate officers
and vice-presidents listed in Standard and Poor's 1978 Register
are cited for Winn-Dixie (80%), Dart Industries (95%), Standard
Oil of Indiana (85%), Union Camp (71%), and General Electric (78%).,
H~owever, ;no participation rates- are given for any of .these companies'
"unprotected mid-level caree eploye."• Citing a Tykes Research
Associates' survey, complainants state that 71% of Eaton Corporation S
targeted "Incentive Compensation Managers"a aiu ln oain

participated in the separate segregated funds. Again citing
the Tykes' Research Associates' survey, Complainants submit statistics
for United Technologies Corporation showing that participation by all
eligible employees is 11%, while 915% of those corporate officers
and vice-presidents listed in Standard and Poor's participate. 17/

> From these statistics, complainants allege that the participation
r ate of all employees solicited is 70% or higher. Complaint, p. 21.
As is evident from the statistics given for each corp.orate separate
.egregated fund involved, the 70% or higher figureisntubataed
In Fact , the only total figure of mid-level employees solicited
is Eaton's 70% figure,, which is froi the group of targeted "Incentive
Compensation Managers," while the other figures cited are for corporate
oLL j[eers and vice-presidents. Complainants presumably imply that the
resp.,onse rates for corporate officers and vic-.r.i.n.inict
a similar response rate for the mid-level group, hiowever, the 11%
participation rate for United T echnologies, considered with its
95 participation .rate among its corporate officers and vice-presidents
would in:dicate that there is not necessadrily - such a correlation.
In addition, the high rates for corporate officers, together with
the 70% alleged rate for mid-level employees, seems to undercut
compl a i na ntsa ssertion that mid}-level employees are particularly
susceptible to the inherent coe~rcion of being solicited.

Moreover, assuming the 70% overall corporate PAC participation
raeis accurate, it also means that 30% of all those solicited

retuse to contribute. The fact that .uh..lr. nmbrrf id-

level career employees would re l-use to contribute indicates that
they were successfully informed of their right to refuse without
:reprisal. See Pipefitters at 418, n. 3 0.

17/ The .statistics state . ..the total -respo_,',nse rate for all eligible
empl) Ioye e s. I t i s not kn own wh ethe r- the term "eIi gi ble e mploy ee s"
includes those sol icited through I twice-yearly cross-solicitations.
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D. Constitutional issues

if the CJommission determines that the solicitation activities
complained against are permissible under the Act, then complainants
assert that thu Act's provisions prohibiting eOntr butions and
expenditures by labor organizations, 2 U.S.. -§441h(a), and permitting
cor~porate financing of the operating costs of se.para~te segregated
funds,. 2 U.S.C. S441b(.b) (2) (C) are unconsttutui.L,1. Complaint,,

Thle thrust of compl ainants' arguments in .thh;. regard seem to
be ...that, by being able to so l icit contributions from the mi, d-lecvel
career group,, corporations arec in reality, permitted to make direct
contributions. Corporations;, therefore, are given an unfair
advantage over labor organizations and as such, the Act unconstitu-
tionally discriminates against labor organizations. The provisions
permitting corporate financing of the operating costs of a separate
segregated fund would then, in turn, violate the constitutional
rights of stockholders.

The provisions of 2 US.C. §441o wer-e ca relully drawn in a
p a'rallel fashion to balance the interests and rights of corp)orations

and abororgizatons Thos activiie perniitted, to corporations
are al~so .permitted t.. o labor org]anizations e ..g.., 2 U.SC. §441b(b)(5), .. .
wh iie those activities prohibited for c orporations are also prohibitedl
iot la<bor organizations, o. ., 21 U.S..C. §!441b(a).:

With reg ard to the provisi[on permitting the o.)perating costs
of :epa rate seg regated Lund-; to be t inan[ced( through, corporate or
labor organization treasur y unds, the Congress: was: striking a

banc bewe the' group interlest of the: corpor<ation or labor
organ izat tion as a whole: and t he interes{ts ,o[ stockhlders or
laL ()r organization miembers as individuals. In carving out
thu : exce_ pt ion permitting the t inancing of operating costs of
separ, ate segregated: funds fr'om corporate or labor organization
tr-ew :uries, Congress determined] that the group interests pr-e-
dominated. !Piefitters, at .4 30(, n. 42. As noted: .auove, the pro-
visio n was ca[refll dr]awn to apply equally to corTporations and
l a bo r o rg an i z ati[ons.

Although courts have not ruled on thle specit ic ,constitutional
argluments raised by the complainants in this matter, they hav.e upheld
the :onstitutionality of the prohibitions on corpor-ate and labor
or-ga i zation contributio)ns and, expenditures on numerous occasions.
United States v. Chestnut, 533 F., 2d 40, 51. n.,12 (2d Cir. 1976), cert.
denie d, 429 U.S. 829 (1[976); United States v. :Boyje , 482 F.2d 75.5
(D.C.d Cir. 1973), cert. denied, 414 :.S. 1076 (1973); Pipefitters,
434 1. 2d 1116 (8th Ci 970-), adhered to en banc 434 F.2dq 1127
rev'd on other grounds, 407 U.S.- 3<5-(197f2);--Unit£ed States v. Lewis

FodC. 6 V.d 71 9hCr. 1966) , rev'g, 236 -F. Supp. 504;
Fe.%de'ra El ec/ti~on! Cqomm!~ission v. National Edction .Association, 457
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F. Supp. 1102 (DD.C. 1978); Federal Election Comission v. Weinstein,462 F. Supp. 243 (S.D.N.Y. 197) Scharz. es 35 Supp
30, 36 (S.D.-N.Y. 1973), rev'd on ohe~o uns 74 95 -- 2d 844 (2d Cir.
19...7 4.) ; Unite_-heed Sta tes V.ou l ' rewe rs-- --'{Associatio.....r~cg n, :  23ta9 ngrsF. 163 ( W. D. Pa
l 9lI 6 ) Each ofths.cutsha .ec. izdtht..nges.a
legitimate and constitutionally .sufficient reaSOr~i to regulate the
participation of corporate entities and labor ognztnsin
connection with federal elections.

C ONC L US iON

Complainants allege that the solicitation of mid-level
career employees by corporate separate seg regated funds is

N- inherently coercive and thuS, violative of 2 U.S.C . § 441b(b)
~(3) (A) which prohibits the use of involuntary contributions.,

Essentially complainants' argument iS to have: the
~Commission construe the statute as requiring additional pro-

tection for a particular class of corporate employees - those
executive and administrative personnel not in top-management,
but. at mid-level.

When Congress drafted the 1976 ainendments to permit
slctat io of these par ticul ar emplioy'ees , :it provided no

such poetn;indeed, the statute's diSClosure requirements,
the enactment of protections for lower levelmpoes and t he
coference rejection of a prohibition against supervisrslct
ation Support the conclusion that Co ngress did not intend to
i ncl.u de s u ch pro tect io n.

The Commission is, of course, charged w ith l ie responsibility
of assuring that contributions to separate segregated funds are,
ins fact, voluntary. The supreme Court has made clear that that
protection has underlying cosiuinldimensions, for the right
to abstain from giving, and to have a mean ingful opportunity to
abstain without having to justify that: position, See Pi ftters:
Abood... D -etim oaos Educton,43Us29u177.eh
Commis on..e.pnsbility to .. asur that contributions to separate
segregated funds are vol untary certainly permits it, .by general
regulation, to pr ohibit systems of collection which infringe on
tllQSe rights.. See e~i t II .P.R. § 114.5(a)Cl).

However, complainants are not alleging that a particular
system of solicitation is coercive, but rather that the act of
solicitation ofcorporate mid-level ca reer employees is inhereintly
ceiv. Under thie stt~utory scheme., legislative history .and
judicial interpretation, all the activities which co mplainants
allege evidence coercive solicitations are permissible4 In
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essence, complainants would have the Commission interpret thestatute in a manner which would seem to be be yond the CommissiontS
power. Without explicit statutory or regulatory changes, the
Commission should conclude that there is no reason to believe the
Act has been violated by the practices charged.

Re commen d ation

1. Find no reason to believe respondents have violated

the Act.

12. Close the file.

. A ttacehment s
Complaint

,. Memor andum submi tted by re sponden t
Letters
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ctruiosalso clos,s: corporations moved to preserve tiheir

rolee and influence in federal elections by a back door method

which has proved immens:ely successfu. Siiguo "'ts rt

fund" exception CongreSS adopted in 1971, the.y began SOliciting

the~ir own career, employe es -- who .have no job pro'tection an d. whose

j.ob .Pros.pect s and ada mnt are entir ely dependent upon empl oy er

good will -- to contribute to a corporatio n political action corm-

mi ..tee. whchten takes the donated a rounts and contributes theta

to federal candidates. After 1971, and particularly when this

Commi.ssion in 19715 approved this device, there .was an immediate

a...d rai ..... roliferation of orore ...A.,,s,. In 197;4 there were

89.. copoat P. si operation; in 1975 there were 1139; by te17

.leti.sth .nube ha rise to 45O and by the 1978 elections

thr e no less than 812 corporate ?ACS operating with employ:ee-

t~ons a 17 million dollar elections-contributions fund

In 97,Congress ersedits concern about the burgeoning

pnenmer~n ofcorpratePoliica A cion Co:mmittees operating

trom e tioyvee contributions, by plcig es-~ctions on their

..... ....s. Under. section 441b(b) (4) (B) adopted as part of the

b: thc crQl± .cr only tw.ic.e a ve-i£r by mail, and under protected

conitons .. of anonvin.it - Non-unionized emnlvceswho fall within

thecaec~rv".executive and adminis trative personnel." are p eritted

to be solicited without such restrictions, but the voluntary char-

acer..tei.ontin is .till i- nt e nded to besecured, by the

statute': provisio. (id. ) barring any e'mployment c oercion or threat

o;nih obains= donations fromn emp.lovees "by physia frce job

.....sc.......r,atin,, tori financial revri~sals --- "

When: Conqres. s adopted these provisions there were warnin

that vu!nerable corporate employees w0ithout contractual job



In 1907 the Cogess, alarmed at the political consequences

of masslive corporate politicali donations to f ederal alections,

outlawed any cor...orate'" contrbUtions or expenditures in conac

Lion with a federal electi$on. Subsequent experience proved

t..at th ttuehdite nractical effect. The Senate investi-

gations by the Gore subcommittee in the 1950,'s showed that there

remained ..a massive imbal~ance in the fu i'ndi ng of federal electionS,,

an imbalance advantaging corpo0rate interests because of the dis-

proportionate< influence of privte wealt in .. er.elcios

Corporate ow.ne'rs, di recto~rs and officials, and their families,

rumainca free to pour massive contributions into federal elections,

and tey did so~ The Gore Comrnuitte t s rn ,15 eea lc

tin Cmain, eort of Sbc.....mitt... ee onPivileges and :Elections,

84th Cong.. 1stSess. (1957) p.3, fou nd "heavy 'camoaign exoendi-

Lures by persons affiliated with big business, and..large.vested

interests.. l , iargely 'to Republic~an ...... com umittees and candidates,.. "

:The Report pointed out (id.,) that, the contributionS "made by the

off=icers and the directr o 2 of......... o..r.. rqst co..po.ations

ttaled... $ i, 816.....597 to the candid at s, and comn-mitt. ees of the

Rc~u~iar prt...... The Gore= report concluded (p. 5) that "the

findings of the subcomm~ittee as set out in his report poigna ntly

dem......edthe need for effective iiritations :On the amount of

indivi ..... cnributions. 2

In17 ogess undertook s uch limitation, by enacting a

$1,000 liai on individual contribdtions to any fee.lcaddae

..ith the ront door of direct corpomration, contributions closed

sine 90, ndno, it the side door of large individual

i / Cong-ress etended the ban to, labor unions: on a .temporary basis
in 1943 as par t of the Smith Connally Act, 50 U.S.,C. 1509
(1940 ed.). In 1947 tihis statutory prohibition waS made per-,
manent by section 304 of 'the Taft-Hartley Act, 18 U.S.:C. 610.

/



protctin culdbe ubjcte tocoercion to obtain their

v... oluntary" Support for the cmany 's political interests. Our

analysis of the actual: operations of the corporate Political

Act ion Committees in 1978 pr oves that these fears were fully

j ustified -- corporate, solicitations of employees to. donate to the

PA~s are effectively a system, of kickbacks from employees not in a

position to shruq <off company requests for supporE; cons equently,•

most.o them respond to the emplioyers' solicitations Our presenta-

tion is orovided herein under fo ur major pocints:

In Point I we. showthttesatcotrtdtoet

constf tutional: guarantees, recuire that any emzplovee r esponse

to a corpcrate poliica cotiuto equest be completely free..

and.v. un.ay... additon to the statute specific ban on

coerion tht satuoryconstr-ction is also required by the

Fi rst Arrvndment, which bars .any form of covern antally-anctioned

political .duress :or compulsi on. Here the corporate PAC activity

in view is not oInly, sanctioned a........ nd ruatdby t=he ... federal law,

bu .esls.i. tl.ro.onrs hnving: closed the front and side

doors to corporations when" it nrohibite-d direct corporate contri

of individual don..... n. .. v .... cr ' o ....... ners, dir torsan

offcer. Wh',en Concress closed hose doors for co.porate.influence,

corporations turned to their: employees wihreust' or"oln

trvc" donations to their coi itical treads-ore chsts unera.seart

fund", exceotion enacted in 1971. Under these circumstances govern-

~~n hs ts "thumb on the scales" and thus pr otective constitutional

ruiws are ... fulliy applic~able, requirinq Lhat any} e mployee ... ' s cOntri-

bution ......... to a orrtepol!iical fund ... be wholly free and voluntuary" _.

In Point I! w d onrt fro.. th: .. corporate Political

ActonCommittees' operations in 1:1978 that they do not and c:aflot



meet that requirement .. To begin, with, it is clear that most

enipioyees who are being solicited to contribute to the company's

political cause are not really fre~e tQ refuse the: request because

they have flQ contractual or union job. protection nor anonymity

protection, if they decline to give. Moreover, the mid-level manage-

ment emiployees on whom the, corporations are success full y concentrat-

ing :their PAC donation requo sts are particularly vulnerable: they

are career workers whose advancement is entirely dep endent upon

maintaining the good will of the employer. When they are approached

for donations by supervisor or .other agent of the, employer, it£

is douhtful whether their resulting donation to the corporation:'s

~political treasure chest could ever me.et the voluntarinsss

~~req uireme nt.

In any event, the PAC contributions made by the employees

demonstrae beyond question that th oluntariness requirement

is not a~id ca:nnot be met. The: data show-,, t .. 'hat among... the ' top ten

.........e P'ACs (by :ontributi:ons) , car...........a...on tin

are domne so thouqih .in mrnaflcdsotne mK rivi oinqi tn the Party

c:o.et tof te doo' .... ow "a L v al dL ..... -nd iost ofa thesar

ovcflC2LrC th nqotne moud nts : of the mulove eonatoe.Insmth

In Point I~i we: nroeod to show that if :the corporate PAZ

opcerat ions we re nc ve rt hae , -s d eemr d lawf-' ul , theon t he st at ut& 's



ban on labor union contributions in federal electi~ons is discrim-

inatory and violates the Fifth Amendment of the Consti tution.

Section 44lb(a) of the statute purports evenhiandedly to forbid

unions and corporations to contribute to a federal election. If

corporations with their economic power over employees can evade

that ban through the back do or of induced "voJl untary' political

contributions from unprotected c arcer employeesr then the corporate

PAC contribution is in effect <i corporation contribution and the

prohibi tion on :contri butions opoeratos if £ec ively on ly a ga inst

unios, .ot.cntrb.tins.Unions have no comp arable power of the

purse by which to build massive political treasure chests from the

~atosof unprotected career employ"ees , . . .Th us, a .. uling which

b upholds the operations of the corporate Political Action CommitteeS

would nece ssarily render one-sided and uncons ti tutional Seto

CC 441b (a) pro~hiitine union contrib uti ons to fe deral elections.

Finally, in Point IV we deroistrate tha- th.. .ttue sro

~son ( i4b(b) (2) (C)) auhrzn financingi of the oreratinq

costs, of corporate 'Political ... ....Action Comnmittees i-Eonl corporate

py f~or the substaiL~ i~ co,-st... of s.oliciting e: hj)i3, Dv '. donations to

acorporate Poitical Ac..on Com.tt...hc..cnt.buts. t

Reubiancodda. C .,ongc inl76apodth which ofiti

a cutincol coni forthes onr, ron of coprt Aso h sul

LI* thtth oli a..o:t "onntte ... e.n for facilitatin~g

the cierirce to adci ta ' e potit; ; ,arz cjpi a:tiOnl i:S n..t a ''"cornpell-

1 l i~i s t 'wih alci~u heueo a tchle'S share of

tu, pOiticmal Candidate: Ln< whom the stclidrmy aen itrs



- 7-

or whose election he may actually oppose. Under these circum-

stances, we submit that the statute is invalid in sanctioning use

of stockholder assets for the operations costs of corporate PACs.

With this introductory explanation. we turn to our four-

parzt presentat ion. We urge its careful cons iderat iont because

th.. Comm.i ssion'S resolution may large ly determine the future

course of American politics under circumstances where feder'al

elections are being swamped by a growing horde of corporate

political committees masquerading as a systcm of voiuntary omploy , .e

dona tion s...
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I.TES TATUT, CONSTRUIED SO AS T O MEETCONSTITUTNA'L' REQ'UI REMENTS I, PERMSS

POLITI'CAL ACT ION COMM IT:TEES

Since 1907 Congress has banned corporate contributions to

federal elections (for a complete htoyof the ban,, see United

S/taters V. U.A.W., 352 US. 567', 570-584 (1957))., In 1.971 d civil.

ban was added, with iaq :simtilar to) the ori-ginal crimiiW~l

prohibition. See 2 U.,S.C, 441b (a). However,: at that time CongreSS

also authorized the establiShrncnt by labor unions and corporations

of i.p~aae and segregated tunds, to be utili:zed for political

Npurposes, now known genera] ly as Political Action CommitteeS (see

N44ib(b) (2)),. COngress there:by contemplated th at just as labor unions

W had been soliciting their members, corpo-rations might sol 'iit thi

stockholders for voluntary poli.tical contribution s. Seegneal

i~17 Cong. ReCc 43 379 -43,319O,

i. Voluntariness of donations wa s the keystone of the excco-

LionCongre.ss codi fied i n the spaa ...... pov.io.i.171

Congc's uxpre ssy provided inSection. 441b (3) that:

cont rib ut ion or expenVc d tu re- by ...ut ..izi .. ,.inqg mo nrn,
or n yt hing o f val1u-e secur 'd by physi cal L ore ,
job discrimJinatnLon, fi.nanciali reiuri.sals or thei.
ttrcat of iorc, Iob discr~z. Li:a ta ion or finav.i .... U
reprisals, or by: dues, foes,, or oth~er money re-
quired as a condi tion of ...w " .: rs ip i... a l. o

orgaizaton.o..s. codiio of.. ts ovm t.r h u

1KnOwn as; the anSen amendment, L the '.:rd .. of i....f.r.te.ur

refusal to conatribute will not lead ta .reprisal s" (117 Cong. Rec.

42,, 381 (1971)),

That as su:ranc is es sential,, f or i f the con tr ibut ion i s made

with fear of reprisal or in anticipation of .reward .it is clearly

not a voluntary .political contribution but rather is money paid a.s

Li condition or atZtribute :of employment, and the .funds are in, effect
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tainted by institutional involvements. As the Supreme Court made

c lear i Un t d S a e v,. Pi e i t r , 407 .S. 385 (1972) full

voluntariness o f the contribtution :is thus essential to compliance

with ,the sttesban on corporate elections cotiuin~ in

Pieitr in reviewing the v'alidity of a labor union PAC) the

Court expressed its agreement (at 414) w.ith the Goenetsconten-..

tion (a~t 413-414) that a "separate fund" which esczipes, the bant

on :union and corporate elec.tion contributiJonis may no t be financed

'by payments that are effectively asseused, that is;, solicited in

circ ums tances ihrnlcocve"Therefore ... (at 414) the statute;

"focuses on whether the. contributions solicited
C for poliiceal use are knowing f rechoice dona-

tionS., The dominant concern in. requiring that
Ncontributions be voluntary was after all to pro-

tect the dihsenting stockholdier or union inembe.'

Thus, the requirement of voluntarine~ss is strict, an.d particu-...

~Lirly so where an employer solicits persons whose livelihood and

"' .job prospects he control s., In that "conomically hoependent and

_ oto i ti alyv coe r ci ve set ie Uj ui c.,,12r'i of vol! n: ?.,ri ne s s

ertpflas~zcd by the Supreme Court ini 1972 ii n Dictt.'ntaeso

tLC solicit po itical citrbutions £LY21 teir P m:lovees. Hundreds

...of corpora tio-ns ii.undiateliv cdc Sc ( uae p. 3) .Congress

liuictinso suchn corporaL acnlvirv (2 US:C 441b(b)(4) () )

Alt hough: the se i mi"tations wore not maae:} au ) ... ic..... a-ble to "o:ecut , b ive

an dinsrtitpr'ne ," he amcn dments lof: t u inmpaired the

volutlriOS2 reciu]_remcent adopted in 1 ]971 which hsA boorn given key
2- //

2/ "Ex:ecUtive and dmnsrtvprone"arc defined :in. the
stat ute (§441ibb (7:)) as ' i ndivi du as e]SCmpl oyed by a corpor a-..
tion who are paid on a salary, rather :than .an hourly basis
and who have policy mak:ing, maaeil rfsinlor super-
visory rosuonsibiliti. , es." According to theo Conference ...... Report
accompanying t he 1976 amecndments, t he term encompasses: ".in-
dividuals who run the cor :orarion's business," such as offic ers,
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soic itationS of executive and adiinistrative employees must

not.be "i circumstances inherently coercive " and must be "fre

choice donations."

ii. While the statute thus makes clear that to qualify as

permi.ssibhle poi t ical con tr ibut ions to a " ............e paa te: :fund" e mpl.....oy ee

donations to a corporate PAC must be fully voluntary, the guarantees

of the First Amendmnt give added scp an teghoota e

quirenent. And the Eirst Amendmaent is fully applicable here,

becusecororae oliitaionofemployee political contributions

results from Congressional action, and is both sa.nctioned and

c~ose!y, rqulated by the statue,

:" Thus,. it is Congressional action which has given rise to

N:corporate Political Action Commi ttees oeerating from employee

donations.. In 1907 Congre'ss had lo~sed the front door to corporate

cnrbtosin federali election~s. Then in 1971 it also closed

,theu s , ie door by t he $1, 000 iirrdation on indivi dual contributions,

bu i roidda..o.ti..ophl fo.:r entry, by the s;eparate

f..nd"......c..........to the ,i on. cor ora{te elections dntos

Corortinspr~ati dvoo~d he back aoor PAC d..evice oper..atin

W Lth "V~~ritrv" -ona:ions sol i ci drom career' ....ove. It is

nute.! erthv: that as early as 1971 Con.........ncto.. dcorpr.t

PA ws pnar ntlv ontc 7 pa inc ..........tilotin u

it vas.not..nti i 197 thi ....... io in Sun Pa opened the door

to the :solicitation of corprateenilvees that b'usiness ured

to its own: or hel:D. lii 1974 the,2re were oniu 39 cernora0tc Polital

....io Comiesi oeato . Ater Sn 'ac,, by the 1976 elections

the nui±rnd q~ro ..w to 45C, :and tw o ycr3later there were. 12

(Foo tnote C ..con ti nued from pr~ovi....OU s 'pa ge,)
executives,, plan:. dLvi..s ion a.nd secti on manager, ,, and pro-...
fesoas(e g., l:awyers and engineer s) who have not. chosen

a brginngrcreenatve But' foremen and ,lower .level
suevios iecl ver... hourly emi~niovees are excl!uded from

t he ca tegor y of ".'executive .and admii str ative personneli."
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that it is Congressional enactments which have induced corpora-

tions to solicit their employees to cotiueto managemeint's

political fund; it is only when the other avenues were closed by

law that corporations .availed themselves of the statute's ' .......... e

fund" exception, looking as. a last resort to their own employees to

maintain corporate presence in fed eral '<.. elcos tindr.tesecir

cumstances, government certainly has .its ".. .thumb on the scales'"

within the meaning of the established ruie that private action

be.om.s subject.. to constitutional restraints where government has

intruded into the balance of private forces.

C" Moreover, Congressional action has not only given rise to

corporat ... employee solicitations foQr politics but Conqress has alSO

5 sanctioned that solicitation. It was Congress which adopted the

1971 "separate fund't exception. When Congress in 1976 considered

this Commission's Sun . ...ac decision and its potential effects, it

could well Pave re stricted corp -orate. PAts to doriations from stock-..

... holders; that would6 have riaintainad a peri tx' betw!en corporations

a.ffirmahi velv anct[ i oned c ornora t so!i.c: L .... o r. ' £m o ,'ees for:

plitical ouiuin as ani e.ceptio tothL.n..ro.t cn

zribut]onS to elect ions ,: tLhU. fur heor vc2j .i:'1u "2 t a t acti on" !imita

tijons upon such corporate' conduct. F~nil,,, Gon qress ....... .has also

in somu e:~pcts % to it :exercise by .... io rero:- i~t2J.. 5C

231i- 2 32 (195e),] ; Pu b ic .Utiliti c Conm . . Pollak 3:43 U.S. 451
(195:2); bood :V, De r it Bo r oF ,Education , 431 U.S, 20:9 (text

4/ Hanson, s,. -,ra Ara.qiaated PooI F m:lovu.es v. logan Vall!ey Plaza.,
391U.S 38 (96); Evans: v. Netoi,32 ......... (1966)...
Burton v., Wilrni.nq ton Parkina Author6ty., 365 Us, 715 (1961);
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closely regulated corporation solicitations of employee contri-

butions, distinguishing between caeoisof employees in the

methodlgy permitted .and imposing a genera l ban alnst coercion.

The cliose Congressional regulation further serves to make applic-

abhle con sti tut ional l imi tat ion s.

iii., Thus, for three separate r easons -- corporate PACS

res ult from Congressional! action, ere sanctioned by congressional

action, and axe cl osely regu late d by CoQngr essi onal ac t ion ..- con-

stitutional limits here ,apply a n d ciorporate: solicitation of

mnployee, political contributions under 2 US.C. 44ib(b) (4) (A) muSt

meet First Amendment standards. And .it is clear that to c o'mply

.... with that Amendment the statute mu st be construed to ,quarantee

~absolute freedom from compelled political tribute or Support of

LIfly kind, and to n)erii (in the Supre:me Court s woruS ,in PiuetiLtters)

"uqui irid .... cicul.t... - i' .r...v 00CCLV ... .. ... ihi, is nthe

vlciorouS in 'iquaes.o pl . te'2Cmn -- bh ol speech

Lifd Css~3oCi atLCFI ,2 wel &5 :xi CflG 3I Cnd e ,.ti en.

43 .Puli 70 ,, (it~ie) ; ov' i .... vn 343 UcrntL Dl 51~ 61924 (1943)

. ........ . ... . .. _ _ _.... .. .. ... .. .... . . . .. . . t L '* '±.±n -Mufr..Iie .an :T -- 6 (nii96ca. v. T r bnov oin38U.S
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to his, own political views and to support candidates he favors

(See Buckley V. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976)) and also to refrain from

financing views or causes he does niot support. ;( spar iv. Pontikes

414 u.S. 51 (1973); cf. Machinists v. Street, 367 U. 740(1961). ISecae

of the fundamental importance of the First Amendmen t all con-

straints on its free exercise are forbidden and cor~uiled financ-

ing or promotion of candidates or causes violites thle Amendment.

Abood v:. Detroit Board of Education ° 431 US. 209. Thus, in Elrod

V, Burns, 427 US. 347 (1976), the Su pre.im, ... Curt rcent ly aipplied t .e First

Amendment to strike down compelled political alleu]iance or contri-

e~t butions. The reasoning of the Court (427 U.S., at 355) underscores

the significa nce of the guarantee agis coploytoiia

~support, and thus' of thc assurance that all PAC contributions be

"free-choice donations" :

"In order- to maintain their jobs, rospondents
-- •~were requir:ed to !)1odgec their political a. :l-ia-nce

. to the Dlemocratic Party, work for Lhv, ci( .ction of

ethe r candidatels o1 the Demcratic -arty contra-

bute ai nort ion of their wacjes to tno Pary ...
Reordl,'e ...... o: the iricunrubent Dp '  "r A s _ident...v,
Democratic or othe rwis * stl CQPSC CIuiQI f O ir

association .•] and bul { ' f are te s,, . Asnu vndi-
~~~i d.a who is a member oL thle o :t-{r;4r: mihiri taiba

affiliata on with in•' ovwn: nartv" at; : isit5: a<
losing his .job. lie w.... " t.. " or the ...... o .
his party': s c n ia Lo0s -,a ..... ,U, .e [::LL< ,-
at theo same risk., Th nn Liadad araq

aSSistn~ tht e i in,. cd rto pruvid" to 4

Qthor party fur"" LCQ the dvnncemo"-t ef that p rty."s
r:ol ici es to the :r...... t of i narx, s. "a , w~w and

ultimately his own bits., an... any. as,,;cssrmcnt of

hi alr as"naon.t c ced be ief..
E~e aoi eeco Lq Lno<, to tilot her c tyi,

however os tens ib.) C- eil,, surv,-s to cem:roiise tbhe
individual!'s true" nio,] fs. S ncteacq4

public emplioyer.' is hard].':" in the li nanciai cosi-
tien to s.pport... Z eart and -not. her or to icfld
his tive to ... two rZrt '2 tue :nCIx*u,-;'" a-t y

to act- ,_ccordine; so h.,is bul L:s . anrd to ,issociato

with otihers of his.; nlit.cal "p ...... O" Iso 00s

strained, and sun;,oot for his purty is dinminishod."

Tht hoFrst Amen:imc'nt bars al.oplc politcal activism

or .upport is thus br 'ydd "ouc M vr, -al res o

personal freedom of thoueht,, beliefcm actiLon it bars not only
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biantant but also subtle and even unintended COmpuliOn. Thus,

seemingly benign ma ternity ,le ave poli cie s o f school sys temns impinge

on a teacher's decision to blear a child, and are thereby imper-

mi. ;sibile .. Cleveland Board of Education V, LaFleur and Cohen v.

CetrilCo,414 U.:S. 632 (19741). Mere inquirw s can dis-

courage free exer:cise of[ First; Amendment rights; i ] rd v. State

Bar , 403. U. 1 (1971),

in sum,, the statute' s voluntariness provision must be construed

and applied in the li ght of the underlying] co, mtituhionJ. freedom

from compelled political Support -- a free dom whiCh repels not

merely gross coercion but also subtle and p sycholoqical compulSi.Qn

;,hich a corporations recjuct for an cmnpioye;u's political contri-

bution can easily invokc, 'rhu5, only teassura~ncc£ of completely



-15-

iI, .... ' '. .. .. . ...... .... .. IA '... .. CORPORA TIONS ARE SOLI CITING POLITICAL CO .... NTRIBUTIONS FROMUNRTCE AEREMPLOEE ADvE VIENCE 'SHOWS ThAT
REUTIGEMLYEONTON R NoT FREE ANE VOLUNTARY

Ou r Complaint to this Commission is based upon: an extensive

review, of data (see Appendix of CorroboQrating Mat.ori als), :much :of

it from the Comm~ission's: files, concaerning th 1978opeatino

the nation's ten l rgest (in terms of cotrbti... orort

Political Action C......t....s ..Dart Industries, -E rjCorporation, ......

General Eilectric, General Mot~rs, Winn-Dixie, ...........Oil ....In ..i.n..

Union Camp, Unitfed Techologios, Union Oil In. Iterna tional .Paper and
6/

General Motors. Our analysis alKo includos an u1evcnth Political

Action Committee ... that of Grumman Crotin-which :is smaller

in size but has been added as a control on the results from the

... to'p ten.

A. The Coercive Mcthodoloqv of :Corporate PAC Slcttos

Vormir.idnsunderscore :that tl:. cm -orpote P1>.2, methodology ...

sonO:d, there is no p rov ,s.i~x to ! rt ACL tLao a;iOn7 :i' .. or hs

....... .... .....who e fn se to contribut-., or the amniu ts of. ..... conrr , ouw ,os; . .thir,i

w...ona, :, ae dhe .... rx ....... .L fa nd s ure o 'h, !;crt PAC:'... '

6 c m i;and fourth, th rora~oras amoa the o< CX,,m-lenthro'

proearinsagint cmtu sion, ,,hoc , is i t fvc r ..... :m.c b;ic a-se

These fau reasiiesian re:rhst a :{ hole:rl h un ercie : etste focaldr

../.A...cn....s] ...... riiat i w ton thebct, *hecnp cora prate..

carrioratione d not in fact solic it the.ir ,stochi sbut.
loos instead, to: the ir : e'.s; u olici l ... r~tin..

( :''ntinued on next page)
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from unprotected career employees. The employees from whom the

corporations are obta ininq their political treasure chests ar e not

the salaried or hourly workers who have job protection; they are

ca reer emplo yees not protec ted e ithher by coll!ec tive ba rgaining

agre eme nts or indivicdua3 ]contract.. Such empl!oyees .are totalliy

dependent on: the good will of the corporation for potinraises,

and continued employment security. In this situation 'the desire

to demonst~rate loyalty and concern for the :wcii-being of the corpora,-

tion is strong incentive to respond to any cont ributio n request.

J Particularly when corporations view their polLtical objective. a s.

CO an integral part' of their pursuit of profits, their solicitations

h for:..... contibutions to the :company PAC ....... are irndi stinquishable by

cmirooees from other areas wherever the: good enmloy ,e is expected.

to pre' a oot.e the interests of his .......o..... oro.....oictaio

ma.eri.l.snt.by.the.o...r.. i.n ellsyth poreoesi olietalon

that, his D'AC donation is to he D his .. coman

(otiue from p rev oua p waic)

thor: yt stckod woul seem ;i, te e:; -rti'. ro nccrtncd
tYo oU rvic volun..... r': ..... at "~~On2 n ]ok n

__8 a to a t h e AoCOp 0VA4 :976 .....h.v. C .!.J2,1t i .L.,_b freedo t s.

rer~e......r.uetsro hem. 'insricin alr

to ooP toLh~irstokhoder Ps :,-..ic.... ofQ~ ho ief-civ
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2. There is no provision in the corporate PACS t protect

the employvee s anonymity. Given the vulnerability of the career

employeer management's knowleldge of the identity of contributors

and non-contr ibutors. and of the amoun tS of the .conltributions has

ceearly, coercive effect on the so licited employee.: Yet all .the

PAs urvey.ed permit person-to-per Son! contact as the method of

solic.[tation; su.ch contact makes L£he lack of anonymity more

immediate arid hcnce more threatening.. The fact t]ha.t the corpora-

tion w ill know who gives and who does not is a powerful pressure

on the solicited careelr employee. Although a few coerpiorations

ofetemlyees assurance that the names of those participating or

refusing to participate will be hold in cOnfidec~iee, such assurances

£ are undercut by the use, of perona soiiato ndu of the

ua\'roll check-off for PAC contributions.

3. Thc r. rimarv t rqe t for and sourc of- PTCfnsi h

w.i-!evol manaccr and or esonal. crnr'ilv~c. T' J; ..;............ .

*, .ru....aon ...c.. Uno .......... Ge.nerl :Li'ct{ric, Geneini_, Motors,

",uite. More=.... than 75.. of t:he I tc~1 ftec PAC contribut rs: a . T.hesc ..

?OUS ThroZ the c:r c at an x-z r..ce v..... .. a .......r.. .

fund frn he mulovocs mo'st c~iunict to the aoorcxvc rcssure of

luook to ose.... e moiovees..... icec, , t able t.... resist ;rc -,pnt ...

dt . .. mi-a o o...the lad e....uces LI W' Pos' h t :cn. ,; n ; ... Ofn

emplioyer gao u will to qain career oro.... mo to...

4... E,:mn',oveos are sub<ec touretice ers:arij soicita-

B ecause thcrc, are no ( recoin U ...... whii adestrict corpOrate PAC
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solicitation o f "executive and admini strative"'  persoimel , or the

relationship between the solicitor and the empioyee, corporations

can place direct personal pressure on t:his cor r, eplye

and use supervisors or other superiors ...- the S~amc individuals who

make the. decisions on promotionS, salary, etc. -- ta solicit sub-

ordinate employees. For example, Justin Dart, of Dart Industries,

personally contacts employees who have riot contribu(e to theA

and gives them "a se!l" Eaton staten. that "face to face" meetings
C) /

with e.mployees are the most. effective. Sqimilarly Union Camp ,

Gru .man, Amoco, and United Tcc[ ooiu;s have no proh ibition aL all

N against solicitation, by supcrior of ....... ...oy...n.ti

PAC by-laws or operatincj manuals. Gen,:r, . E1ectric and International...

Paper proibi th..e...medae np vor s PAC <solicitors,

but they do permi t ,personal solicitation and the individual con-

dutn heslI taini nS(:9c'tot /PCcoc mtr h
,. , . :. . . ... . , ,,/

In, E' .. cor;idcin: hL:fat ha ( .... th on ovecs who. m the

9Or ni al . iuci -;... , \u ...... t: 15< ... ... ......... .za L~

cae t ... " c to ; tice . ,, ...... mee n;: o r r theo

mote f ci c m te ....... ls ,,e i at " (I.2 0 4 "' 2ri 17
to unus ho ,''c~ ~ C : su< av ,' :Pk .. ..... 'r;on tA..... im',v~s..
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contractual job protection or union representation; (2). there is

no p, re~tence of anonymity to protect an em pl ,-oee whbo wishes not

todna-; 3 hehavetsolicction and contributions come

:ro mida-level career emmlo.y e-s least :in a. position to refuse

eraolover recuests; and (4) even the suoervisor is puermitted to

.olici..h. s . .. ..eet  ":;untarv" contribution, the entire ope=ra-

tion of the. .. • . .. corporate PACs is :rau h with n:.oten.tial for coercion

and theo donations are cIlx'w]  beine ,"sol4iite incrumtne

ineetyc cv . ,,en ....... ctr!c...tanci crse

imoyce ri"on to- cofny c edera! to cotibt to th oroa

tiont s politic~. _al treasure: chest :or ea lcinteei

ever . rcalltvtnc faorbl rsins is.. ine onr failis e

cv the e ..... lovee's fear of i ....rr-n. displeasure or hope of winning

....vor ,..it.h the e-mployer Nor need -hat conclus ion be left to in-

c'ncer... , for exami.nation o the actual donations by the emplovees

....ves that to be the case:

PA . Eoq!tionsal buttrsse on:cruw~t tcatrfb r rom eningefr

a,,ncz onrsY,o tc salocvin are re;tni ne ctr ratons -'it

Ii.u~s 3 m 197ee9 tr~ esuonae conv:r tr.o o t on e.anthrewsyo

a ....o vmenovecnri in l, l.atr- bvero ormal,:Sit

: 6.0 jc~2 A rlington . m Vigii 22209,l avnraic ansperlst oa

oerLo to apieveyo oliticalcass n candidates e ando c.ases

bot...l..... an o ~ vt~ci I. cotrs, ~erive ragest

May- 7 ".{-,, !978, citing a 315 ave-r ,acont...... .:.nut...ion , to. the conServa-
L~ V Cac~fr~c .or ..ur-ive of Erx Cnco:



ite=:zec£ contribution by m~d-Ieve ] manaqeai1 and professional

erntio-vces to the zop corpsorate ?7ACS ranqes fror: S116 to 338 and

2. Sustani PA C 6onationi are g{iven to caddtsfrom

the n,,izical Dqart< othe than the chosen party of the employee

contrbutor....o ;0 - Ms en, nloveo contributors

a:rc a=dherents. of sone of the maior parties, but all teP~ oti

bute to candidates of bo.... th oarzies,. Indeed, the PA£Cs of a ' ..rt

ineu.tres, Eaton, Amoco, United Technologies, Union. Caa z General.

Motors , Unio n ..... Oil and Internation P... i.... arer: all contributed, from 72:%-

t± i 97 unstlumulia cnndte.A ecca t

C.......... to an ....o. r fun use 'd to suprtRp'ublicans illuminates.........

tn -an fr...e and vol-untar-y ch aracter o. cororate..C.do..a

tions. Of_ cors....., the sanme concwiuoion snulie emuallv where (as

Dc .rts ut.ntiutn emolcceer inld iteublca...All th

so Esiro.e. -are clea nclusiontte is thigat te :eioe 1

: rt:sorict thdi~ae, oher r oso~estc: O teirs an rs i

Moo oft~ m~ly~e~s doP re se ot n federa t



winn DEixie, Amoco, Eaton, Grumman, Union Oil, Union camp and United

Technologies, the determination of the recipients of PACG campaign

contributionS is made soiely by the corporations, not by the

employee contributors to the PAC,. Employee donations are thuas

pl ainly payments to: support the political interests of the corpora-

t ion, niot expressions of a personal in~erest or ,preference. Only

GF,.: GM and. ... nternational Paper permit contributor............. . to designate

sI:€ecific candidates. As a result 2.... ofGnra...ti' epoe

contributors earmarked a part of their contributions, but they

eamarked funds conthitthing only 17% of th to ......i.......d PAC

receiptS. At GM only 3% designate, accounti~ng for 1% of itemized

~eceipts to PAC. AL Internationa~l Paper 7% of£ employees earmarked:,

bu he percenta.qo they earmarked was .only 2%of h oalieie

f rece ipts.

5. Fe w emp loy.ees decl:ine to re:spond to th< PAC so :licitatol,

.... .... ..cd r a t o re p n o c o rp o, s te P-: . A C .... .i C L ad ~ i .r n S i s 7 :0 ,;

or hiql . onq tnc e.... ovecs .... :Lc. o ins . ... ', 0 ..o

a fltor' Corora io ro sp....ea w i ;- Lhor co nr .u sn; , 0. of th

ans , Dart show 9,5% and 80. nart Ac ]pa~tJii ''L -. :c- ontrast, so'lici-

t,, Lion... directed at the pubii c for pollLion]: ci;:: or :candidates

a M :pa erS oven' . .. .. .den.s Qnt. .. .... ... .d tI ' L r S .1. dIO ,; ... fre' eos:tLr buLl on to the

P nietil ana , Fud i97 'Ltnt+ ist ccs oC inanne, Idividuali

... roup s 01 ewp b :. oyeos £I or ul in."ita t on. Cor po.ra ne P. ACs do no
soelicit all eliqiole emp~oyees, nor do theyF solicit all

13/ August 2.3, 197 t7 :c ,epl( n converYsitlon with -lam Matthews of

'Craver, Smith Matthe ws and. Au~qust. 15, 19 79 tel ephone onver-

Congres, 505 c ;t., :N, • .... on, D.C Sc also N oz

"King Midas of the No~w R iqh ........ ." At: :nt.in, No vember, 1978,
p. 59...
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Income Tax Returns, IRS PiabicatiOn #79 (4-79), Washington, D. C.,

1979, Table 1.8. Corporate employee PAC participation rates with

70% arid more obviousiy far exceed noral voluntary political

contributions to advance person al political predilection...

6. The ....ti..lsar regimenting and orchstating the

amounts o f employee -voluntary" donations. Thi s in particularly

clear at Gencral Electric, EatLon, Winin-Dixie,. United Technoloqies,

Union Oil, Amoco, Unio.n Camp, and Grum-an. Eloesnot only

re.spo.nd to corpora te soicitation; but generally do so in amounts pre-

determined by the corporation. In the case of uid-lcvcl manaerial

and professional emlyecontributi[ons tend Lo cluster around

L_ he average d atn.In the case of GrumarCroaion7~o

al te teizd ontributors gjavo exactly $104; one can p::icture

K : die sur.ervisors' sales pitch: "You .can cert ainly afford $2 a week

to help: your company." ..o..over all empl:oye e PAC contributors

in] th-e year; their "dona tion " n-maunt s then rctur .neu~ Lo thv: reqular

L: . i C L2' - not :ree ma: cc Lu U ... h o v: ; .. c.... ... t e Lit 'L ,fl5hO n . While ....

the eleven corpratonsvar son:3 ]'a i-n.. Lh.," ';2 i~ tha: 0 "

14/ The documentation for :the follo\;ing individual ........ su .ma..i..

app :ears iofra i n t..he .. ApIouccn-: I :Co:rowboratin" t ....... ls.
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soliicitationS in several salient respects: 1) Dart solicits un-

protected career employees. 2) There is no provision made to pro-

tect the anonymity ,of non-contributors. 3) Dart concentrates

its fundraising efforts on officers and corporatre vc-rs ns

and 4) th ey are subject to direct personal solicitation by super-

visor; including Justin Dart, Chief ....cuti ve Of.fic... of.the.Co..-

pany. 5) Sxecutive level personinel of 1)art make a reomarkable

average annual political contribution to the PAC of $691, and

many of them contribute in exCesS of' $1,000. 6Y Although contri-

buting employees include both Democrat2: and 1RepuU~icans, 92% of

the total PAC contributions in 1978 fro .mlo. .dntin .wr

gi ven by Dart's PAC to Republican candidates. 7) Most of the PAC

: contributions go outside the state of: origin: 69 ofte tmie

tf PAC rec...ipts came fr... om errployees in California, . .... Frida, New Jersey

an.d..N.....York.. , but...... onl 22 of the :PAC contributions went to can-

di i t.S ir those stateS. 8): Conitr'ibutor:; to the PAC are not per-

fl1.LtX . , CI to cel siqnato, eithe~r by party, or by .... • ..... .. t rccip:i-cntc

c!of vi conrbis.:s 9) No., lemav s: : :th c~a 9 sf.of th nubl.a~ion idnt.

f i ad offer ; 2 n] cohre or Ls n rvi i:.:, ....1 'n: m k ...... .......... . ..... .

empoye mrorscstothe~Zfl~.~fY 5 iC) iztcl olt is LztOn ... lt

........C rc enlo'ye,-S hol]din;:g mi d-ivi ma; rt"rlal"o roSfle lla

v:o~;it _LOfl,. , d :their contr ....... iut ions .. :. ntJ: r: i-u ta 71' ., ' ,t fu... n ,ds ....re-

ceufved by thhe RACie ... ' 301 tO....CL2 ...... li ct-

an o euicIec esinlt' .avarale is:,,.q .. ....... 6 .. Although

contr ibutin c ...... ..... s inu .both, Den<ocrats a nd i~epubiicans, 90%



of the PAC ifunds are given by Eaton to Republican candidates.

7) The PAC raises most of its mnyin Ohio (53%), while don ating

ony8% to cniae ini that state... S3) Ea ton does not 'permi~t

the designation, either by party or candidate, of the :recipients of

the. employee's PAC donations. 9) The Corporation has target-ed

for solcitatio "Incentive Compensation NAanagcrs," and 71% of

these individual!S at the vario..s plant loca tion s responded with

contributions. 10) Eaton roe imen ts th.. Cc..iuio mons

employee s a t s imil!a r occupa tional love in: con'tr-ibute: s imila r amount S

tothe PAC, andevery one :of the cmly~priiaigin the

payroll deduct ion plan [had h..is "~outr" P cntibtin aie

.zcver2l times above normal for th ot o erar 98

GENERALL ELECTRI, C manifests the less than free and voluntary

charaterOf :empl~oee responses:, to the comuany's political .solici-

Lations in several sal iunt respects: 1) GE n ci. unprotected

leveltc cm~onrientiln Lv. ) Mi a-lev, om $5/r .r. )r c nrost

. ... ... .. ... .. ... .... ... .... .... t.. ... . .. .. .... .. .. ..... o l w n c o n x

..... fth c~te PCrce .4 ' h :v :.i ' iiof

m;oc&in fLr"oiPri) 7n Vol ith,; c t.a z': r PCm~tu"p

h..... s oil c it t ion L ,ny ....ve se ..... ...u n ~ ~ peso
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permits contributors to earmark donations1 , but the overwhelming

majority of contributors do not do So (see s~~a p. 21). 9) GE

haS targeted a select group of mid-level managers and professionals

for soiitio£in, and achieved a 70% response rate from those

individuls. 10) The Company orchestrates employee payments:

allemloee donating are giving simiar amounts and fall :within

a narrow range around the: average.

GEN ER&AL MOTORS manifests thq l.ess than free arid voluntary

character .of employee response to the compan:y's :;ioici tations in

several salient resp cts: 1) General otr solicits unprotected

ca:reer employees. 2) General Motors provides anonymity to con-

tributors and no-otibutors, but the names of those saving over

$100. and some of those giving le~ss are reported publicly at the

FEC, 3) 952 of the itemized contributors are idlee man~eri$al

and profesional employees, who contributcd 84. o.. th , itemized

receipt......in..1978.4)Te inokoi pro ib .on :on c;oiicita-

s:unnol! contrKibute<:d an .......... ......a of: $ 0G. 6) Al. tiou,.:k (on t : buting :...

c::c.piovoes incluoe both Derocr ts coid Re:b ' c -s 72c oPA'

mit-te d Ct;e armark their donation s, o nly 3 n "o i oan hi

eararkd cntrbuton acouned or nl 1h of~ itci doiad teir

tO the 'AC. 9) ti o osbeC.cntr n rmL~rbi
recor...t. . . part ..c..p.ti. .r.....o ...... . .. ) E O ltPb: t f : to the.....
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10) 'There is company regimentation: most contributors to the PAC

give in similar amounts falling withbin a narrow range of contri-

bution levels.

G RUMA manifests the less th an: free and voluntary, character

of emnployee responses to thbe compa~ny's poiical 3lcaiosi

several salient respects; 1) Grummuan solicits unprotected career

employees for PAC don~ations which will buy psiicu upport for

"Grumman'S plans and projectS" (seS upr, p. 16, n. 8), and 2) ma1kes

no roisin o potctthe anon=!mi ty o f non-co ntr ibutors or of

contribution amounts. 3) 7% oL the it ,.izd cotiuosarc mid-

leve maageral nd potesionl eployees, (the mjority o£ Grumman

PAC s roceipts arc uieied, and they contributed 5 , of the

z tcemized contributlions. 4) There: is no known re.striction on soil-

Lciatonby supervi sors or :supe>riors. 5) The avecrae annual contri-

,,- hutiori for mid-lecyel managers and professionasi iS $116, while

'xcutic-ive rcsen1contrbu, ec1. ai i Liverag ,eof $4'8 .. 6) Al-

LI; LiO~1z-~ CVi2Ii± 1't.A'J'22; DC.1W)'.27 V.2 2>1U

L~c;wi zc~ PAC rcce:nts w~r~c obLaLnou 1 Vi

Uork ~.ii±ci Virqini~i , but. oii iv 5

~fl LIV)SV 5tat.~2~. 8) LIVi LO\ Cu> UYVi IICV.

~ithor by ~art'g o> candidate, the reci

tiC 4. r~ i.or~i1o ~ LI 'L~~*.i -~ .L~) -. C WI -

rT'..

to) 4-&~' ''~

amounts of crip.! oyc~ PAC cont ribu r ons

coritribuLi ons were ~-xaztlv ~

'722kNA~i'IC>4AL i'<~IiVK man.L :tu;tz3 the

22~~dC Cur o eflI~) IA lve-Z~ 1-e~; OOflVi~S LQ the

tatiOns LII scvci~il ~uli~nt resuects:

>oli cits urinroLecr-au career c:ipte;t c:;

- of t:Iie

2a1to>a~~~, PLor~d>i, New

E>J) 'V ~'L~ Vi t~. [ ( catulijaren

I ii~ to Jeaicru~te,

01211 ts of LI>'ir ttonc'v . 9) The r~

i. >2 C)U GLuflWlaVi

4 ~ C

70 c i the ~uuiuai itemized

1-.,~.

~ ti~->n free un-u voluntary

COITII'<1 Vi' '2 II('LI tical solici-

1) Lr'.tc' rr~~~±onal Paper

2) ('oriLr ibuti ous to the PAC
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are theoretically held in confidence, but. the payroll department

and the Secretary-Treasurer have access to the identity of con-

tributors ard the amount s given. 3) While 40%of the iteomized

contributors to the PAC are not identified as .required by the

Ftderal Election Campaign Act, of the contributors properly identi-

fi' 3% hold mid-level manager ial ard prf inlpo~SitiOns and

the'ir donations constituted 40% of th emedctruio.

4) International Paper does not permit, direct, sol c i tntion by

imdaesupervisors of subordinate emuplofyees, ... but de ,; not re-

Strict person-to-person sol icitation.. 5) Th cra.... nu. on

tribution for employees in mid-levul] manaqeridi anid jio~essional

positions is $157, while cx~cutive - i personnel conmtributed on

~~the averaqe $355. 6) Though the empi:oyees include both Democr ats

LC and Repubicans, 72~ %,o the LPAC contribu~ions wert rjven to

, Republicans. 7) 65L o f the i . :" ,itcm .eu: donations wee ,tifd from

....... ontriut.on wett can .,atc tin' ,t tUh~wS rL:. 3) ' W~hile

ava L iliI in,[:oruia ion. iG h u ",s'x " rcoa~l

whe<ther there, it; rca Linen <U. tio On ci cxnL:. A hot ohS .; &i.. to t, fh, incom-

.......... OI i lU D XU 7 A M(3, iC 0) maile ts ',o ,.::: t tia n ....ree

j ] tre,,i 2.... ci ta .. n.. i-" 35 e51 s l o . ..... t " ) X:MOCO:

.o...ni'namut. 2) 7. .. tn PA;C funds : seurdfrom mid-

Ler vel m', a n.......o ... G..ocr i al an d iv. ro : so; :: i oii:t << *ou I " rves 2, < 4 w:.~ G~ doe no t ..pr ohi±'bit

immed:iate}.. .. sulorv £ :o'or c c :o. r sa... .. : . t' ,:: v - fon s:oI J: ,t :n subordin...te



employees and solicitation extends to production foremen and super-,

visor s. 5) Mid-leve l managerial and pro fes sional employees make

an average annual con tribution: of $1,94, whilie execut ive- level per-

SOnnel give an average of $513. 6) Although contributing employees

include bot h Democrats and Reulcn,79% of the PAC contributions

were given to Republicman candidatus. 7) 71% of th ACsitemized

donations were received from employees ins Illinois, Indiana,

L..ouisiana and TexaS, but onily 212 of PAC contribuion. wont to cn

idtsin those States.. 8) Employe....s have :no coidrol .over the: dis

p:.o ilion of PAC ,funds, and are noC permitted, Co ea rmark their dona

tions. 9) It iS not possibie Co cdetorm ,no from the public regord

the proportion of so licited emp loyees wh o re>spond Co solicitation.,

10)TheCororaionorchestrates the amount of t~he ,contri butions

~~for all participatinq emplovees in T:he ,s aun amount and at 'the same!

"i ssu.a aff eccti nq .hc' cour.( a' ,a rJ 12 1 ii 8): , .ad 2) makes

n o , uu o v is io n s : .to p o e L h c a n o n vn i 'i .... ta: c . " ... -c... . ... ... o r o

con-tribution amounuts. 31) IL obtain ma 7'.. a Ca tPi;AC mr:oncv :rom mid:-

an ....... nn ] ca :;, 72':. ...e IC id. i van uc........ liar On can candid-

V•r~~ n N ". , Jes,< but d 32,:n ' .... can C , .....i the PAC to

c.nida.s. tos ..t...... )Lrle e5a io c......... to- earmark their
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cotrbtin. 19) While public.. information ........ is not available to

determine the employee participation rate, the higih incidence of

certain specific job titles indicates that selected groups are

targeted for Solicitation ,and do respond -- two specific job

titles (Genera) Hanaqer, and Manaqer of :Manufacturing)

constituted approximately 209 of the contributors i n thu mid-level

managerial and professi:onal categories. 10) Reietto S

pra ct iced: all! e mployee co ntri butorS sng h p~r...dducio

plan had their mo-nthly PAC dcnatf~on d..... d in .Juyo 98

UNIO OILmanfest th [e:ns than free and yrurut~rvchrer

c~fi empioy ee re sponses tO t he compa ny ' s po i t ical sol:Licltat ions i n

several salient respects: iV union Oil solicit:s unprotected career

: emloyees, and 2)) ma kes no rz ovlinr to protct, the anonymity of

son- :cotri butors, or of: contribu tion amounts., 3) Union Oil secure..se

64?of ts oliicl ro .....ci dorxartmont-]eve] malrmers, 4) In-

an4 bf s parliois.l 5)e< ?hc ..... c~r1btcn emcearm

eith ey art: and lcjiuia x.:, :, .... of ,: uJ.th P: oufict~n w r~ o y..n

t a ... 9 ar r iC o Cfldi(Aa tan e.- 'a trtbut,, = , :; or t f h eLL im or,;n : In '  p ri c th

m ary - u rca o f. .. C .... --..... .... tW... ... .... . .. . ..... b u

,;cl, iatSin n Cailfri tecl. Ve ixv O: thu aa"ntii~ut

an' ,b tc P C. ) Inc~ - ' ............. d na :Jadi.2LtC' i

bc P ry r cn .... U: ralm nn : i , r u....... 9)
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olicits unprotected Career employees, and 3) ma'es no provision
for protecting the anonymity of non-contributrs or of contri-

butiOn amounts. 3) Some :61% of the. itemized contributors are rmid-

level managerS and professionals. 4) United Technologies does

not restrict soicitation by supervisors or other enles.51

The average annual contribution for mid-.level managerial and pro-

fessional employees is $241, while the publicly identified officerS

and corpo rat e vice-pr eui dents imade con t ributhion s averagin g $1, 071.

6) Though the employeo :; incl:ude both Democrats an Ppubli~ca,ln

78 , of the PAC contributions w .. r.e g:ven toh e pub. i ' s 71..

of the itemized PAC receipts were obtainedfrm mloesi

:ClioniCOnnecticut, Indiana and V.ashtngton,: D. C,, but only 113%

.as: c ontributed b..... y the PAC to.... nd...date.. ie n those states. 8) Con-
J" tr'ibuting employees :are not noermitted to desi..n.t., eihrb at

or: candidate, the recipi.ents of their money. 9) The .overal

participation, rate .. .. ...Lor United Technol ouie o , :ri©oe- is ;l'l °  but

t~o larcieat: si.ngle bloc of contributors .... ucl y i oritL ' ,d

ex('.cu t1 ve : and corpora t e. .. ... '" o ofiol -

ofeplyeresp onses t...... o he company:: 'oo I. uica; I soij e to; " ions

tn s...ra salicriLi resnccts : 1) Wi iin-Dix a ao :; i c iL2 un;r:et

its func-re:,: 'i.r ef... fort : on upncr-I cvcl... l, -:n a - .... l enlo, cees.

4) Infrmatneion in not a'voli table: con ce r ,n 'r n : --.. i , , ons

nolicitations by:: s 'uperv, - ' or r :by th.::onL-D onnethod.
.)...a~ro an UalU: c oti u io for :Mbj j ..d ..... .............. u-

t)::i tlev ' pesone wa... a w....n $2 " )r~eu~cnrbtn
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employees ineluide Republicans, Winn-Dixie contributed sixty-eight

percent of its employees' PAC donations to. Democratic candidateS.

7) 96% of the itemized donationz to the PAC ,we obtained from

employees in Alabama, Florida, Louisiana nd North Carolina, but

only 23%: of the PAC contributions wetto candida S in toe

states. 8) Bmloyees are not pcrmitted to dosi qimt e, eithe by

party or candidatue, the recipients of their donations, 9) 80% of

the publicly disclosed officers and. corporate vice ... presidents made

PAC eon~zributions 10) While Lhcre is not an obvio.-; qerieral

pattern in cont[ributionls lev.,.;, in 1978 onl'y twnorF;o~s among the

publicly disclosed off i cers and corporate vi ce-prce;i dents gave

-- less than $1,000 to thu PAC.,

C
* * * * *
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C. The GvnigAutho-rities. The foregoing record leaves

no possible room for a conclusion that :the corporate PACs are

operating with employee contributions that are genuinely free and

voluntary poitical donations On the contrary, Lhe employees are

clearly repnigto the employer soicitations as a result of

the employment relationship. The applicable law buttresses the

data, and conipeis thbe conclusion that the contrihutions are not

free and v:oluntary poli ticali donations thus violiatI ing the statute ' s

.gUaraf, tee of voluntariness and also its ban on coz poirate ulecti~ons

:on t ri b ut ion s,

Th p rof es sio nal em plo yee' s l ivel ihood and a dvan:cement tare

- dopcndaent on iminLaining the good regard. .... of. t e: emp oyer, This i~s

o particularly true of thu fid-level ewuloyee who hor es, to rise 'on

the corporate ladder, for the employer has power to advance, him

'juickly or not at. all; thbe relationshr) is oneo of uncuca wt

..... em'oe n ir'ydoiat :Thu, t ,,.mp c~fllpO er: ;oli t a-

{' ,..... of.....he. emul 'c.c 'i ; cann t b ....L ,in th 2:,rOiw tij . :nr a i ho ...

,: 't sucuect . B ....s " oi< t<he' la"cY4UaI ,r...'--2 c.:ni v :, 55 , toi rinloi-

IL is. .... rucial. whether tt c.m,,.I ovee -.donor..... has bc<!.;:u ..... ... ':ul:, n ..:flue'nce d;
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whether his donation Was intended as a gift or pure contribution

without consideration; and whether it was made .in hope. of economic

benefit.

The possibility of undue influnc ariseswhrvrteei

an unequal relationship -- such as that betwee'n employer .and

employ :e or creditor-debtor, or where there are other close dependent
16/

reiatienshi~ps (par-ont-child, aged person and friend, etc.) As

statd i Fcdknr v. Beattv, 327 1P 2d 41 at 43 (Cal.,, 1958):

position toward< one .nothr ei ther by reason
of r-elatL {ontshi r, protessiona1 cu.oymeint or

otherwisel ..., that the grantor is particularly. ..
susceptible' to exertion of inf!lence by the

, grantee., is a consideration .of pr-imary
importance."

C Where thre is such unequal relationship, any purported transffer

without c o"-si-e-ation triaqger close: scrutiny, and there is a shift

c~ tc rdi.....csu;iL "11 " bcauso of tihe a ] ation~ship>, any gift

.... L.~ {.pr 2V: t ......<- .,,":, .- VC) i d t:.in Ai, Lh(. don,'r' },,.o- .:, _ by elear evidence .that

17 /

.. .... .r1~1 , a. . ada lrd w,.. ccivlo L lx, exo;res sod by the( New

T e..... h u tna m C ' .C I r n ] L I f ! 1Y , ( e '{" . 2"~ t , i e.a 1 1 t

Cii *' 2 Y . c.'r :. 1 : *l- L -, t e . 1: it° i I . i Q ( 1' '.: 2> . ' 2 ) 1 1 WL:: t

L i +:...it .. x.. - i*k'J I. , [, J '.).'
• 

t ! n ,_ i i , - .L I ..

arc, o: such a chara.Ctur that .nI'd a ca !.0

tne c:o)txeec must L;liW. ti.,; c;::pl Ci. t .. . ... 21 cc!;'.,inlC-

- tt $'... 2k v

r:. o r i.,uncO :u..a ;n t [ , :/On.'x Lie l anc . e ' . v. 2

-~-

-" .... ,a< -, ;. 4 .> 5:.' (192-1) (director-corpord
-- --' -!CLj: W. cL4' CIt I , 11 V, . .2d 93 (C"alif ; ., 1941) (debtor-

- " r - ,,7,7 - " .. ", 1.73 U .L .. 1 7 (i 99). (parent-child) ;

Fl :r~" ... ____ ,,, v . {" _ .. .. :, Tru.s CC. , 234 ,. 2d 65 (N J.

--4' - ( Ca '9 -JP "]. t (Pedn. 197)rsFaukn

V. 2 ., ..... 27 P. 21 41 L -L , "J'2 aC S f

1" L:AnV ~ . :;vr ... b, , .e,:. :Cofli2d Cocoer , z.,tra ftnt

,v -i, O ,. V. Wi i~ o. , ., :2 , t_:: I i ; i1  t't- , _ . .ono.an

... ~ . '/i ..- --7- ",*~ i9581, AmacO V.
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The same princip, es apply when :it iS, asserted that a payment

qualifies as a gqift for tax law purposes. The re the, presence of

any epcainof benefit will defeat the necessary free and vol-

untary character of -a donation. As the Tax Court statsi (see

.n..e.. llian.P.c.r.li, 55 T.C. 1082 1090 (1971) af'd.. 485 F.2d 681),'"he

a raeri nu with the :xpctaztion o1: ani ecoriom hc bcc i t fjc,.i no t-he:

transferor then no gift has been made." The Supreme Court emphasized

in Commissioner V, Duberstein, 363 U.S. 278, 285 (1960) that if a

payment proceeds "from: 'thec incentive: of nticip It!!:d benef it' of an

econom ic natu~e .:. it is not a gift" There must b , absence "of any

cxpectation: of f uture benefit" (l~oqardus :.Con ieiner, :302 U,.S.

34 43 (19 37)). Even a remote and sp cu lative poz: ibiiity ... of return

, bene fi t de feat s the c laim; of ...... .. . Snxe .... ......... tc s

... 449 F.2d 41,3 (Ct Cl. 1971).

The.....rn ... prin , cl --.. whic hb :ts a"u d n o r o

.......r ...t..... W T~~ . .. ..... , ... ..T ~ adO t2.i t ," - m ', : j t i o CO i

Ul ... . .. ..... ...... : .; 0 1- 1. :1: QV .r Lhc-r ... .
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there is the further implicit or explicit coercion of person-to-

person, solicitations (even by supervisors and by high company

of fieials).

And the PAC contributions data frhrdpovsfree giving,

for' it is ent~rely inconsistent with normnal poli tical behavior.

All the corporate0 PACs are Spl.itting their donation:; between parties,

thus giving substantial monies to candidates .of a V nrtY opposed to

that of the indiidual emoyee don or, arid most of' the PAC money

goes out of thu stato where it wa:. coliected from Lhe emnp~oyees.,

In addition,< the amunrts c i o individual doivtions are quite beyond

normal political giving and the pm~portion of those who give ranges

as high as 70% and -uprlee leel of"outry oii

Sthi.s an~d other evidence we ha.v roa wed proves

cz that corporte, PAC payments b carer .... e~ e "i'e .....pr .on.

c oru. orate: .. ;.a PA olc tt i on. Bo, cru.d a 1 i '::i ¢t:: c L{... .go ver ni n

1'ine L itters are thus ru t : rihc' }:.:y~ments "arev et f:enti vet: a ,sses;eU, ,.f- .
tru] C iZ, SO~i:cl !Led ]1 ncgrcu;LeLS na:un<s iilir: : i: ('C:-,:C.1y, "arid thC ,

are not g.enuinel'Y "iree, ch:'ie, ann.ation s" a, i ' ''' , 4j4 4

17i So::.c- PAes notif,, the ir o:'t-:'oi itcd Ced~ut vc' ,an -"eunini... tr.....

tion Ooi 0" t ' ... .., .. rathe ..... 0: :" ... ...ur . ;.K iCh i s the

chiU ofrmvIn §cco vnuc ... i..- oao~~o1~.~'coca
th ge Lupre Cout rcetly 'cteu , it....c.... O xain

al t~ocremsanc tO: c m Lr n f c <rLn ac t i:.; voltary o

note in ,irana v U S ,. , 321 U.S.. ,, , 4yQ-,<') ., ,e sc'la ier
cilivored bythose i:a t Pt po siti on O: cdom: anc 2 ca nnro t a s urec
the individ uali ' ri qobt no r3 .ru, fr., 'rIo<LJV
Bestri cc Food:, I8 ,zL3 . <i T'Li: ( t[t.h U: .s,, fl O) ; , ...... ...ur.
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III IF ,THE COPRT POLITICAL ACINCOMNTTEES'

.e.hve.h.w inth previous analysis that the voluntari-

neSS rcquirernents of the federal law are hoinq violated by the

operations of the corporate Political Action Committeecs. I f our

prsetaio o tatscr .....ld berej ected, the re would arise

for res olution a serious constitutional question conccorning the

validity of Section, 44!b(aY of the statu-te, which forbids corpora-

tions and unions to make contribuations to ,any federal! election

czma!n Fri tho back door contribution remains available t~o

Scorporations, whose economic lever... , ... ove ...... 5 n~i te

cz :throua h .......... volunt~arv"" em. ' pcloy< c donationts to t~ibic tf ederal

elac.tjars crasuajons, theni~~t *'..~t concar [-'AC cont '.ik isinrat
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Unions have no comparable economic power over thousands of

cm-eer employees for building massive political treasure chests.

:Unions must depend for nearly all of their PAC roucsuponQ

conmtribution~s by their regular ....r.t.icll .. v.r.. ing a....

dollar a year- not $200 :or $3.00 a nd more, as i:J the :a s with

corporate PAC ..... contributions•. ;i2/

Under these circunstance;, iF Congres s has pcruiitted the

operation o f corpo rate P'oli t ical Acti on :Coruritto~es r~or contr ibu-

t ions by career employees ... and part icularly if sluchcotiton

are permitted wit:hout abs-olut ..... ran...from.t.e............... of

... cntibtin. n it amount and dsntintnat .it iS entirely a

fr ee choice donation -- then Section 44lb~a o tJ-ie statute vilae

, t hce Fi ft.... .....h Anndmen t 'due o."r ocen c'. ua r ant e ez Ca~uCV t .dis.riminates

tr .ibu ' tiearly (whicho," ... w o tia LX e uno munbh r Qc",r.. i~ i nucLois o

Ur.j 'U 'A i , + but o ..... n ..... e , t'r .... t, .... 0Vn L c C p ,- r ..... ' mplO VCC ,r~

Poi cal " ...* ..ti.... vi ......... to continuc urv *,e r .. ...... ' o'ns

domon.. . r..... i .... u ..i . t em on n- n .. ... . ........n.. i.

.... nc lab:>. o r, unions~ .... reriu n urs. !ia':.-. . .. c : o'n unon

ow ru o~e wc no ....~-c / ¢,, .m 'Anna, hi v ;., umber

all oi. the 137 ... "il lio dolar ias:cd c- ...... VQCan 1978 cam'e
iro nroicnz" ;o...' ,a:nu3ievee...... -- ... .. o.. .. a c rn rn e P 3

gav rrt.thn ~l0 -o ttluno ..... unds raise1 ,in 1977-78
only 41, (aqqreu at] rig leSS than .800 thour s .... i:" olsrs) was i oti

~u~onsove ~lO. hus jut tree, years c±ter tnc 1973, Sun PAC
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mUSt be ,added tothe other compelling considerationS we have pre-

viously set forth in this corripaint, to support tho conclusion

that corporate Political Action Committees arc operatinq in vio-

lation of federal law.



TV. T$E STATUTEtS PROVISION UTRINGTHE

In this sujbmission we have (c-onontratecid tha:t corporate Poli-

tical Action C ommte Cafpiqlc ... t.i IJ'b~do mpo

donations which arc not truly free and voutra . ro :quired by

federal law. The doaicnwe have: Th:own, arc :not an e.xpress...on

of En:diVi:dua]. political :chic::.e and p' :dtluction but ,i:i ne: from

the: employment r... nb . ut .i L our :showinng in: Lit}at respect:

s;hou1 d be rej ect e:d a n :emp: Loye: lonat i: on :: to coro : :: :ra te..... : PIACs : were

deemedcomlee freec choi ce ac:t:,: there~ wo:uld arn ne: ' another.......

s..r..ou. con..titut... on. l quc;Lo: whte tefn.ac, ne of the

cost, of PAC .opera ion: fro .m crra a ,n 'ots,. as a:horized ....... by

U..C :  T 2 (),vo .... ,x C th .. c ..... Luti onal °;:.Ttz o s o

: - " .. ..'

*Dlc :r ....n:," : ':or: l 'L~ : ..... .2 :

i d : ..... ... i :" ' d :::,: is h: :,. .. .. :9: :/
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Thus, when Congress approves, the use of thr ... StockholderS'

assets to meet the operating cssof corporate PACs it authorizes

the involunta ry use of a citizen's :: cts br L s.pprt..

politic'al :candidates whom he may not wish to support and may

actually oppose. 1Established constitutiocl prirtiiols bar such

compulsory political exactions under sanictionI 01 1.iW.-1/

The principle o'f freedom from compelle d p01 it ic~d tribute has

been recoqnized, and applied i n aset ie~s o0 nutr<d 2urrcCourt

740; Elr;od v. B- urns, 427 U.S. 3 41 Abood v. !Hetroi. ... t bxourd: .. of

:EducatiOn, 431 .3. 2 09. in Stret, ... o....toavid..Frs

Amen.dment issue which would othcrwf;c,'s have a~.iwen :( d ... at '740),

the Court cou stru the Railwav Labor Act to bar t he compulsory
... c.. on. of . .......... U... . te: 10 p lti a plr....s. As #

emrphaVLS ze d<;S the co ...r... o" no fJste 'i an(tp7

4ci~e te ~......i...m el r u' ;o t ~; C + L.......th. o:b. r

the i:r it1 ..... . .. .. "t-S;id: l VoL d al ,. L w L o- ..... ... , is , K , ,  .. . .. i :?v ii:  Lt ino i zow

I o-: :1;u iL -itb lim~ iL ~ i ~~cl

,, ................ Ur~o ,_ ........ . : C'!, : L < L . k. : 2 2 3 2~t 2 ; f. S re t
:'~~XU~ra....t.......d be nood tt, 2. 1C ne;ot. a1'a toie
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when,, unde:r .2 J.S.C Section 4.Ib {a) (C) stock holder aSsets are
Used by a corporation: for the POlitical pupo£eo funding sOlicit-

ations for ,a PAC fund usedc to mgi~.z', politicxal coLibton DIde:ed,
when it comes to :stockhol (10 rn , ds;m',t. uned: tfr l 3] tics, :the appli-
cable ru!le is forehadowedc by ..... ihsino t.ieWht
opinion (disentinc on otherrunw in Fir mt. Nional Bank v,

Bellottj, 435 U.S, '765, :805

"Of ,course, it. may bec as.<: lmed L ih, t corporate: in-yes tars are united by a d,.n i v, Lao 211k, doli 2/, for theV.uue of their invcs-tmnt to irmcrease,. ,Since evenomnications wihcl have no purpoSa tne~i~r than i thatof enriching the conlm:uia - r-v,:nm1i nLAmnmn
prote'cti on, activiies: su'ch a:. acdverf I :2;Lnl nd othercOmj-unicatijons inru.0rK<_- .l -.,,Lcd La t!1c oi.,crft: O~n ofthe corporation s bus inems may be viLewed a:; a moans ofmu:rtliorine the des ii,_.: of ii'i iiual shar'ehojIdj.':s. Thisunealimi ty of nurponc; iDreolrk~ down ~, hOWever, Wi,,L! corpor-at ions make exoend .t ures or un. rtak, acki tits cicsignes
to. in t:iuencc, The a Lou.f~ or VOLt_.. o t t he.{. Qo, ,-I ,tti.,1]

on pol iti-

tha 7t i t r:
'1. , , .g .

1 a n d O i i . 1 ,Ti L,2, < I i .,W t :, ,,
W~ t h 01" ,C .1 ('.t U2 tOfl Lt ., ! 1221:

Q.. ?~ L U: ZI! :; I,,'ea =:'.,.  I ml''i[ V2',?it,

L2 fl . i , ivt: x'rv

... ::... / a:2 I.; o V' (' L'1 fl.]t l' .1"

nar) atiris

L. rt'uti, ..~

'1Ct)L1c 1 L11 i

S:'1' .. ] 1(' l- rit )ii. ; l-" :; h 1 .' !'' CL)1 .L': ; i LJ L'

K :;e'.~ i.:l - ,h v>:ai I; . ' ~.'n.:0 :c:'" A \A

..... ... m ar ma : ,ci.. , o r' ' ::vt.; !' , ' < '- 'C:I;nr" 'io 'v [ti t .A',.. .c o,-; -, a' . : r'* , :- i l v .. a' ff:,.- ,,,

.......kn<. co n r: L I I* c21', :i:, '" i n ,
t~~n Lt.2 L~ ur -_ .. . : 2.' 2,1 ,- C7 r'2 :;7

no . - tlt1v'~ ... ..... :;:::: 20 ...... L" " O ~ v .<'::!"< O ., LrJ:S i:rOo, the: ,an I .hl vi 2u:t, ..: .av,,ld.

.r;,.q that
i,:a! Lcfs
)o~ i [t icali

2 par-
NrJ,.

.i o2L o
wo.& or

..... ~~u cv , ..... assets$ for.0:.:. 'rart- : ,: do .i Lrii s, for when it

-oa~~fP~r~~( 7 cnai ..... zsc.ts t:o raise $5O . CT oyr L j :orv t. - ... . .. tc'2L1U:: of Atlantic

d
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why this Commission Should find unlawful the corporate PACG opera-

tions he r echalilenged as ill egal .
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CONCLUS ION

For the reasons we have set forth it is urged that
pora te Pol iti c al Acti on Comwdt£tec operatioQns, inclIud ing

the cor-

those of

the eleven :named ,corporations, violat federal law and that appropriate

remedial relief should be awardo d by the Comisis ion after i nvest igati on.

We the undersigned ,Complain ants subm it th~e forego in g Complaint.
we are not candidates for federal offic nor i ....oplit ie

at the request of or on behalf of any c.:nrdidate.

Res pectfut ly
ttcc/ i

Initoerni.onal Associ ... i'n o-
Machin i tq Ar cN W~rkers

'3D onrcc, ticu . AVinze N'W.-hhntr C.Y.....3C c'57-2200
/ ' S; /

\~ii~iirnt~ 'ps~lqcr P~~sie........IAM

SU:iJon Cowiainants

/i V.

C-!)1 ... ..... N .001

'764

ht i....l 212

I.-.

7,, / 2i~~ 7Yi'~-.,..~.-' _________________

.. b Li.:V

!..t r
I'.

20011. 30m:-1i212

.. . ... - I'.

2W c khc oiW C -_Compainantj

• , ', ,7"

Addrcsr~ 1 0 2aEo1ii~ Iwo S. E.
ni. ,.,,, -~

......... 1 73.2 ' '

~va22. -

20002
, (,."

Ci i en, Complainants
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VEFtICAT ION

I , William Winpis ingor, being first duly sworn do assert

that the foregoing Complaint is true.

1#

Subscribed and sworn to befor ....

, hi,19 7 9.

" i/ / 'I,
S //

My ,Comm ission ce :ires; :

/

V E T iVI cA;TT O::

Alan ~orrir~on,

£0 ;c~ ~oina CQmPT.d .i~ n L

D9 i~rv L ~ HuJw

tyuc~

/ ,- .. ..
t, , I >-xn r M u,:@rt "..,

Sub~cribcd and 2.;orI~ to boforc mc~
(

-~Lhis ~ day of ~ 1979.

;, ';it;: . 'U,;LL. , > ) < / ISEALJ

[S~AL1

~-y:o.n thlaL the
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VERIFICATION

I,, JUdy Reardon, being first duly sworn, do assert on

information and belief that the foregoing Compiaint is true.

Subscribed and sworn to ;before me

this 4Kda,, of Septonc, 9.

_ _ _ _..f !< , _ _ _ _ _ S A
,Notary Pubic

.. y ........... io .expies: i' K<
. ... . . .. /
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rP' CDLc"~ON

In ~9O7 t~e Congress, aL~rrne.t ~it The Thtit~cai conse~eflC~S

of rn~ass~ve ~Q~oorate poLitical ~nati~r.s to federal elect~.Ofl$,

2awcd any ?o~porate ~o buti~nS or e~ure~ in connec-

:ion w::h ~a. 2lt~Ct~r1, ~LIbS~'~'2 o~. :~2gcc oraved

tena~rt2~ I i~iZ~I~ !"L~~u.Ince -' - ' .Uct~ons,

in ij.t~cC~ .Int ~CT~.:~: ~or~or rt :~ ~ "Iio-~ i~ ~e did-

Cor'oorat~ ownorO, c1ir ~tor: ~ ~ ~nd n~r ~a~ui.i~s,

rornaIat~cI ~Tre~± to sour fldL':~ : tr u~ins -n~ ~c~eral elections,

and. they dii ~o. ~ ~e X~ro C~~ie's r~ort, Li~, tThnorjl E~~-

cc t.ino~ 2i.nnai.:ns, ?~or~ C: 5:~~:~ L.~'; ~m ~OZ~"4,

~ 72

)::'~''; ~n2 -. ~IL:~zt2r2 - ~..
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t~a~~n :ould ~e ~ to ~o~rz~on ~ ~ their

"votun~arv" supoort fO~ ~flC OO~1Oafl~'~3 ~QLit~a1 ~t~rests. Our

an~dy~is ~ the actual operations of The Oo~'~c)r~~ ?olitical.

~ 2orr~mittees ~.n 1978 provc~s that The,9e r'vir~ ~or~ ~ui1y

-- ~zor~or~te iic~:ataQfl3 ~ ~ ~ to the

t:~n to ~ ~ ~'::~?j ~ '-~ ~flSTh~ 23:~ t~,

~o:~ ~i- ~ to trIO ?~c~"~~3' ~'i _~ .)ur '~r~V3-

~ show That si~:y~, :)n3 ~

st~:~~r~1 ;2arano-~s, r U.~rtM3 t2~Jt JO. L~OOS e

zo a ~oq~at~ ~o1iz~ca1 :ontr~but:tn r c~ue~: r~r~ *~optet~a1v fr'~e

~in! ~Io:u~.t2v'. :n acia&t~ri t.~ ~.. ~tute'~ m~-'::~ic ban ~n

K?:: ~ tnat ~ .it2r': ~s 2;~z.~n ~ fl-; '~~:~d by th~

-. '<~22 *' i-. *ar.~ -. ~c ~.A-~aoc~ ~u

~.c. ~rQ; ~ 1fl4~ -~-'z>v-~ ->

22 - ~ -

- .. ~, :3-:~oK22:>2~ :-~-1;K>...2 22r a

-.--------. 7Z:21~'7~
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- --- -. Cr,22 r:Q~:~:J2~ ~
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eznpio -'es, -wn are being coli.:i.e1 tQ COntribu -,' to the oom~any. -

po)i-. :ause are not, really; tfee to ret.us~ i, reqest because

z ey have n:o contract ual or union :ob it-tec cii n or anonymity

2rc c .o tho ~ ~ . Moo'"r ,h z-ee ........

.a ... oub:ui wneth.2r h<r e.4ztn aonat. on t-3 tnie :roaton's

cI3:lt1-.ai tr.1JUrT .  ... n*. s- :cuL ..... eve: nee< =n c *vluntar~nes5

:eaui rean.
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ban on labor n~n zontribut~.zn~ :-~i.~z-ai. L-~:t~ ~ns i.~ dts~rim-

ina~or" an~ violates nhe ~i~th Amen&nerit ~i ~ ~on~t~tution.

Section 441b ~) ot ~he statute ~u~rpor:a ~vcna-inThdIy to ~orbi~

unions and tPor~tion~ to contr~bu:e tQ .1 ff-~duril elaction. ZE

cQrzcraz3.0fl3 ~:h th~iz econom3~~ ~Ow-~r zv ~r -~m.J ~ye~s :an ev~de

~2u:~2-3n$ 3:22r2z.2Z ~- -. . Qrll i

j.r~ac~ns, ~ .~~--- ~ ~n.j flct~ - -~ ~-"-'r~: L*~ -. ~z- -~ th2

-)ur3e nv ;~n~ch. ~o ~uiJ.d rnas~ve ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~

at.on.~ ~; -jr )r-)ri2C:2d caraer e~pizy ~ ~ 3 I~g s~hj~h

tn~ jv~ ~ ~ the ~or>~r~:e ?~L~::i~l A~tior1 CQmmitteeS

J-~ ~-~r~Jor C-S C~..1 2:: 7- ::2322n ~27-U~ 7Cna2. £ectt~z

23

I-

- -.-. -- * - -.-. * . -, 72:- :7-:tJ:< s:rfl-

.u44lZ .. : :: 2

--- ~2or2Kr 112 :
2
QL222.2i A~2'. ~ - -

- ~ 23 ,fl~72 7-fl ~ 72 ~t~7-± 5722Cft

* - '327 23 7-C 27-7-37-027- 47-: .1 .:--.-. 2272:>: ;~2: .2~>~7 3houl.
C

2-4L..27- 7-C ~-~-M -3 -- - 2.7-7- 2~ - -'., -

- 7-$7--7-27J> U~il. 27-

.-. . 2.27- :2772>23723.

- 7.0 ..a . 2..

2Z

422 2:2 '-23 ~uo~ 7-:c)tlzit .::. :: * .27-2 2727

-----------------------------------------------------------------..-... $7.22 :2~,.~r2227 7223 7- --. ~. . 27 ci': 7J'-~ 7-0 727-fl227-~

- i.. .. .... .. ..: ... .. . .. . .... . .. . . .. . . . .. .... ... .. . .. .. . ... . . . . .. . . ..

... . .. . . . . . .

. . .. . . . .... .. .... . .. .. .. ... . . ..... ..... ...• . .



_________ ~%:::z ~ -

- - ~ -

-7-

or whose C1~ C~.O!~ he ~ay 3Ct~a~I' Oppose. 2nc~er t~se car~um-

stances, we ~uLr~jt that tae statute is Ln'J~I.LJ in ~anctiordng u~e

o~ s~zckho1~er sssets ~ the o~eratiorvs ~'~;t~ of corporate PACs.
introductory e:qianati

'~ILth thxs i~rl. -" ~irn to our fot~r-

oart ~r~s ~1ti~n. We urgt. ~tG CdL~UI !',r, cI'.~r~i~n, bec.~use

the ~r0~L3iAr.' resoI~i,~n. miv Iar~pK: r-rn~~ futur~

Xmeri~o~ ~Q1:t~~z~; ~cP r ~r w~ro ~edoraI

~ ~t2 b-~ irtc &~r~~y~2 oC cor~orote

p~ Lt~,:~. ~ A .2 '.'c'~Lu.-~itar': *2~c~"2-~

ionat~or'.s.
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aint~c by ins t~t~onaI. ~nvoLve~nts. ;\~ ~2 .3u~erne C~qrt ms~e

2fl United St.~t~3 v. ~ 407 ~;.s. ~ ~I972) fu~1

;oiur.tartness of the zontrlbutiQn iS ~tiU:S ~ :'~r.ixi ~o compii~nce

w~:h the ~tatute 'S b~in On COtPO~tC ~ieC~~ )flS :C)ntr~.bUti~n3.

?e~itt~2rs tin v2.*Y~fl.fl~ tho ~ii 212. L Lrr ~ ~n PAC) h~

~Qfl .~t 4L2-4L4) thai.. 2 ".~mdrJ~. ~I~:t *n .~s ~he b'~n

:a '.u~:cn and :a~:oro~ ~t.~ti:n cc r:L:~ : be ~id

Z~U~S s Qfl .'~th~ t2~ CO~'.t ~2J~.2C125 L~~ O

~Or ~Oi22L23I ~4.3C~ 3Z~ ~flO'~fl.flJ ~.r -chxtce .~na-
tionc. The domino~t ~QnCO~n in ze :trir~c thn.t
crutL~ns i~ :oi'~ntar'.' wa~s ~ ilL to ~ro-
toot the iL '~icinq ~I~ r ~r ~fl;~n r'.omber.

~ ih~ 2:2~'i:1k~ >.urt i:'. L) 2 :~ ':~z, >ik'~c 2fl

1''

2 'i~. ...

i- '.i..2 ~fl 2 ~''~"'' r2':': t222
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not be ~.n :irn~ta~ccs Qers~w'." ~r.j must be "t:ee

~.Oicu dorit~.zns.'

hue the ~~Jtu~c, thus m~makeu cimir thdt tO J~i~y as

uerrn~s~tbid ~oILt.~.11 .~ru~crm3 W 0 r.~to fund" o~p1oyee

~3t.2fl~ ~ 21 ~ L'AC flU~: 02 :uly '/ I ~r.tori, the gua~t~e~

: th. ?~.r:;t A;n~:ir~ ~it 3~!O A0CC~ 3Y2 om 2 tr..n;<~ to tho~ re-

*~t.jnt. .\nd .'c~~nImm :~: La ~ .. , ~m )~It~z>~ h~re,

C~J oeeL roc~utatod ~; stae~za.

Thus, 2.5 2or~ros~o2t~. A~t:.2 ~ nas 2v2.ven rtse to

?o1~~oLatO ~zIi:..c~1 .:t~un C ~ 2V1n4 ~t omnPi~vee

:Qn3.:: ar.s. ~ 1907 2ar~cm - ~zz oa~ ~pj :rcn~. J3.Z~ to :or~or~t~

~n ~i : r.~ 2 L3,. ~ 2u~m~ I 3' 32~Q

k.. PIZTS -.-- *

';(.mt ~-c 3: .tr-~ ~a U - so .j*.::~-'

:t 312
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that tt ~s Cz~ngress~onal iac'~ nts ~hicr'~ h~'e ir'~duo~ ~oz~or3-

tLOnO to solicit their emp~.ove~ to :ontr~b~ito to management's

pol~tioal fund; it is only when the other avenues were c~osed by

1~w ths.t corpora~oris avoi~.ed ~:v~nns~1ves o~ the ~taeute's 'sep4rate

f~-~cj' e eption, lookin~ ~ a .. ~it r~or: to their jwo Lov~~ to

~ ~'or~n~nt ~no2 ::w ita "th~'b on tho ~caies"

to ;::t~t~~ r tZTh~2~.t3 ;~c-o ~ U.S

Moo~r, ~ ~ >,~ -~ot :nii ~iven-~ ~a~a to

.; ~r~ora:e em~lo!e2 ~o1 ~t~zior~ :~z oc1~.~:~s out 2onore~

~anct~oned that soIttat.2~fl. t wao 2ooro~s ~Th~oh ooted the

cc
~ *').,.

22r
2

cJz7u2 ~c:.zo:. t: :'t~1:"~a ,JtZ7

"-r-' - ' .
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i

______ ~ .~ ~
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bu~ions. ~ist~r1guish2-ng betweer~ ca~~gor-i.e~ ~I 'rnpj~y~~ j~ t~

~~t&odQ13gv p T~i~-.tei c~nd itpo~nq ~ g~ncrzd ;~ir~ ~ainst coercion.

The ~o33 Congres~Lona1 re~uX~tton urther ~"r/'~i to rndKe app1~~-

Thu3, t.'.Z~2 p~1r~i~ :~~ciS:~fl - :o~a~e £'ACc

~u1~ rr~m ~ ~ jr~.;.~~>: 2 ~ ~y; Ccn~r:~.3:.Cr.~4

ac~iun, md .ar ai~x5eI~ r~u1~p--~ '-' _'~rr2~.m1I 2Cti~fl --

-. ~ A.~t- nd.xn~n~ ~cLarL. \x~c~ it ~ ~ t~3t t~ 2~tflP1

-- ~*-~

- -- . si~~;';j:'~x~ .J~2 2 Z -~3 -rae>:
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~.o his ~wn ~oIitica1 ~;ieW~ an~ :o ~u~r~t z.~ t1a~e~ ae ~.'ors

(See ~ 2 k1ev v. Valec, 44 .23. ~. a~-1 ~-~o to refrat~ ~ron~

:in.~nci.~g v2.ews O~ C.3USc3 ~e .b~.3 flOe :~~r (lsoar V. ?or.~ikes

43.4 U.S. 31(1973); zf. M hL~i~t~; V. 5treet, P,7 U.3. 740 2A61). cause

~ the .2u~cIarnentil n~crt3nce ~: trie ~r3t Am~'rmimcnt, a1~.

stra:r~ts Qn rree .2xerz~ are r ~ tr:~ ellel zin~c-

~n or flr')mOtOfl 2: *cx4-212 ~ ~3 ~r t.~:*~ V the Aim~ndient.

~boed v. D.itr~1h 3m~:d £.~uC2'~~z~ ~3 <. Y~. Th'~z, 2fl 21r0d

v. ~.irz'.s, 427 U.S. 247 >7K -.- ~ ~ .. :" *.:-.'-.~ -.

r ~zw~'. : .~?22.2ci ~Y. Lz2.C?. .2~-.ce or ~'.;~-

but.or~. 7he res r-z.n~ or ~ z3utt -~ - . ,~. ~t >3, ~nderscores

3d~pQrt, c~nd thua o~ 2-to . ~suranz-e th.at alL ~.2 7ontr.butrons be

~rO2-cho.~C ~Cn2t~er~&':

"L~ ord.or to 32t.i~ zh~ir ~ r

~: t.~ - -~" -. - -

~'~ ' ~ - - -'C ;~:-.;'~--"~

Ja2C~V22F. ~ 2? 3~.' ~.- 5

3'

1 .. -- ' ,

* ~3. 7. .~

.. . .. -

* .. . 2 2P: 2 - . ... .. - - -



-14-

: 1an ,a ,t bu 4ls 3 1 e a, d eve. Ynte , ........ io, Thus, -

-m 
1

beni•gn rn erny la . uii~. .... i o.... ........ ping

-I



- .. - ~

- ~~1~ - . -

t> 20N$ \RE sc'- :"'v:~ POLt2:23L :: rnr E~Y':oNs FP~OM
~ 2~.'::~:c~ s:&zws T!iAT
R~S~$~TING EM2t~OYEZ D(Th'A' 2~2 A~ .AM~) LUSTAPX

Our Complaint tc, th~ Comrnssi.ofl i~ b.~S'21 upon an extenstVe

~ev~W ~ data (see A;~p~ndix o~ 2~r~ r~t~~r~i M.~~als) mucn 0

~ r~az~cn' 3 ;en L~rq~i- *. ~: fl&rzut.:2.ius) :orporat~

- - Ac~,~ ~n Cz i~ . s: Z.~- . ~~2~r> ~

A~izn 2n~:~~ -- ~.hi: s~f ~mmai r-c~r2~~~n -- whic~-. ~ Rm.~3ll~r

~.n 3.~ zut h~s ieen idid 21S ~ Z3tV~OJ. ~n r-.~su~s ~r~m the

:ou tt2fl.
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-. there is ~o ~r~vision i:'. ~r~e ~ ?ACS ~o

the et~oI~veet s ~nonvmitv. ~.zen t.ne vui~er~ I~ty o~ the career

~rnpIoyee~ ~anage~en~'~ know~dge o~ the 1J~n~y o~ ~ontri~utors

~nd non-contr~bu:Qrs an~ ot the ~ounts or Iw~ '~ntributions ha!

~.1~arIy ~o~r~-'ve ~ MX ".~e. Yet all the

2 ~4t.Ofl; suzh cmznct ',.~-.os ~c >±~z b '-rn.-~'I~-'/ ore

~'-~ ~'*~-~ m'i'r- ~ The ~ that ~he ~~'r~-

1 zre~

or: ~r MXZ~. _ i~'S ~3U~flC~ ;~'.~it. n~ :.J::~ ~ -~ t~ ~art~.o:;o~fl~ or

Zd~C ~- r~eiJ -~ ~ such su~oes

~re &~rur b~i the ~e ~ ce~cna~ sol ~~t-v 0fl ~nU u~ or

* ~. ~.2O2. 2 2. ~i2~~ .2

-. I 1 * - I
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reIl~ionsnip between t .Q , oace.rr d thel pbq [,ee,, corporations

:.3fn puace -ect perso.fl! pressure 0, ,-& . 2.4 , qiory .r .e~ployees

.!n d uzse 3uperz'sors .or othcr -su, r...... t ~di'uaS
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~tr~ctu.il ~cb ~rote::~n or ~L-~Zfl :core n:.it ~cn~ '2) there is

no pr.~tence o~ arionvmi~' t~ nrot~t an ~'~-~'' wno ~nes not

to ~on~ce; (3) the hoav~st ~ ar.'! 'ntribut~ons come

from rii.~-Ievo3. c~.roer Iov~o~s past t.n '~r~ ~.tion to refuse

~ r. ..~OStS .ar!>:i . ~ ~ 2 s~u~r'.~ ~ ~er~u.tt~d to

:or~orate ?~C.: .~. - . ir;:ial ror c~erQn

r~itions az~

r ~' r. 2r~z ::2.3z :2.Qr~.!2io d'.r'z~ r

zv !~ ornp~sv~ teor urr~ ci2.zzi2.~ -' or ~ Ct

~ t>~ c~Lc~i~:. i'.r nt'&: 2fl2. .~ !Ofl ~et to ~fl-

cc:

3 ~ .~ *.* .*
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rr-I'e, s ._, O .te . , -or ,o ,. , PACs ianes :rzn .1%6. to 338 and

the iverbose toz .....eecutv, e 2 t:~buton is even, ,ih',,,

2. Sbs .antieI PA :I':,a:,ns air c. '. ., m-indiates from

-rhe e~ss .- n .r-2 nd voi-un~ar'7 zhr~t~ f r'orpcat~. ?!C !ona-

-., : a .;..- .--. ... --...-': : . -
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7%an ! more oovaousl ar exceed or:rai voLut :ary polixacai

ontriut sl to adva~nc~. e ers:onai poLi a1c p r diI. !,c ions.
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s1.aLf$in severgi aa .entl ~~~3 ) Z sr~'Iic.ts un-

,pr.oced :: , cir, er empat ae 2a) :h::e no::::ct, .pr: : a .f m tad e t2opm-

te t t ...... mi. .f .. ..... ...to . 3:) :.cn r C

it uda.~n ~ot no~cr n oprt ;c-rsdn

and 4) are ~~... > , ao' r- c~zf~ :to ysor
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of th~ ?72 fun~ ~re '~ven ~v ~c~tr~ R~bLi.:an .:z~ndi..i~tes.

~) The ?A~ rais~ tos: of its ~on~v i~ Ohi.O 3%) while '.~0n.3ting

only 3% :o car 3t05 in t~ot jt.3t~. 3) 2otun i~s not permit

~i~e ies~.;not~on, ~ther ~y party or d~ot~ ~r the recipients of

tho -~t ~'~2 .2 LW.7 ~onations~ 3~ T~e Z~r:~c~r~ lfl >ias tar-;eted

-~ .~:-. on.;. 2-it-c-. r* ~:'~nt.~ u~-e *:-.. r '.Wation at~u;~t2:

AAr ~ K 1.7 - .~ ±s2t.~.iar ~1~'4Zt.~

-~<~ ~7' j-~.~.**- ~-*~ ~ t7? ~.2.' -~3 '1 Z~.IIIn~ in

-~a'-ro1~ i.&cn:zn ~n h.a~ .12 "V0~'2Z :ofltrlbuton OISe~

~c';ero.~ t..n~s ii.~ove nor I for :h-~ to'.:b. ~f V-~r~iar; 117$.

.2. 7O."~jL ~ .2V r'.±-~2 3Ct2: '-z~ it i-nt

2122 - . 127 -

;;'.i~ Z2'- :2- .. 2 2~2 -

* - - -'nS C"'-
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ar ~ r.:c...P. .23. U ;r d.fCC bu: te .roll departmer

and -the Saecetarv-2.reasurer u':e. accesa t-ce thQ , t.entit; of con-

-ributrs and the a moUx't ;ive~n. 3) Wh,.te 40% o the itemized

contributorz to the . .. ....PAC rle .nor identif~ed s re'w rd by the.

.2d ..... & ,ection .... Cap.' .X9,- h .c .b zr ,.~e~ _ dnr

a- e -~ ,- nO - -a- rsQ-P .£'.. ,2t2P, 2 .
,2C  

I' . anr£,ua. con ,-

37 , l: e 2:;\ :-L:./girla n.I :o::zted on

the average 335. 5 ,) Tho. / the: emDtioee3 :rlc,1,':- be*_h Democrats

S." ' .z $ 2 ' . , :': 2 " , v ~ . . ' : .. - . . ,, ': , ". D :,: ' '"

- * . -2: . . '4 ,2 4: . , . " , ;' .Z "- , " - . . ., '. l '.
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~m~av.~s ~nd .li:..tci~ion ~ctencL3 t~ prO~iuc:.~.c~ fforern~n dnd su~er-

',t.~ors. 5) Mi.ci-L~ve1 nan~eri4 ~od ~rof~s3~on~j emplQy~es .~nake

411 averi;e ~nnuil coRtrlbutxon of $194.~ while *~xe~u~ive-level per-

sonnel ~i'.'e ~n average off $513. 6) Aithot~cjb :carr~bu~nq .~mpIcyees

Lr~clUUe bo~;h De~ccri:s ond ?c uL~l 1n~, .; ~hu ~:~c :ontributions

~c~r ~~~eri to ibl~c.~'. ~ ~) 'i.~. ?AC~O ~t~izeJ

.~3L1LSIOr~..1 anc~ T~ :<.~s~ onl .~ iff ?AC n~r:~~Azt v"; &eo'~ to :21-

LJ.vo~ L:~ ~c's.o ~. ~ "0 .s ~ OYer tP.2

off ff~nd~, .ar~2 ~aro r.ot r:-it~. 2 ~ t:~~.r 1or.a-

zh~ ~coor:ion .o~ -oii~LtoU *.~~ouLove~s ;~oO r~:;t~ond zo solL::ta~.ion~

:3) Tho 23r0or 200 r'o~os the a~oun~ off .~.. ..:.butions

~s .~..

ffo~ ill 2 j.Z2~1'..2.~ *.'0>~ ~ 53t'' ~O in Ir~2i ~t ~21O ~iite

~.L ~n.O '1

2) k

-I

-I



t~ree ~ zoc~itafln ..ir= ,; ,2 w. -- twn p~ll job

_____ __ -.... :

........ 31.2rt " " 7...i . . . . "'. ". ' '" 3r : ,: 3 t2 : : - -
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T a.,
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'
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scL.~c~.ts ~:r~t~cted ~ ~rnpIoye~s, 3r~d 3) n~kes no ?rQvj3Lon

?rotect~nq the anc~nvmity o~ ~on-~*c~n:ribut.~rs or of contri-

butlQn .liTIOUfltS. J~ 3om~ ~P% Of th~ err.~z:~J :ontri.bu~orz .ix~ mid-

~vei Th~rL3qerr Land pr 1ZO~3S.O n~a3.5. 4) ~41ited T~chnolc~u~s '~oes

~or str..:t It.~2i.~ by 3u~r'.v...;or3 zr r~ther ~Lov~cS. ~)

vi.

wa.~ : zz b' th' ?.X2 t~ c~r.d~a'e3 ~.i those ~t&~s. 3) Con-

~bu:~ ~n: oy'±~o~ i~ :~'~ ~ ~ :~ i. Icriat , ~i. :i.zr by ~tr

- - 2 .-.kC -

- . . - .. --.. - -. . .. -- -.-. -. -- . I.

-I

-I
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e~i~.e-~ include Repu ~ais, ~ :~n~rThu-.~d s~xt\'-ei~t

percent or its ~ l~~S' PAC do~at~ns to Dn~a~.j~ candidates.

7) ~ :: tne iterni~d .ionatior.z to the ?AC w~re ~t.uned from

ploy~~s ~n .XL.lb.ima, ~2.o~icIa, LOUi3~i~ AflA ~ Ocirolina, but

-- ,. U ~3Z.3~ C~Z~2r~ 2'...~ ~~cr.~:: z~z ~ ;~vo

~ ::;~n $~.,2OO to

* * .. -t
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~. the ~ the r23ou-~ rr~or~I Leaves

r.o ~oss~Ie room far a ncLuo~.on ~.na: ~ : ~1rat~ ?ACs ~re

V~LUnZ3:7 ~QL~~I ionat~ons. ~n the htrar hc em~ Loyees are

:>'J:.': r~s:~or~I~n; to t.r~c *.~rnoi:ver ~ ~ .~ zcsuLt of

il. .~'.

~

Zr. 2u2.ntJi4~m1 ~1'2 .~Z r2 TarJ ;.. :::3. -~±zZLZ-:3~. th-3.S ~..s

La ..j ~~a:~r ~ ::O.'.~r -.c~ ~.'i:.zc' ha2t

3 ~ -,

.3, ~. ~ -

* - - - ' . - - -- - c .:.~:s: :a~
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- .. ~
Wf>Th~'f- 2 .T ~ -.

r~at~.Qfl wa~i intended as .~ ~ ~r ur~ con~r'bution

w~t~c~ :sera~iz~n; ar~d whethc~r i~ ~s mv~ a hope ~f economic

hene~i

o~ undue inUu~nce .~rLJ'.'; dn9rever ~he~e is

a~ ~nez:aI ~ -- ~uc~ is ~nat b.~t~' ~m~L~ver a~d

~

s~ec zr. ________ ~ 22' .2 ~

9" su~cez~zL~ ~Q ~2r~i~ ~ -

car

.~aece :ac~re 3UC~ unequ~. raI..~>~ :r~r' v> ~r' ~2r~r~ 2j ~rans~er

- ~ .)'.~.22C' ~ J2W 12.~.

* ~.*-

--.- 'rj ~fl

-I
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The sar~e ~r~na VIes appLy w.~en it 3~Sert~ ~ ~at ~ payment

qualiffies as a q~t ~or tax law purposes. There t~e pre~ex~ce or

an'; ~xae~tat~.or1 a~ beneffi: will ~e~e~t ahe rsar.' ~r#~e and VOI-

unta~v ~n~ra~ter ~r a ~onstion. As thc' 2ax ~urt states .t (see

~.e ~ !.z.~>~LL, :~ T'.2. i~f'd. 4~35 ~'.&I .L~, "When

2 ~ .3 W.4J~.. ~.:2. ~' ~ .2:2'. '. 2'ffi .~2

z ~rar Th.'~ ri..~ ~ .b4 22 .2~22n 22UC. ':'~~ .2 ~in r->e 0aur-. ntia~. z ~ci

______ 'z. 2~. ~'2~ 2:n, ~ 'I').~OY w~ a

>22.2222.: .222t.2r~ . ~ 2~ ± ~.2:. .. ~ar az3 ~2Y

24, 42 92fl) Ei~s a 22a:~'.Qte an2( szeCu2t~';e a:sa.2b ~:': 22Z turr

~e-.~:~t :sit~ the :~a~n a: _____ S Ja, ';. 2n~t~~ 3~.at~s,

~2.3 yft.

g Z " aiL 2, '.c% ':t .c; sh : . :-- '5 
'

- 2;:

* *, .. ~ - ',2

.22.22

* 22 Cfl*
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per .,n .L~. .tions ieven by .iupervisors ,3r-,i by .ig cmpanry

Ancd =e ?AC contributenti ,± a uth -*..Droves tree giv ing,

.cos " z .. =.. - .-,-y t tn ".s r ":w> ; -:Cr. ;' 1 :, L-Z". I bi. e .av , .

- '~3.'; .. n , ==z, . : g vi " anst td1 m '.'2r 3 - :' .-: . f -o,-, .. .': :" ;:e s.!a ' ~

2::= .. Z~1 ... , ,0d 3 i " 2:. t " ..- - : ?[ ". - . . '.. _ " .. .r 7N.2 ,

"_- _ : ... . .- - - - - - -- .: = : .. 3 ,, 7 . 4 .' .- .2 .- D

_ "-. - -. . -:r - ,, ._ :':,,' ; -:i . ..., _---_ " " .r , , . -. ' - " S : 3 " '

-I

-I



-I ____

- ~

~!' ThE .ll)RPOATE Pc:.:T:cAt. A t'i ~OMMITTET.~S'
ChL\LL~NGTD c~ A1~:2M3 AP2 P~MIJ E M~, THEN
T~IESTATUTV3 BA~ ~NT~' V~!1TION~ TO
FEbERAL EZEW:TtONS :s ~ ~i~i _________

LATES TH!.~ :O~rST:TUT [2N

or .~J~r31 L .~ .. ~': 2'fl.fl~ /~.Oi~C~ by ~

Qr~rv~i..y~s ~ ~ ~O'22r2t 2>~.. 1
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U nins h~ave , o :~oarab~e conomic t, wer over 'thousands ,of

career empl.oyees :or building mass ive po t :i, treasure chests.

Unions must epend t~r heart'S ,ai1 -f th r PAC -escures upon

• a,,r .,ear not 3:Th
] 

a]r 3?Y)9 le '"'cr' , i '.;, -me :!Se with,

t- 
-
- -,:. :';.

.... nt r'..z .t2n:::n :-3U am~oLt an- ic.i:a3~ n ,tKaI ¢ -s, n iy i

2$:.e[ . ont Lan -- 'r.h-c 3-a0 ;ort.on: J4. i : the t. t n'e'i'tatis5

.a-- :i 7 .,e.it t s , .:o, o. ."q L:: ' . ' - " . Ii.c"i4.nat

L. 2: £; L Z . :~i .' ,'q " : '[ ' -. ": -" "T , l ?.. - * ', .' ,d - t .
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must b~ ~i~d to the c~her C p~iiir~g const~eratior.s .4e have pre-

:iOusiv ~3et tortit ~A3 ~zomp~.i~nt, ~o suprnort ~he ccncL~iQn

~.hat ~orpor~te Potit.caI Act~sn Committees are ~ ~ vto-

~a~ion o~ feder~i. iciw.

LI,

-I
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IV~ T1!~ STATU'E'2 ~
?:UANC:>t(;_:)Fr~iL Jc~ws ~r ______

E_________ ;[~m; ~

~ ~vy ~.r:i.' "r.~c ~.i.t ~ js ~ by

U -. .7..

~AC :.Lc~rw

L. . ~ 1Z. .~r -
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Th', s, wr -., .' n3 ,or..... t" to~kho! Aers '

3sisetS to meet the ,a)erl-tnq :os:s ,o cror. t -: PA it authlorizes

the .tnvoiuntarv use 9i :it, izen~s a~; ';s for~ t'he S~pport o£

o.-tcia. c.an IdaeP3 whom he !may ,no wtz= to , ., u:r.r and may

.. . ... . c c : r. . o m :~'~.. :2. ~2 . U~. h4S

"ho ' 2 rt- ... , nstr.:v.I :;.~ aL w. ' Lf., qt,- A.:': to b,: theo ,. , zuis-' .. ,.=r-,

.2_2, _, ,. .. 2 . -

" :'. . . i-.. "'- ... . . -,-, ,~

' - :TS' .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . ... ..: :S=D,:L 2 .. ' . . L (...

Z'=.,.?.:: c'- r ,- :-' 75 . i":'..:, .2 4.. ,._ k 
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when, under 2 EU.2.C. iec.=on . . .44,lbt.V < t.C , tokholer &1 ets are

use h c ¢otportio n fr t.hn politicaI pur~o se a2 Lunding sOlicit-

atio a f 3 -A f n s d t :k e i L ,[ c n -b 9 _
.. .2 , 0 , .. . S '9 Z '! ' 1 ; ' ' " + " - , = "

°.)L'L3" ' 'P.kt i _' - . 32. Z "-'2 2! l'
' °  

- L-" "'1

th zr~e _ ns msn~~ mi F evce~, d a] eas ~
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t, wUii~ni Winn~sin~er~ beir~g ~jr3t ~Wy sworn do 2ssert

~J~e fort±ooing C~pLaint i.~ ~rut .

/
/ -
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~1~

I I . . ~
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APPEN DTX OF CORROBORATI NG MATERI ALS



,A!"1T INOUS TR1,.1.S

1. DART SOtI.CITS .... kROTC T.ED C AREER E! DLOYEES: Employee contracts a re rare
fo r w~h ite-c i ia r :or man ager i il e mpl :oyees; 9/4/79 teliephonr conve rsat ion wit h
Neil Miller, Cons.itant, Ueprtrent , of Labor, fomer la professor, .. , a~ssociate
wi th NAC A so i at es, '4as h ingt on, D. C.

2 DRTtAKS O RV1I0 T ROE~ TEANOMYI4ITY OF COMTRt8U TORS OR N-

CO{REUT Ter'e IS no indie~ation ,that Dart tn.kes any! provision in the
auimiflistratiol of its i:AC to protect the anontnity of Cafltrileutors or

3. ARTco~CETRAESITSFU~iRUI E FORTS ON OFFICERS h(.RORTvC-

irES!DThSTS: Tis inIorri~atitn was:; .obta:ined from 1978 Dart d iseosure rc.....
ftiled: with the FE.
A :gre~ate :No., , tot. Awe.t. of Contrrb.. ? tot. Av-erag

Exec,. l evel. 123
cont ributors

55, $ 85Qo34, CG 80%
Contribution
$ 6 91

Bre~kgown. hy execut i vr occupional 13 leve I

corp. pres.

Div. tIres. L
Exc.VL 25 o

2 Z

:$ 298 50. 0

; ,43549.0

I V635.00

4, DART RKLli'F 0.Nl I ER:;O' .--:a E! O"1 SOLICITATIO!O T IiLYF2A0DE O
lRO~l~t . ........l0 PY 1 ;:;1:,LDJ ATE SULERVISCR&: Epoe ar~c subjc o O

na;:d fron itie ..... te...suI:>, rv i; :wrm idividc ! ne':t contri bti t. fn{ to, the
AC ;ire: contznote(i I3! i'v 

:  
t-kpis : ' j" ''In ' t c'V -i*,tr s l

'' i.fS ]f an. i f th, gv *I =,, t : n l

.. ................. ARE ....... I) £C ' ....... C:OM TR i BJT I0 S TN:a l AtiOUN TS E;,T , E R[LaY F. YO, U
VIi iAL IC LiTICiL CIVINtJ: Thle f",l ow~i n:. i nformat ion as: obt~ained from 1972:
Dart disclo -ure rcpurLs- .iled with the' PiC.

Oc eupat ' i.
Cat eg ory

.xe:... 1 e w'I 123

' t';i'.r: 83

coot r b u t r

39'%

Lower level

aOi t, ;ri but i on<

$: 85034.00o

-6%C .. c

% tait. A'/erapeaUn t Co nt ribut iOn-

8C~ $ £01

$ '3~

6 $, a %4

28%

41%

11%

$1755

$ 76,4

$ 237'



6... :ALTHOUGH MANY C0NTRIBUTORS TO TEE P AC ARE DE$ORTS: THE VAST PR ONDER-
ANCE OF CORI'ORATE PAC MONIEKS GOES: TO R EUBLICAN: CANDIDATES.

(nfori at io vt- ti n f or. f! C "L Index:)

liuuse
Lc~tmc rats

r~itc~
Dcwcc rat ~

Torn
bon~ocr3

35

16

ii;7

~fldiC'Z~~tCbS b~' ~Vruse arid Serizitc~:

$ 77C0.0C
$4 1:2 5n0, .1

$ 210.0

$!!32 1, .0

S TA T US This i r i: or :,"a tic n w ', co C:ilc: :d fro t' 1i1 78 b~rt .discos,(i::ur:e report s il[e d
: :,tj th the EEC and tim: FELC '"D": ' I dex.

S4 stat e a, re~t e
UP ~of tlhe itCO~iZ(d rcc~E± )r: pt , 2 . ... ..... u.... I r er .. ... : i... . ..A .FL .....

Sate
AL

Arat.., Rt ''d$: 200.00

A : $ 100,00
C'A $3 1719.0

$ 4200.,00

$ 24 950 . cO
y 750.00

$ 325.00

$ 125.00:

S500.00:

, 25.00:

.$ 2175.00

$ lL~O. C0o

$ 100.00G

% o2 .

32%

2 4

,3%
.3 %

2%

57.~

Nv Cy 25.00:

Am ioun t L2 o: r ibut eci

$ 500.)(

$ 170o

$ !75:9. C(

$ 3 509.00

,1 20 .00O

$ i Cb

$ 5C'~'. Cc

C. 0.:~
:;N .......

,~ tc~~ a.mL

1 .4

57,

10 ~.

4;;

'4 'I,

I,,,
'4,,

16%

97/0

CT
DE.

FL

GA

iL

I A

KS

MHE

MA

MT



/

DART IN DUSTR IES CON T'D ,

Amt. Re c' d.

$ 7425,OC

S6405.O(

100.00.

$ 575.500
$ 20.,00

$ i25 0

$ 1200. 0

7, tot. arnt.

(1%

.'.
,2Z

.02%
1"'jJ.~

WI $ 3200.00
WY

Amt. Con tri£bu ted

. 5o9,CO$ 7oC O0
$ 25.0 0 ;
$ :250C .00
$ 2000.00
$ 1O00.OC

$ 1400.00
$ 200.00
$:20'000.00
$ 3009.010

$ 2000.00O
$ 4o09.oc0
$ 1000.00
. :500. 00:

7. tot. amt.

... 4
6%

.2%

2%

.87o.

1%
2%i

16%

2%

3 %

8. .M'LYEE AE OTL~EMITE) T DS1NI , ITHFER BY PARTY OR CANDi DAT,
TUE RECiI'I T OiF THEiR DONATIONS: Article IV of the By-Laws of Dart
...Indus ri es, Inc. P:AC .....states th.t :"no contr i but ...ions made: to DAR.'AC
shall be acc epted when des fgnat d: by the c~ontrlbutoer f or an namned
cand]i date or party4 y

dsetosd in the: 1978: Standard & P'oor s k$es~ister partic:ipate in th~e
FAC. Informatioti iS not available corncernin~g thm participatien
rates of mid-level man'aigers and rfscas

10 TH PUBLI.C RECORD: LOES . ..NOT INDIC~AT', ANY ........... N ~ RCES~A

NY

OH

RI
Sc

TX
VA
VT
WA

........ _/ #{ i - ' w 
£' '' - -- :z -

- = -- _, -. -- : , m=- ------ -- £/ ; _ 2_2 ..... ........ i u ........................ :-I J < L -- , .

5tat

@ O



), EATOI SOIACTTS UNLROTEGTED (.\AREER EMF LOYiZS: Enployee contracts are rare for
white-collar or rranageria! emplotyees; 9/47 ~ teieph)4ln conversation~ with
NeiM :tiner Ci;suJtaot, are'.cut &F Loor, forner law pro.........cate
MA C ,,ssoc i te s 1 ashi n gton, D. •

".. ATO '~ "; .... NO ?.t OViSION .. .TO R~CT.C ," ..T * OY2T OF T1GS C.,.*, ,, ., ,,I". UTO ,''

m.3ke nc provif silco to prote.ct th } tfl(n:fny~2i ity o .f th~'sr contr ibu tots or

2. ThL - '.. . .. R, .... E 0' 1 13 ..... ., , D)-lEV2L .,i., ,Sa ,,, L L TOFESSI ON;AIS:
Ui 6-levi~ oa-; ,, r... and pro fe ;sila cons ti tutedi 8g. of the total i.temi zed

cotibuos'ioteI. n17S aICCt)Unl1ng for 71% of the total I trn em.,d
.. ..bton~(S~- 197. Eaton dincin~sure r~po:rts. riled with the FEC)

Jobh t ites :fallI ing w" thin thi S OCCLU'atifon21 c lasif icat ion :
(on~rouller, ,,drnnistrative EnZ. , Chief ,Research

"Division , 1'r"nci"

" .[ I ont .~CUti ve
Ge. Mr, turchdsing MH;t-, Iroduc-t Eng.

C" eo. I~-o-", Salaried ayroll
~~Div. ,,k. g. Mgr., , State .and Local Taxes

Div. -gr" , Treasury Serv.
,.g ,. ... ,g. & Distrib. ", 1Fub. Aff.

, , o uctl, e..
, fg.I W" , K\.' / Accoun)lt

.', b'V'"it "

, rofes- i O!1.L Recrtt itin " L, -nra G... Lt s Aes
.,S;peciaA i.roject~s ...i:, ., (hi~- I ncJ stria1
, iu.uih.... ! lciesC Chi Lroject

! '] 
-'

" &S r.soTC.rC JJ. IV. -,- ,. i lannii:vZ
", . . .n Sv,,rv. ,fir. Tranffic

, Cor.put*. ervp " Aorl c! t ,,r, n2 t

!-roj. Sys - 11ev ,,'~ tcaidGv.R
" lIanning Int1 l ,,

"I S" .,bus- D v. ,
IS S~ . . ... t Cvrrti. [ing Idce , t-v

" ata Adoi ii.' ........oa C, -~~

" : S 'erv. c.,?ieAsno he

' Dc . Ad~ , L' ;i :' ; T c ch." Srv

I! . ... t~f • It , A.21C'c7t~
: Irnu&. c ..... r, : £flge_t. r i r'. -& .Lanr'iin

. . . .. ..
. . . . . ... ..... . .. . . .. ...... ... . ...... .. ... .. . ... . .

f .. .... .. .. . ...... . ... . .. ...... .... 
.. ........................ .. .......... .. .. . . . . . . .. .. .. ... . ..... . ... .. . .. .... ... ..... .... .. . ... . ... ... . ...... ..



zrouct L r r~xm Developmen t
Sr, Int'l. Analyst

:GenerlM.Gnrllout

Re g ca M~ g r., Fl ui d 1owe r

General Super.C on SU I ta~t

Uni t Migr.
Finance Dire,=o

4. EATON REL IES UN :ERS...... E ;>: SCLIITATIO OF ITS ..... ' ... AN OE O
tRHIM:T SOLICTTTIOM 5Y ,IMII.UIA,;TF, SULRVISORS: There is: no prohibitio0n

of sbordinate employees by sti2rors or other bigher-ui'r. In response
to0 a, s urvey uo d uc t'ed by TyF' :; Pe ea r h A s:uci ia t e , W",,i",i ", tr c: ei,. . i n

Yri ...... atns.... d tha "ou f ace-t n-f t. t ri' with... or an age rs
were the most ef~ec:tive rneth of solici tat ion."

GIVIIIG: The fol lowi n;'inforaio was obtained £roP, Ii/:,t EVatn disciosure

C'. t gory
No. %tot.

coo t r.i but o r
Aot uin ut i0

$1 :-, *4,

4. tot.

28

1;-?. 11I'w.t levo I
~ ~r C,

averageContribu I,,.

$ 620

~$ 2CY

$' 17?

PRELU N -R':,C OF CO.OAEPA UlS G IV EN TO R-,CI'U ULI CAN' CAN DI DATES.•

(n f o riat,,, ,.al.... f rut FE "D" i n de.,-

.... u b i cafln

'1 3 tc ca..
o ' . ... .; {

$:- 7 ', i ..

Q10'6 ,Ce

-5

tf.'t . C02

I 2x

S5:,:

£' ;

0 ,O

lnLc..c':7;

• . .

':1%



1rte a .rega te
53%' of the itemized receipts wore ohtained frorm erploye In

8% of i'AC: federaI don~ations wet¢t to races in this state.

4 trt-e a~r~vae:
76%a ef t he i tem i ed ree,i pt s were oL,, n :ed fr [or. emplI ,ye,:n i n
342? o~F ;AC Eecderal dotnatiions wet to races in these .'tnres.

OH.

KY, I NC and 0!i.

Aint. Rec:'d.

i 96.30

$ 2501.06
... 351,.25;

$ 413.0 4

$ 821.5

$550.51i

$ 604.82
': 2405.83;

$ :2535. 6:6

111L.62

,322. 27
474.21

4%

I Z

33,

S 7

:$ 3 750.00O
S250.00
$ 2000.00

$ 550,00

y61.00'.00
$ 22 0.0o
$ 21!00.00;

$ 90C'.0 0P
$ 730.00n

. 1.0&c,. 00

y I 00,0<, . O0

y" 2l500a .00

C.,,i= C C

.) 3800C.00o

$ 1100:.00tC
... 53.. 0

C' 300.00 ,'

AL
A-R
AZ

CO

IL
IN
IA
KS
KY

MU

lIT

NY

NC

OK
lA
Sc
SD

TX
UT
VA

WA

2%
4%

2%

2%

4%

6%

3'%

4,7,

1%

2% 
54

8:%,

7. MOJT )f~ THi : 3.LOYEES' DONATIONqS A?(E U D FOR FE,:DERAL CA.\,,GNS IN 0Tij R STATES:

This inforniaten :was cor!!flec! frr, 1978. etn disclosure reports filed with
the, FEC and the FEG "D'" .Index.



EATON CROTON CONT 1 D.

8. EM) LO~ES ARE OT E tITTLD 70!OD I)GNATE EITH2R LZY IAR{TY OR CANDIDATETH

m Sno pr.vii.n.. th~e a r' tato oiit IC for Ixart Cipntifg emp.!ovee5,.
tio earria r k t h i r ccncr ,i bu t, o u;,

It: icevt i y e ] .Corn euda tit i on: han< . r d:ti a t: o: p ;s i t :,' lu , iI i pti p a L ,ee

FE ) 5iir th o " .... ,



GSEALEECTRIC

1. GE:N E7L I ....ECTRiC S OLI CITS UNlROT LT E "A~ E .... ~loce otrcs r
rar " fo r whit e. coll ar or rana et-i al em pl]oyee s; / !7 t el e ph one C onVersat ion
with Nei Miler, Consult:ant, ... Deatmn ... L..r......a pofsr

2. .E MAESNO.....IIO F0Q OTECTING TW~E ANqONYY~iTY oF CONTR!,nUTOa.S OR
NON-CONTRZi3UTORS: Although Article VI of thre :on-Iartis nn L olifrcal
Sup:port Commttee , Ar tic les of Assetci a tion s arneadeal Nove'mber 17, 1976,
statp s"' c mtinttLe emrber s, sol i i to rs an d per-son s wo rkir{ -i f h the Comittee
in any capacity shall trea t as ofdeta all information coincerning'
the politicaI contribu~tions of individuals or their failur to ontriibute <"
the !FECA di sclosure recqttirem .:nts negate ~uch connf ident:il i ty.

3. THE... ....... .....RIMAR. SOURCE (W FUN DS "1 CAREER iI D- LEVFL ... AN ACER3 AND I ' ,OVl ..... LSatON ... 'ALS :
..... - level nanagers aaid ...........profcss,0nals con~t:tuted 78% of the to{tal
terni ed contributors to the IA C in i97 .. co.n. ..... ~ofte.to

i te:mi zed Cotiutos (Se.- 1978 G.,E. disclo:suroe r:epots El led: t,'iti the

' 3 ~Jb ttes fallin~g ui thin this ,occupatiunal cut:egory:

:a~na ing 1) r:ec to~r

Assite Copoat edca Dr

L,,,~jv - r'4'r.: :,

" 8citrr ck. grv. Dv

' " Aviation Scr v.

" " 8kS, rg. Dept =

" d!:e ofl L, o.

ft

t

fn t :.

. ... tg. :

£ '; I l8 f C
Foi. Li. Rpl Op, .$ e,

Ens.... ,, '.entrt n:y
'e'; h ,*:-ey r < i

...... Ac' ,, 'oreb.
: dt I, O" . ..

~.r d. -

t,rL: t'r, ,

. t;_.C, J' ,n ; ..

'-or:. .:i a. I at::. • :vaa y.
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If

ft

I,

lI

i t

fti

'I

Ji

ft-

ft

If

ft

ft

! :cO I D ',

Skti. Ari~tay Tb

1(t 1 s.tc, n

G~u. Sat. }an(wt

Lanahit; c Corp, Fjn.,

Fie. c St :ripp. S'rv.

2:ri e he !

4. TVi :"TICL:E5 QF (I) .J ~i.IC OF'.J' 'TIL iE : k t *JA13\' L Lt1 1,: . L OiT (P(':I ITEE

:> ... API..- Arrticli v] of tim wt:-,, IYW UiL" ~ )'" oti~,nrP
i, rL~Cl(''- of ,' scation states that, n'' tryl ,ye., siiaiI in.,. icit cent ribu ions~
f rcr, am; o tht r eor' I olyre who report-s !t 1i r or i & bclcw hi u, {e'el in h
C uiipany ort a t on s truc tore. }IoeOVCr , in r-. F cnso to a : u rvcy con~tOct

in A' pri I, ,.° e b, iy Ty'%'" .. Rs'arC4 ,is&I)1,f.,
1  

W ,siii n't~o.i D.C., GE s'tates
.that persor-~o.-purson solid tad on wii: the mu. t Ci'fe ct iV(' Feth~od o-f conta('t.

5. LU4L OYEES ARE RESONPtNG-WflTh CQ:.;TRbt;TW :7;g qI.ELY E.YfON N'OJ:'AL L.3LITICAL
GIVING: Thm 0l hxwing informatixon v.'a< obt'line froraVV 098 S. di sclisurc
re'port.s iIed with the FEC.

0cc~pat ' I.

C , ar e

l'4 0

i(i-I0VP~ mpr~.3C)4

~. prt)t.s

7 -to t r ~i:ouOL Of ;1rn t.8a!

447,,

737;

(ont r ibut io n

$ 6

"ft e Sci enc es
*'er ,onnel Acctg.

Consultant Ex;ec. t~arnower Staff
v, ' a niog er

Coun se I
At ty.
Corp. Af, C:OUOs(4

m~tt'l. Trzadfnp, Coturc4
(Lonirsel '1

SI dtt cri~t

'" ,e ro,:;pacn Group
Mgr. Eng.
"' " Ope r ati onus

C.hief En,{. murd.
,,pgr, EDig. £, Mnft,. g.
Nait'I. Sci,-,nca &. Eg.
Na(t'l. t cctg. Sales:
C.n. W$trr. .,ale's & Semv.

" Eur. Sales Op.
" SE. lealer Sa~ies Op.
" Retai] ,ales U~iv,

,l,,tt . & Distrib, Sales

Saf L:Xf ¢ :[ttI Et. Salo

Op.



6. ALTHOUGH INDIVIDUAL EMVLOYEES ARE USUALLY REGISTERED DEMOCRATS OR REPUBLICANS,
AS A COR,0ORTION RELUANT ON GOVERIMFNT CONTRACTS, GE ATTEMITS TO 'MAIMtIZE ITS
POLiTICAL INFLUFENCE BY SPLITTING THE PAC DONATIONS EVENLY BETWEEN RPUBLICAN

AN D DE$OCRATI"C CANDI!DATE S.

(I!n ,fnrmza i on

Re'puLl i cans

Thj.Fubi jCan s

l: .'m!oC rat s

G.E. s contributon to federal,
taken from the FEC "'D": Index)

NO. sujorted
127

% tot. cand.

53%

59%
105

can didat es by ius e and Se,ktao

$ 2"1G0.0
* tot. centril

64%
36~
39%

$ 3146 0.

.$ 57 475. C
$ 526,20.00

617o

52 o

/. IOS r'T~ ~LY~S UNTI:sARE USEDT F0? ::. .........L .....i~ INOiRSTTS

the FEC and the FEC "U": indiex.

I ntate ~gprc'eate:
39w. of the itemized rcceipt~ were obtairie~! frorv. cry1oyer~s ii CT.
32 of E :~C feder~1 donatimns vent to races; I th i

4 .starc' re~>',tci:
iJ ~. ~,f tfl~~ I t(:~iZOcI roce~ptS

1 2A~ Of L~d~ federal dotiatjon.';
WC't(' oht al
~~nt to races

tot. amt.

CT
Dg

$ 33t0.00O

$40375.00

$ 350.00
$ 763.,0

Q , 300 £;. ,

$ sso.oo

$ 3150,0C
$275.:0:

3;;

39%

3:
.7%

in ttc e s~eato :;.

$ 44C0.00
$ 2i0.{COC
$ 2400. O:C

$ 650o .OC,
$ 272.....

$ 2?50. C,
$ 170C,00

$ 7C0;.CC,
$ 7cQc .C

$ 119(;, C'
$ 1100.,02

Z 1;95oCl,,
C' a~.pe

$ 3rC.C'C X,

$ 2C0On. CC

2%

6;%
.%
,o

572o

12

3%'

C""

: Re,° : d,



II

GENERAL FL~XT~IC CO4T~D.

St ate

N H
NJ

N Yf

OH

OR

RI

$ 14690,00
$ 150.00
$ o400.00

$ 7365.00

TN $ 650.0

UT
VA $ 2200
VT $ 100.00

WI $ 725.00"

WA SHi.,D ;C$ 1600.00

14!%

9%,

.6%

.6%

2%a

$ 1000.
$ 3350. CC
$ 2000.C0c
$ 38.35.:00
$ 2500.,00

$ 40.
$ 2500.0:0

$ 19200.00

$ 100.C?

$ 1200.00
$ 2850..00

$ 300.00

$ 1550.0

$ .100.00
$ 600.000

.2%

3%'

3%

'

2%

1%

.3%.

1%

b~(25% of: the itie d on buoh :r~ k th i r:. dnn iof; .

Liohn C,-iDmwer S....: ..

Carl Sciemmer .Gtf
.. .. iake A.~ J.GRavfiel

.Ut'erne A. iarris ' ... Giford

Char e S Reed , ,
Ii avid Cult~y Loui5 V, ?ornasetti

.... . Thulo a1ie L., +E++ or ++ham!;fTih) . :K. Edenf6eid Donald R. Le.....
.o++)rrs A+ ... iki .. 0..3.~
Mc'+rc J. D'Ar... ... ~ . ......... -~. ...... .Eret ng iaines i .di Wa...i n o

dI .thur Ad, jOnol:, :, i '- .+e dt1,Se

,:[Ort'i:an U. Scnll I M unn

R ITY



GE4EEtAr. ZL2CTRI C CCM :T D.

Richaird £. Falk
WaJ r L Rb
Ri chard a. Smi t h

larren E. Klndt
gichreel C . Finn
13trnard L. Ko ff
Joh~n C. t irtie

Lucas i. Hart;, J~r.
'hus, Ib. Lentd
A, Liwrencre b,e'....kcy
'Kennetih Farmer
Theoci o re Chesslie r
Irv~n U. Griffin

R......... boneg a
Richard '. H:

Robt .. J. Qanning

Tohr;, i Je r't

L i; J ?, ,act%1ialc

,' ... C. ..... ,;tLeC ;that 7r'.

....c in .... 7 Sta j i~ rc & .

Lhon L. Sor'n-:on:
Edwar d Wo11
...... R. Feng ! t ,
J'TII e~s .2. Cos t e l J
Ro, t ,. 1, tylh t!n
l av i '2. t~urke

Ter 'nce 2-. NicCtnrv

flu ri 1 2 . Ri.k~ c :,,i,;n

V i nce n , .. dJohii';rn
tir thiidr M . .. ......
John i3. Cliarke,:

Ciha. R; . i:mc h
~rv iJ 2 ,... I£enne r

,St e T hen. K. Ga1' pin
Herbr J. K;ndil

Lad i i r~i~ ar e ' a

tL(,,: r , -; t: 'n

7 t,; Kfeb ' .:' 2r,, 1  r v, r'f icers
o .,,, ,,,,., 1'(a i" ! , t - '

U). Ci '" ..... ........ .... ...... ' OF' E . ' : 0..... ... 2 a " ... ."YLQ;. - 'K": gi;e of the C s'....... ) d in anoun. ......... the t e ,,,s, n emO i" tf c rien 't,:rr ;C e..in r i 3: c oi;:atec -r : F :,,v, r .t.re :, .... '. iU t 2: ,1 v ... ,. .... ge an



~ei .... ....... .. .. an , D.. ..~nt u L.'or, f rr~er ta. iFrc~snr, asseic!iatr.

D.C.,, all comtrcibut:ions to CGenera1 >Motnrs are Senr dirtctlv to :a

re .tr.ct p~si-op~ .. ... s t c i -I n of ...' .ub r ... t. by.....i~1d

3.i". ... .&.LC FUD3tS.VE :DID- ' M..GT *X' Q2KT'A

¢ .: D r , c:: :: '5;[ 1ilu': Ci CS Ut " O 'k~ '8':'r m ~rfs;ua

o i :- . , ..~ :~~c, :Ouc, vn . I . .. . O~ f £c

I:r{ . C. : ro._d. C nro .-Ul. 0 , LIC vtdi *' ivc'Liv

ii,' 'in], ' .. .... I'* c'

, t - r . ' .. ..L ' ±v, u :t r ln a. 011.' = '.

.... ' (.he v * ...... ii ;L u "r"it c
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Delc F 0

g i sher Body D)iv.

Ele+ct ro-Do!:+tj+v e
Fri g icic. r~e

AC Spark sl!Ug Div.+

Rait or D + : iv .tii ,

1;* + '

* CApensation Records
Dhir. G, :+.arts ,.iv.

Fisher hody Div.
C .! Assembly :Div
Chev. N+etul Coating
Ce ntral1 Found ry i v.

i(Intliac Div.
,.(: St:ark t lug ['iv.

i'ru:,-, Test & Eval.

J Lurch Gut~id¢e Div.
Larts Nlktg.

,'1 ] liIer Or,4
Chart &Di'tia

i. rod. g,- Assembly,
En1 ', C Re 1 abj i tv
Diesel Equip..
a, ili tiea lX-:si+ 1 Jrl - .

Re 1 iab.i li tv Audit

{",,1c ., A/c Unit.

It' a r t LS :li :e'

Cz ot~t I]+ i. 1 f' A+CCUo~n t

Tco:-;i Nat. Cont ro]

I iiti" Eng. & (on zructien

I ric. Anal.
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Def.co .lectronic, Div
Staff Ope-r. Env. activities

L'oIi e e & 1 rocd ure s
1.]eji& Ret.,
_ ,.,n o.r, Chev, Div

La U : ,#,..+'+ag: ... og

tU!at Control, & Ltirh

Mg. GMC iv
" Chev, Sales Dlv.
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' GeneralI
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GViUZ.AL MQT0P~- CO?.10R.TION

Exec ¢ st. to V'z?£n

Cief igg. ru1 iv.
Supt of >Ft2V, 1a gineering

Su ,  C t . o is

Iij . C iv 'rt llee ......

... de t (, ' :

i; . e iU i ro ,w e i bi~~

KI-

1,
1
H r :. i 2 'rnt ood ath ibta ned:C )rc

M{g, r.urrent rod. Erg.
asst. Chief =rtu~vs' g

, gr. Sys,. Lo...

Sup t Wor .... I~r

, s:st. Tr%.a~5ur r

G ',I r i,,:t .d

D:i . £f[ : ~c,;jc ) ; i ct i . t

g ' crv. L,rL' Qpe~r/:

C i: of. *:l:., L { ',s I . a o

OI'1I( F i It I)! (13 ~;c' I o.'ur''

StU:. ERT3K{ There n o known r:'" h i hi t i<n: on uo I i ci tar Ii of :<I::bcrdj a

.5. L2K? LOYiiiS ..JZ~ aLS~QXIiING ~IT1I CUUT~IDtJTICN3 ~u :2IF' ~TZ
I OLITIc:u. ~JiViNG:
re~'vrt~; f~ icc? with the F1SG.

nce £ fro 1978 GMdiucs SU re

0 g a,:: ' I
,''.

iE<.or lo V , i

,unc a; , Z ,er ,

co [t ri bu torS

71Z 95%

* J I"

Ciont rui it ong

$ 1Ol 0; 25. ,cc

$ 52.eC.

1---I

Avera~ e
Contribution

.$ eco

$ 50

.1 i:; ice

CON T'D.

/;

.! i O:ti',l t



6. ALTIOUCIiN Y CONTRIBUTORS TO ThE, PAC ARE DEMOCRATS,; TE VAST PREPON- ..
DERACE GEF CORPORATE PAC MNIES GOES, TO REWJBLICA.N CANDIDATS .

1k', . ,, nort.'i
41 7

'(~ LIII C -~ -~

in t

* I

T~: .nl
I'tir~(ic rats

7'

3C '

6 ,1 2123

222:
I -*~-~

3 Z~
65:

$ .:6 ('I'

$. 31:...

>: Bi :({'

76,;;

N

7 * *~ OST CF ~ *c: i. oy~>~ :'U1ArT ols A27: w: 2v~ F2~ ~ .\1 J~ ~ TI ~~r; ~zmj~;

A2'iI s irifnr;~.at i ui~x ~ '..u;~. It J ftu;.. 1~i2 C. ~ ~;c i~~ure rr~ur fi ~ ;j

the FF(. z~nd VLC ''!" I 'ri~e~~

: t e i tI( ... ?i ,1 UIU i ,:,

AZ

A

CO
CT

IL,

25,35.0
300 .00

S5:0.0C(1

,~i 545.00
$ 1575.CO

?

S-I 34~'f C''I ~

~
9, = L

9 ~

A ~C'( ("(N

~ 402.CC

.~

I -~'

9

r * ~ t ~ ~I

iii ~K1 ,
T'I

2'

U.

/4xw., ~
I.-

y 1('IUi *~

~? 1 d I(' *

y

~ 1200.02
$ 200.CO
$ IOCt).CX
$ 40r'.oc"
(' c~'n ('*

9 ~ t.

? 21(~

~ (KK"..rr
9

9

$~ AXk\

$ C\C.,

~
A ~ -
.? ~-*~-.'.

? rr,' (

y 20C .i.~(

~

~~iI *~i

~, ~CJI 2>

if,
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GENER.AL MOTORS CO'

.4,t

2:!
a;:

?'.,4
£3

:;

;IY

Arnt. Recd.

y

$ '~774,(~
~

)~? ;Q;*C.r
'VQ.Of'

~3)

$ 2~.rW~

r~

Y2S.F(~

>~ .00

r~ 1350.0$'

~i 2S~00
2C'O.CC

* i":.,
I %.

j,. ~

R± KCC1!UZ~T O0F THEIR DO, N.TIQiS: 24. (3. i ot11erie c.tibtr
t:o the FAC earma rkcdter otiu8ci; Ths-h~l~jte n *coutdfr

,- :: 1 t :7 ;8 O ,, .. .. o f t ho a t m z d A e ~ p
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~?

~
;~ 1('('~ *'

~ ?gTp*cw.
~

2"~ *C"'

51$' *~~j
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~
~ ?~(i *rY~
~ ~2~f' O~"

~

~; ~to.cr'

~

I
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1. GRU.,h:,N $OLtCITS UNi- ROTECTED C ... 'AR-E:,. ! LO" h ...... E C'Sr ct a c afor Whie-cO11ar or tman~gorin& .- 7 mployees; ci' 1 7 gtc ephunp conversation~
Wi Lh Ieit b :i 1.er, Confl1tanmt, d, ,[,rtinenlt f :Ltbour, former i;;w profess, r
aSCC2C 't A ASC*r d. ~ , L.C

O:R :'Cg/I-ONTRIEUTORS: G-rurt'an Ac L5y.-' tv, a.; meded tbrut-:4, Nov. 2,. 1q77,

co-o r btrr.
3. ,:,":.: ,I", Y SOURCE OF VU'L3T"; ":~ : ...... "'" c v. ; .A i. :L

i1(- ~-'vrt I -,-Is or~aer ,ard p"ro , Ens ; t: . tit-utei' 75Th ,, th ... tf-t , termi 7e(]
ccnrr hutour to the Z AC. i zi978 a.c,',u,.lft 18 Fr 5I',; of "hn toti] Jtezf-ed lAG
receipts. (Siee 197$ G ruvtrnan c .J.su,,;r. r'r,rts f iil ec urh tYh., F'C )
Jc., .t.t - fa2Iiling wthin thi .s C'CL'I,;'t1 )nl1 lcssi ..... nn
Secv. c. Dir, of i ersurnel] rj; ,t Led
rir. C (" ~r .cr ia t Sv t [M - - R ,uot En

:e'z '.y bi r. ''., ii i,

" D-T, Suft ware Sy~st1 zae!er

Di r, Intelilgenice Sup'., Fi .. V"U 7 Equa.-.

cc " R-;r be-ta 
k 

eR E FPLes

I - t. Lm "" pci a!i"

"' ,Dpaei retor, OC. .;;h. t~ :''

" ['f'c131 ri~-c ,,~ui ruj. .n "r. Cet't ~~
" Ev1,: . , C4S,.. 'r.Ln

It.,LL . rlt:. 
-O~C :S. ' ,, ,

L ' oj, . .
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GRL'M:t\;~ uc~P.. Q~1 TION CONT' ;..

4. SOLId ThTIO> OF' SULQR~IN 4 xTUS bY IMLLIMATE &UL JISO~5 O'ru;-~-an Li~C2 ~y.~Laws
(1u nut restrict icitotiun by suj.~ervi sor~; or uthet higher-ups of suborciinat~
.... ,oye,~ (Sec Ururman XAC By-Laws as az~c !ed through

:5. LOYEiE3 ....E ONi" 1~ (OTRL=TIN ~4IE1 YC ~ N ORMAL OICL
GIV ING : IThe foll 1owing i nformati on wa s oThtniined fr=o 1978 Grunm~n dis
CloSure reports filed with. the F'UC"

Occuiat 1.': t
Catru

Exuc, level

' , pro fs.

Low r level

Uric la s i edl

b , :t i

15k.

.7,.

, -, '..
121

tM~.Unt of
Cant ributinri

~ 11232.20

~

~ 1565.00

$ 4(.'O.00

4t ot

41 ~.

C ontit u t iu

468

$ 116

$ 120

y 200

b. ALTHOUGH liNDIVI DUAL I'WLOYEES ,AR E tAL D>URT ORRi j SASA.. C.. ................ RE IA T ON C VE ILN ON TRA, CT2, G :,RiUI,,M N AT: hfl .'TT 'TO
... ... ... .. I T P O L I i C A I N F L U E N C E D Y S V L I T T T N G .... A C L ) N ~ l :
INUiXBIEE. ..CAS N Rp.. pi s

3r< k~c u~; r'f ........-n' ... .n t ... f'L;. I1 c, nd & " v cu~c a

I-.,

2'.:

I. ~
t)

1/77)

r :;(' ! g f"

1(:'." 'A ., :



GR:,} i !A> tJ , (U%;;v ::i OR : T10 C :,lT2>,: L1:,

i. Mt~T 0? WK VLLOYEES' ~O;~.T1ONS ~I~F UJEI) 702 F~L~AL C~UOl~ ii
2TAT2S: TIv ~ infori~ition wa~ cor~pi led froi.~ the 1~78 GrL~ii~rr.an dI sciusure
ropurt~ F led ~i th the FEC and the FEC "i)'t ~

4 stat(' re?.fte~
%/,. of the elrizd r~cnij:t~
54;;. cr ~.AC ~deral iation~

were ohtai ned re Qov i n CA, FL,
went to: races in these ste..

NiY and VA.

Amou nt. R~:c ':d.

S 306.00

$ 20.8.0n0..

$ 106.0
$ 130.YC

$ 1408.0O

1' Z

.8 ;

* 4%

.5a ;
,5{ ;

8 . ....... .. . .ARE NO jERUITT TO) D2S1G'4 .... ... FlTh'""- o~ t:,, ~ iD~; ... :;¢ [REC IL lI FI T OF: THET R DONATIO;iS; C runn :;n , i-AiL i>*-,Liw, 'I, : ,i , h ru,

... )..k n rviso i h nun z . ,r i r:n o:f th::: >i( f! or parti ci p:t n;'

9, PAR-TI....UA.......N .... !,TeRATES: There is no: in~orat cn avaU lb~e concerong
par tifcip a t ion rate s of PAC¢ co.ntributors .

10 Gi U M>IA{N CONastTROLS Th E AMOUtT O F :E '?:LOY ggS' Ui2AY E{T1iS T
!97a Crunnan 1'AC di sclosure reports filled with the FE.C show, a. remiarkablie
l evel o f orc hestrati on in employee¢ co..r. ut onz. Acori t ...e..
.reports,, 70,, ofhe total t !emized: contr...buon g- e e ..c.. $104.

A

N(
NJ

Of

$ 750,00)

3150.COn

to. -

47.o

17%

27.
$ 50O, eC
$3 1 50. 0

$ 33C'oa.



I.

I TE~NATIO2AI. ~..

are rar, !fur white-:collat- c+r tm.anagerial ernployees
1.O1LLL$: £rpicyec contracts

9/4/70 tr'Icphone canversatie~

fortr.pr ]~t.r proFessor,

2. CONqT2 I3UTI2;I& TO THE zAC ARE TijEORECALLY HigLb I: CO1PLF:CK <(g The VoluntaryCant r-i b ur; Ea~r Beter G vernirent ± ru¢,ram L: l.an & Guide, Ii;'~ states tihnt
mt. .. ai'n phaye.:... :reurns .... h is rto ... .. CLrd d i roct ...y a hi, n eetler Go;vernirent

Si !kD.,;an' th!e Sipalesman i s :pruh i. hi ed ctf ru m :d !scu.s i n.V t: h:, *,.rlp,1 ovee ) s (I~C isflm
it !h, anyae *' :hwever the Etn rr< hi,,un (..Ld ;t.I~ut t. "h t ne:),d i n t a the iLayrol1

iepatr.cnt wh ch wil I~ 1 rrange the w, rl thu 1dingb nd to th, :;,, rota r:- 'rea sit ro

'.W~tt; an annymty a cant ri butu. or nun-aont ri butor r;.,, i.,,.e tO secur,"-

3. m: i. rtI;;,PY SOURC:E Ci- ;FU>n:!; IS (:A:RhH . NI: -LEVEi.L t'/N±GL ' ANP I. RC:i.-'SI O,'IALS:
'h i Ict 4(1. Of tt 1 teiji .... c n. ........ r r' : pr r1' !.... fS
rvcqu :red b1w thc F dc r;i.' :E 1ect j iun: C OrqFx2 igrn+ A c t of ... 'hr' !. ,,:' r I v i den .... S ad: :
43;. hal: tol~id- level rro,, ern i nI ancl jQ\oiu,5sai c<rv: v it eo ,...

D.i r. finitg & Censt ruct i an Hgr .. Laridari: :r ,zsan

I I 1 rr'C"t :flLOTflt

r.
I: rilcLiA. tC'

.1 L j

Sb S pp in'

1
OLI~Vt i:lQrtri(' St

.Theuc J rod.: Op.
Suj:v r. +Tibe.: r +nd s

1.a n'< '.ng ~ pi:

II, f

il I 'D

F+ii Lr I. e i S rn *

Sri }. i' Iont;::~ l , n ",

( IL

"' t i i 'r r i'

)L:'r "%S ': A' ' :

. ,. I,,t

1' !t-' r.

r.
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INTfERNATINA\L L-JAt-ER CONT'D.

Supv. nv Serv.

Dir. Vin.' Serv. DAVOL
Counsel Si~eciatty iurch,.
Gen. :Ngr. F C & I Div.
: gr. Trans. Ser.=v
(CoUnSeI Wolod L-rod.

:' Sci., & Tech.

El l,-d .with the FEC.)

Sr. tr . Forester

Sr. mad. Eng..
Ast. Treas,~ L-roc : & Cust s e....

Coorse. t~ub. t :fI,:irs

i'.. INTERNATIONAL E~ ~ >OT ~ i ~i m~;T ~CI1CITJION 0? ~U2Op~bIN~\T~ ~ LGY..2.
~ m~:~~ixi'~: ~ i§..~vI ;o~s , ~.uT ro2 .~ NOT s~ t:sT~ :: ~:?.30N-T0 A ~:P'&0N 2011 CITATION:
'Ihe Velu:itir~~ Lor~tri Lltor2 for !lottE1 Gt~v2r:v;Qr1t r~'r.~:;i Jiv~r; ~r~O GuiduI ~nr'~
~tI?.e th~t "fl ~ CI SYUI ci S~i iC it .1 ;,bi 1 ( ;i2 c''. ~ ~1i~ Lhtn~;
~nd G.ii Ael i nor; ci !h'L re~B.rict Or r!iorl - t . - rul >i :~ i~:i ~f cc~yO'.w

i n fo r;:=a .t on w a o, b~ I c o £ p0 r:. :1978 1 n : or/ u,...,r":U i u i 1
wi t th~e LEC,

CLITICAL QrVI~G: The ff01 1~~jjrn
twp dir:Ios~lp~ p~'eorts :LIO('

N tot.
C ~ t i Lu &i r

~iouunt ol

C.nt ~i ~ut I ('n
o ,c,

i nti.:t o

I . .. , ''.

L !eve i.

10

1~'
.4 .)

131

.$~ ?3~-. :~

C 4

C 'cc c I~



INTEflAIONA ~?PER~T'D

6.A ,SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER OF LNATING E1PLOYEES ARE DEMOCRTS BUT TlhE VAST
IREPONDEACE OF COP ORA TE PAC MONIES IS: GiVeN TO REPIULICAN CANDiDATES.

, f Intern at I ona I i per 's co n t rbut ioflS 0 t ede rai canrti
a nd $Q n ate., ( Inf:[oi.,;ot i on :takni~ f rog" FEC "1' I nde x)

dates in HOUSe

.,e*mc 'c ratsr

a~ub i cans

Ibemoc rat s
P~kpub-t i cns

(]::
87

10,7

:~ tot~
41 ~
5 C)

39/461 7;.

41o~

IQ

~ 37366.oc~
$ 82d~~/4 .C~c

$ ,"1 ,V
$1 29f69.(00

.... nt-ib

31%,:

21%

72%

file d , Ih. thie FhC and the FL "t)' 1n" :

o :o f the i tem i z:d: m cce i pi ior ,,, uhtai o,, fr', . ri c n zii u y i~n A L A , NYI:' .. .. TX.
16%o of !'AC fecera1 ona I('0 , v, speii{ .. . ... r c ',! ,5 t hus;u : ,'.- ....

T~I A~L~ (:(~1T~1i~U1'10N~; IVY si>x'~:: ~
State ant. &~ec'd.

Al, $ 7485.18

$ l741.8i
$: .

$ 6687

Sa36.5l

~, to
34%

0'*

,, ,Con t ci hsi'tv.d
$ 2328.0

$ 35.00
y 875 0,.00

., '9 0.,e

$ 20.(N"

$ 1 700.00

3;

3:%
1"':

-H.':



iU .E 'tTS Ai t0 , T21LUTI0NS ' ' 5Y STATI: 1973

SL at e
£ d
Mi:S
tzY

;IA

'I

c :iA

Ctt

15. 78
$ 103. 79

$ 760.96
$ 37£ ,41

$ 1292.71

$ 11.,7

$ 358i .
$ 235.S
.$ 11077]

$ 8081 .276

/. to't. ain .:

4,'

.2 .

3g,

27%

.675

2 %
2...

1"'sg

15%€*

2-%

¢ o :r' ; U* D:

$ 2c00.00

$ 75O0.Co(

$ 7540.00

$ 20(¢.00

$ S60C:.OC i

$ ,6C00

$ 350., C

$ (

$ 50( .Or,

$ 3%0.00 C
$ 23¢.00

$ '450.(Th

I-'.

$' ] o 0r n

:

.4%

4%Z

5%

5 1.

06%

23 ...

,* -).*

2% / 4

earm rkt' hyn i rer ri zcd coi r.........t L~d2 f h Lr . enz

c-ontrrhti~ons to the i ' .)
L,1~t....... rk'r',

r : .<: ;' <:,< : :L L :-, • " . :

>L. h e~~
Q1.... Schrotzmnii

Qoh. itton'D, l
,u.mn >Th4kra'.

J . W2 .. L .,-

Lv~ ?rautru'm
4..

r rt' ~i Jor ~ n sen

,v: ~ ~

a-V



.. iLARTICIiAT.ON' ... A'Th The !particpati on rates of ,cn rbun ci ployees cannot
be de rriried fromr the public trecrd-

VV. O7 :CEIEST ...... OF "'VOLUNT " J  :  L)ON,,ATtONS: The pub] . ... c ecur d does: not reveal
any level of orchestrati on of oe pl oyees' contri bu[tions dun to the incomnpleteness
ofInter-nztiorni 1.aper' disclosure reports filed wth Lhb, FEC.

. . . ... .... . .. ..... .... . ... ... ... .. ... ...... ... ... ... ..... . • ....... ... .. . . .. . . .. ... .. .. ........ . ....... . . . . ... ... ..... . ... . . .. ... ..... ..... .. . ..... ....... .. .. .. .. . ....... ..... .........
.. .. . . . . .. .. .. .. .. . .. . .. . . . . .. .. . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . .



-: T C I \ ( : , , ::CQ)+

.... .. .... C T ~ ~ T (T L '+'++ ... .. .. .;: .1+ + 'Wy'e +crn.+ + t rr ' for+ wh+ t+ ....

A +,+ +is :+. , i + Li , T h'-a sh i ni, to: e n I L.

2.+ ... .... .......... :; C': rcT:C: TU ........ 43 2Q :T I 1 'T:% + CR +++C+ 'i
...~' ' , i ' a ; ' 1 i y r . L .fiJA .t t w;"+'+ : ' ] '.' :' +: ~ :

. ... * ' 7 I'. . ... .. TDh*
.. 

. .. 
It+ 

i

:: i, t ;, 4 .1 flnVa +  dc e +*s+ : 1', :-1,('h il irr;it i v';i." 'Jh:i , 1 +at' e:. :revi si:ufl

3. THlE PRIH!ARY SOUR CE: CE FUNDS IS +CAR;EER MI D-LEV+EL MANDAGEfRS: AND RFSSOAS
877. of A oco 'AC's contributors are mid-level amangers ,and{ professionals.

Th s inivilduals' co+tr+ibuti;onsa cc +:+ount for 787. of the total it+emized
+conti butilon s +to the: PAC . (TYh i s in forrn+ iti on wa s o:b tain ed +from 19+78

N' Amoc P: 0EAL di 'sclo e sur:e reports file wihtedE.

I!Uro:d. *e r:c i -: Mj r * ..... I'*

" e . '', . V sI g h :}
U'l~ 

5 upI y n I nV ' R: i ... , :!:U' *: 'l 2r :! '
.... "~ v c ,-,' k:~ h .... I 2 :

II 
+ 14 i ,+ , .. ...

K"."" .... . d ra ;l r i i (ii 
.....

Di si. > :a I " :[ t ci :t , s

.. . .. +.'8,, ' 8 () N ! t (v r 2:l t I L

Ju i : ke! Cr :d 
'' L+ +o+ + t: 1+ + i +'-

*g :+ : +:r r" z f up +r y+i r :s - .... S

... , :v+ F !+,+, +:s r u:+b, r ....r . ., 1+'
: ...... .. ~ t,: em qs#{: a+ [1' rt... J . .c ! 'o d ' ; ' - V,:'ai:.:
.", !:0 r i i i,,• +:" + : + ::t :V .: l v ": a ; : n + + . : + + + +

+: ,+:l , .++e ++ .:, + .+i + A ' ... t+n .
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22200 LQ:iT*D.

M'gr. rop, Ins. trog:.

Offie Maage

M!gr. Lrtog cs Serv.

" i r,.' jc t s and S..rv ice s
" Acctg. Spry

" Ccc hys I cr4 Ttech. i : j

U:. , roc c-. Kialiys t
Stf, b ir, Hv:y Cl &~ Sr:e, r ic.

Di r. Meorit Pmploymnt

" (yn! Res ..... t g

" (corp Socil tutoicy
" Stare :\faireS

' I Invg= .. yst
:' F in Eval &L ana !,

ExenlRep. :& i..
" ,~i~l i n ritry Ent er ,

Re , . S.r... a: , "

5,'T'. Dir?. {ec £ ltnt

2  
'j.....

~~ . ~~ pv - T~ f ~n

.: : <L o . X.a Coy ffir:,t L;iic

Gen, M'aint Su......
I]pt oratv r $,'aSpt.r
Re inoery 2 :g r.

Sta ub ~i~a r:s AdvI Sor
Sr. Lt'. * *cs Anfl

M'gr (r'r f:i,.-Un itgy 'Ser v.
Was-h. Th,:, (2
Sr . I b i ,, a ir "e: d , 'j, i: s. r

S:, r U l I ' e ,' . i . ..

Lf'r.. T: .,ty !.

Con Att7,, ( ,t
.os. a xt C:y ...

SI. , G ,-:, ,r { ;

I " r r . ... ...

..... S<I I F ; ob l

,'''1

'I :,. :, + 7



:".O COXT ' ' 5+

A r. rkarlrlta -. I+ ('~

fleg Eg. 'hir

L+a f En .et.Eg

Eng GEnW. ea+

fir. Or! 1 e , uIh
zr i r.' Pong

En: t Co G oULJ Leae r t

A c t g, C! Mg Adt -,s - Sg

Mgr.¢ Oi ev- L o urch.an

t+r, Fran. CO ~ntr ...

gr.+ Spinev& +I Anac7.
ASytS. Cen( +a~'rc M&M jLada

Sj',c.,V, Consultant

Mga r Sysp+ Anal.Cher
At.: DuV /, tiauo t~ArjLa

Tax Ret. Li.
P'r ( :redit L Receivables

f lg r:. ,Lr ic¢inrg L A1 ocat i on
'Tax PReF #I

Re. re tp.+ Tax Mgr.g

5rX, Srtf And+t or +

M gr. (-oori. 'ales

r~r. j ~ , C . r L'e j/Jobr
$U pv.+ Sale'; Au thu r + .;+:ion
(Awrd Cgru(Jf' , +' I n~g

tig r. Me r ln, ,,c, C oord!
Co ,rd RL' ;lIt i;2+.hm;t
Con+suiltant Lnp. Rd.
S pe+ac. ff2 R vf 5 O+h :Co+++rci

Area M:..I+ Salies

t rou j . C :n';ul C! t
V,;! i ln t1, .a

(.oorOv Re ,... i

D ',v* .0A ' .: (.I-+ L U. :

J~r, q+ +  ;... Anal... ..

r . ALtm i' nACo. r

Aci t t .I -

~...r ,, -nd

irifcr!;c +: t i or? W-.a.' o3:btaned fror ,:2C,(A' . ... di 2L+uu -p ts:ile
w++th-+ the +F :,A. )

....... L ........... ;-ULv' :+ Tnre a(-, r+.:+, .eel n, .'r++ ..... iA
net refz ict s.ljc C .....n oK uL , .t!+I.'..: ,. Iz c(ar 5'r' r.-i , rs



,OO CONT'D.

5 .M'LYE--S AERES O f1N WtTi C ONTRIUTIO;1S IN ANOUNTS EITIRELY BEYOND
NORMAL LOUTICAL GIVING: Tht'Ealowing inforination was obtained from 17

Amoco discto:sure reports fi led with the, FVt.,

Ocaupa t 1 .
Categnry

. tot~ Amount of
coot ri butors Cootribuion

%. tot. Avre
Cont ributi on

EXEC. 1J &VEL

& L IR0r ..

43

50 6

77.

8] ;'

LO .ER L :V EL

$22054.54

98OQ39, 30

!, 3:.70

6... ALTHOUGH MAN Y CONTR B:UTORS TO THE L',AC ARE DEMQCRATS, ThE VAST p REPONDERANCE
OF C O-IORATE, iAC NON!,$ COES TO REPUBLICAN CALNDIDATES.

......ow of, A moco LAC' 8 cvrinrbUti:ons .oHuutsc and Sni at.:e '  races,, 1 9, 78.
(,Thi.. .s i n fo rna tion w as ob ta i nd f7rom 1978 ,o FE "D" I b ' ndex.)

De rcrct :s
Re pub i ieanfl

N:o. Stypurtcd Z tot:. canad.

105 6 t,

Ant. of Concributit~m %, tot. contrib.
$ 26100.00 29%~
$ 647Co.0o 73%,
$ 'K'OC.00

Top! t i ans 2

u.ernu-rats 63
Repu bi i C'auis 1:29 323 i.

$ 353 C 00

?13~2~X.Go

$ 513

$ 19478 ,

*7. $ 165

88 > :

79%

amt ....



-. X~ST J? 'L(~E~S ~iCN~J13~ A~E U$D F0.~. (de~XLAI~S i:; 0Th~R STATES:
This c~rr~atici~on~i ~ ed frOU~ 197~ c~OCO di~uro re~;'~rts fi1e~ w~h

- ~he ~E( and the "D" tnc~ex.

71% nE the temied receipt wore u btain, d fro'~empye ie2 fr
217. of C fedieral donatio:ns wn to raccs in these stat s IL, I~1~ LA and TX.

,:EC2U:, T5 2U ,\ >TRP a l BY STTE' ... 7, 8

ALh $ 520.00

227. 14
260.00

269 .:83

$6730.94
$ 6405.,46
$ 268.4:5
$ 2474. 18

$ 6876 .98

$ 3352,(:0

$ 1206.36

S10:35238

:30 75

4341.54
230-,01
210.5 2

UT $ .8>5.00

'¢,!, ( $ 12.74CO

Q 01.6

10'UE.~ ~RE 'YCT ~: ITTED TO ~ ~ ~iT7iE2. ~Y~A~7:0~ OAUDL CATh, TU!
~. ~ ~ DOIATTJ7AiS: Th~ o~r.w~ ~uiJ~ilines of 12KC20 LAC make

7~u ~rrnv± )7~ :or ~ o:±rn.-ir~. Lv'i r CoElt b ic:'~'

2%

37,

2.

5%

.1%

17.

xnt (-ontrib.

$ l-250.0
$ 30C.'CCO

$ oC(,(-t

$ 350.00~o
$ 3250.00
$ 35000

$, 250.00
$ 45I00.00
d,4250.00,,

.$ 1: 500.0...

$ 15o0.O(

$ :250.00:

3o:50 .00
$? 3:0:0:,0o

.~ .-....

$ 2000O:.X)

y 500< .0:0

.67.

.3 ;,
2%.

27

3%

3 7.

1%

34%

C,,,



P~ tR.... iC> RA oftecrprt fficc mc .,, as disclosed in:

th Sandardc & i oors R .egi s ter (7),par t:iipa te inte At, information

i s not avail!abl!e c oncer ni ng t he a rzi c ijat i on r te s of r.i d-) e ve: ran a~e rs an,

t he FC2



+ Wi
1. U:NtOa : A .J :SCLICITS iJ: tLROTECTEL CA\RRER LLOY..... Em .... c.tacs Se ar

for white-collar or ::tnagerial emrployees,; 9/4/79 te:lephone cornversation with
Meol l let+, ConsulltanUearnro Labor, former law profeSS:or, associat,
MAC. Assoia:ei, Wddvc tn, .

3, T:IE L'RIMARY SOURC:E OF FUND , iS CARiEER MI D-LEVEL MANAGER'S AND PROFESSIONALS:
Mid-level a, nagers and profes ioials cntued82% of the t otat i temized
contributors to t he 1AC in 1978 accounting for 737- of thie itemized contri-
butions to the EAC. (See 1978 Union, Camp 1?AC di-lour r.... . f.. iled with

the F.EC.•)

' L iub.li c ,el.,
ii Air :& Strtess

"i O~+ & L 1n, ,

" !iv. trot...

,iI 't"C'l. St', rv.

I"i Gui. +, L;. :Saie

i lan t M+,t.

T,,ch., &+rv.

...IA :t+k+

- +: ti+K -c

II Ln~~:,. |lg ~.Cs
':+ ; n e ,

P . . .. ....

" .. . . Rt ; +: 1n .

" UO J-rocurement
"I Cruni€t y Red,
... L urib er ' ill

+*: Corp. Sys., S rv+
II Op e rat ion~s
"It Iroj. ... Mgr.

D i r, :i ant Tec h

Chi;.+.Lic7 f mid.

*' : i. l eaft

, k+rjI at

... S,, : 1s Adm in.,

,i Rr + :Sio

MvA., & Sale~s

Ge m . S.AIC5e~

Att.T++eaS. ti r. '."
Ac c: + . +

C ...... . ... ,.

tiat. Le:mptrol Ic' r

Sept ... i ,,

fi cat 1 0:+
Gten, Op+. :Supt
Lunbe r Supt.+
Mahin tenance Sup t.
Sup!:... PAper Mch.

::owoi & Rec. Spt

'doo dya mrd Supt ..

,aSS:.1-pe ll t p.
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UN IoN ... CAM CR' AIO COI'D

4.SOLIC ITATI ON OF SUBOR1 1NATSS BY TM>edIATE SU .ERVISORS: UinCm a yLw(11/75)' cjo nut restrict soiclratjon nEsbriate ' uevsrso te
hi g her-:u ps.

5. E i LOY£ES ARE RESPONDIN G .WITH1 CONTRI BUTI ONS "1L FO; NRA OIIA

GIViNG: The Enolwing ioraonwas obtained frm1973 Union Camp
discl!. :sr reports filled with !the FEc:

Ocua' i. No. %o tota~l Amount of
Cant r i bid i o:i

Lower l evel

Uncl a s s i ied

<2Q 1

4

6

14%

2%

$ 965.,15

23%

737.

1%

$ 281

$ 1.,3

$ ! :

.. A SUBSTA:NTIAL NUMBER OF UONATN " ... VLOYE AREVORT UTU VT
PREC~2RNCEOFi :C O,,NIE I& GIVEN TO REPUB.LICAN 'i ...... DATiS

..... ;n o n n (.a p'~; CO tr in , t s> f' a i . .... ..u..

.01

leert s

Nio. Supoorcd

57
•.t~

6-3,;

L 1~.

~ £

r~ .~ 7
0

**E ')~

Arm .n E0.

Q 3ft ;70 .CO

1.. L ot~a
C.nt=

tuZ.

37

147~

ICO



STATES: This ...... rna~ion . .as, coi~piiled f roi ... hei 78 Union C~mp disclo:sure
:reports flied with teFEC ,an:d the: FC ED" 1ncx d

4 state ac :re te"

37% of i AC federal donatio s: went to rac¢es jfn thene ,states
NJ and VA.

,!ount Rec' ) d'.
$ 463,8.1

$ 1039 6. 9:2

$.1067.93

S tat e
AL
AK
AZ
AR

CA
CO

FL
GA

IL
IN
I A
KS
K Y

MI
MO

N h

NH

NY

:OK

1rA

SC

TN

UT
VA

WV
W!
WY

t':ot. arnt .

25%

:.4%1

$1053

115692. 91

4:20 . 0
500O.04:

I8.9 g

$ 240.00

* 3:.

1%
12
C','
~) I,'

15

. ,:irou t C~or r but ed

9IOOO:; t!
$: 70:0. C r

$ 50o ,r :r1
$ 2800C'. (.

$ 5370

$ 350.0. "

y1200.00

$ 750.00
$ 1750.00
$ 250.0

,; 15.00O
' 2500.0

$ 300e.00i

1 2
-.

g:50:0 . (C

35_Z0.:Cr,

305' .00o

2 6C' h. '.

2::.4. .4.

% tot., art.
12,.

!1%
* 4%

* 7.

3%

.%

J 1.

32%

2%

., 4-;p

> 4j

165.00
1411 . 23



84, EHILOYEES ARE: NOT PERNITTED TO DESIGN4ATE, EIY-ER BY ARTY OR CNDI DATE,
TERECIP-ID4T O:F THEIR DON ATIONS: Union :Camp 1AG By-Laws make no
p rovi s ion i.n -'the ad mini s tr:ation of£ the I$ AC, fore par t ici pat ing empl!oyee s
to earmark their cont'ributions.

9, I ARTICI1'ATION RATES: Information, is: not available concerning partici
paltion rates of mid-level managerial and professional empl.oyees. Of
the 35 publicly disclosed corporate officets and vie-presidents listed
In the 1978 Standard & P oor's, Register, 71% pati:ci pate in the FAG..
2specific: job titles, general .. manage, and .. ma-nager, o...f miinuf acturing,
!onstituted approximaely 207. of the contrlbutors ina the mid-level

manageria a:nd professional occupations.

1.UN ION CAMI CONTROLS THlE AMOUNT OF FV4i'LOYES: ' VOLUNTAR' " DONATIQ"4OS :
All o nt ri butor s usin :g t he pay rui l de duc tion I[lfn d u r i np J ul y, 1 978,
had their monthly I'AC dedcJ.tion doubled during that moth. (See
Jul y, 1978, U0 ion Camp dscliosure reports fie ! I' w i'th the FEC.")



.... FUNUI CLCISD' 1" ~ TU1: (CAREERM t-LES: 4A£S ,O:; 'zry:'v" ont.c- zSSIe rNarS [

$4,. of the tota. itemized conmtributors to the ikAC hold mnid-I ;vel m=a-gerial
or professional positions; thei:r 'conttibutions dccount for 647. of the total

..t........d i receipts. (Thin information was obtained from 97!8, Union Oil.
dsclosure reports filed with the FEC.)

;: ." Ren .

..." Eru/C, uriit

,, , ,. St.c

" n

" i, OL ,
-i~ sv

T::;z,- r at i ! u:,

Li. vcc, u'a,..........
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U ) ,~

UNION OIL CO~T~ 1).

SUp~t. S[-0IC RbT
Sup t. 'a rke t ing
Supt i.rocluc t
Supv.: flaw taln enac0
S upv, Fue't Researclh

A sst., P urc hasing

Supt. GEO H.
Supt.' ..... RO
:Supt. Heavy Oil
Supt. LIL Field
Supt:. VLK Opel-
Su pv. 1" ro. AR,
Co nul tan t
Geologist, Exploration

4.1NQMT1NI C AAL L COJ : I 4C : I.EST:R CTiON S o:. SO L C ITATI ON: OF:,U0RODN,,\,T. L,, :t LOYJES BY' i Hi; ATL S. ER VI SOD S

5, EXiL-.OYEE .ARE gE LON.... . .....Ti1 CONTRX.IUT1C)4S" i~i AM OUDTS .......... NTIP I U:, EYON
NCR~d AL LI-0TICAd. GTVINGC; The fol li ng, intfo rzt io1 .w ubi ned from I
Union O :I dIfsclo uu repott f~led with the IEC,

Ccc upat ' 1
Ca t eQ ry

I 9 o I

No. Oz t o :t r;

1 77

16Z

82 Z

..) I.

Ar17cUnl o~f

S13,00

$ 371.2

$ a 170.00,C

4 L~Jt.

34:

.3:

Avt3 rage
Con t ri but~

$ 4q2

$ 1 35

$: 170

: 1 i5

6. ...... A ,UBST A,<T!AL NUBER, OF' DONATIUG M2LOYEZS. ...... AR.E D.EMOCRATS ....BU.. T: .......... VAST EREPON-DiRNE01CROAEIA ONI gS ,GQ:E TO REP:UE.IGAN J; 'C .. D...... " "

:,,r .ec. of t: ?e r i t. i I[ ont vr.~ ci c f'~
:lz ,C o,,a? '': "S"~ fncie×. ,

.... ~ o . : :b ~ SE n .....

-'C
t V.,,

Y

Co
MC Z,

7 (W'''

10.

2.,,,?u i ican ! 42



i' !E(ETL ...TS' 1D 0TRut :O .... 1+ STATF 1073+ ...

AL
Ak":

CoQ
CT

FL

IL):
IL

IA
KS

M A
DII

MN

MT,

NE~' :

tc't. u~:t.
6 ~

i3 5 a 1 6 _ +.3 1

$: 6679.00.

$ 1::S5.00

$ 28O 0C

9C,

2
500+ .+ + + 0,

69%

.,%

+ % ! ,

$AI t" %"l r ibu e

Q!000.Ofl+

$ 1.0i00. 00
51I~0. C

2 500.+00)

! 500.0
$ 1850. CO
$ 5700 .00

$ Th5)c eO
$ ...... Q

;; 70., OO

C' rf .

y: .7'0 0'

l;; 3750.'C !

3%,

12%7

2%

137o

2;%

6%,

2%:

0

,a

.Iu.;+

3;;:

..

7. '-0ST OF Tt J. u," +.LXI'+NAIN AEUz ,O C>cCN : OI STATES:

Thi ...S i'r. ,rtIL'f wa+ ++s ci~lrpi led? frn 197+3 .. . ...U i+ d i~mclo~sur"' r epor ,E," + + I +d: wi th

+the F+EC + and Er+ot+ FEC "+' t ncx.

92 f thie ituemizcd contribui ios we re obtained rror rp i. in A iL TX{ and LA..

30,% of L.+C federal :&o:.nati ons ,en ... .rat.ces in thes: st-ar.s



g, £N!LOYEES AR~E ........OT LERM!ITTED TO: OLSICNATL, E ITIR .. .. L ARTY 0O,, CAN 'DiUATE, THE
RECIUiT OF THEIR UONATIQNS: Union ,Oil makes no rvi ion in edlitrto
of is L:AC fur ermployFees to earri~ark :their contributioti,

from th pubice reco:,rd.

posi i''ISgav ioa.ouncS within the: rctrmc. (,If $150-2 :CL', B'.,. , (:he(OftiU

ites ized ontributcio. tL .Vtu in amount:s cxcoedingF this :raio,* (This ifr~t

......t............. ..ni .nO... .... . .ur re rs fi ' ' the VEC .

fc.

0



ZiKLi TECYiNOLOCI ~S CORE O~ATIO1

1.: U>UTEUD TECRNOLGI2Z SOL1CITS U~i ROTECTEb (2PEE. I 2tLOYEES: U plcyee' contratsare> rare for white-o,.nl h or ,managuriat ez Floyees; 1479 telep h one .conversatio~n

associate,. MAC : ssociate , tashington, D. C.

2. UNITED 'TE(.iNOLOG!ILS NAKCS NO L ROVTSICN 1,"OI L KOTEGTING THE .- ,N O>1Y !1 TYCF
CONTIUTORS OR NION-CO;iTRH3UTORS: UT makes no provision fn the :ndmfn1s-tra-

Comt, t L ee "

v oney to 'the I.AC, mid<- levw 1 ,t!I.g'rt 1.1 iilc n d I"r7,, -; tnJ, I ,n,,oyees

filied wito the FEC.),

4. iE 1 ": O' 2':4... 0'JN'Y " R T? CION O... DI...... L ,FTAT1 (L
..... : 1 JL 51 ...... o:* Ok'L~ S t? I; Y l., i, - , i'P ;;

U~ SLl~O~Lij1ATE
'I

C:ict t4bOUt
i r&ct I y ~cl i ci

1.0 Y21KU A2JX~3L C ~ AC 2ITIi L(>VNKILJYI C>K; A .A< T5 iL~TI ~ULY DLx'C:;1~ NOThA:.
0L~ T~CA2. GVLXC: T ~ Eel luwi :~:' i 1§etrraL ~'U ~ ~ I eci ~rcw 19Th Uni ted

TwI~noi e''' di ncl ~murr rc'ur~ El I cJ ~i t 22.

con trbu rot s
Ar200flt 24

i:uti r~

)'
'V .- - *-

amut:r~ L

2 U

or a
Con t ci btx t i Ofl

$525

0- OV2

c. j~ret~.

.We~ hV(':

'0

.;I

CCC

(~.. 
C,

EIL LOYULS
the
t i flu

Cct up:it
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6. ALTHOUGH MAN~Y CONTRIBUTORS ARE REGISTERED DEMOCRATS TIlE VAST PREPONDERAN!CE
OF CORPATE i-AC MONLES GOES TO REPUBLiCANCNIDTS

B reakdown of
:(Ifrmation Uni ted Techno1o ies f ed eral c ,n trl butiors by House arid Senate:taken from 1978 FEC "D i index)

R~pub Iic ans

Repu bi ~i-,s

N1(. Sujported
55

102

-. 4

7. tOt. c'ind.

17 Z
837.

6

7.M$ L ..H. EULO?1 DOATliOA!iS ARE U1 111This iforaonwa; co :pi ted f;rom: 1i)7 tUn
rep-ors :fi led wi :b thu: FEC anid :thie FEC :"D0

5 i7 of the itemied receip:ts woere obtciinoec!

57 of LAO~ ftederaldonaetn, won to raine~.'

137. of ~Cfedera! conations wen~t o :race;

Araio urit Co0n r i butLi on

:$ 186005,00o

3 , ,0 i .0:

$22100.00 O:
FO: .i 76.[ 7&. :

vU ' A" CS' I 0TH ;,
t' i'hn&'~s d::!;c ',
:,I ,l.. ec oie , c. l

;tot. Cnrtri}

717.;

107.

2:27

STATES

Os Lire

fror cmpIo\nC:~ in CT.
in this Litate:.

tom em~ 1 o"oe S CA, CT, V4 and t4~h.
in theso Sr.ares.(z.xclodes DC)



UNTZ~j T~CW'~OL0G1~S CCE4T~L'.

CONTRII"t;TIOS ... STAT 1' 7'S
sAr7t. Rec'ci.
$ 2000

a 235o.00

$ 180.OC

$ -. 150 . 00

$ 3n00

.3 IW7O.0

"% ito0 e m 1t.

1.9%

;5%

3%t

LT 1 L Q, ,:. '132oI7. Ci

State
AL

AZ

CA

~. E~1LcY:2s .'&L NOT L U~2C TTBC TO ~2lC:~~:.. LiThZ2 LY 'YY >7 Q.7~D:DAT2, '202
Rif huT OP T~1R C~AT~ 02L.': 7Jfl ~C ;f'C2W "! ' '~ ~' A't'uut t~ic~

te r~' 'K cnt 2 "9 lc'rted by thc St'~'' r ~~i":. '9 fl ~ V :c'r"~t n.

$mt 40 ntr, D ut

$ 1400.0(

$ 300.00
a 48o00.0)
S3 500. 00
$ 5300.00 c

: 3850.00
S200,. 0(,

$200,00

$ 27CC .CCO
y750.C'

$ 2:25.(\
$ 75.0
.$ 700.CC
$ 2500.00 c

$: 5300.0,00

$ 1 70.02

9 200.00~t

,410u8. CC

$ V700.00

$ '. " ,O

am t,

4%

.3%.
5%
3%°

.7%
4%

3%
* 8%

2%

8 7o

,7%
3%

N J

F'A

,, CEL: TS .,, D



UNIT ED TECi OC IE 'NTD.4

9. PARTICIPATION RATES : In. response to Tykes' Research Associ ates, survey,
April, 1979, UnIted Tehooge AC stated that 24% of its solicited
home office empioyees responded pith: contri butio ns to the FAG . All
subsidiaries are slctdwith a 16% response ,rate.Smlly al
plant locations ar'e solcited yieling a respon'e rate of 9%. Total
patcpto y eligible employees :is approximately 1!%. 95% o~f
95% of the corporate offiers and vice-presidents disclos.ed in the 1978
Standard & Poor's Register part.icipate in the 1 AC. Te average co¢ntri-
bution for 'these individuals is $1O7l.

iOo UNITED TECHNOLOGIE C ONTROLS TH.E A1 -OUNT OFEELP.. OYE ES DONATIONS: 87%
of tihe l'AC's itemized cont ributors holding mid-level mrnaigerial and
prof.sional .ositins contributed in Amounts within the range of
$I5O,-300. 13% of the itemized contributors in this: occupati onal
classification :ontributed: in amou~nts abovwe this r ,ry, Thi.s informa-
t ion was obtained frtom 1978 Uni ted Technolog i es di scl osur:e reports
filed with the FEC.

C

r-



': 2~ 'i ,. l S TOES. 'INc.

1. ~i4-i4I~SOLCIT Ui~RTECEDCARE2R Ergo LOYE-S: i n~pl oye onta are
rare for white-col~ar or r anag~rial eployecs; 9/4/79 telephone conversation
With :ei i I er, ConsuI t 7 Ue.rm of Labor, fo rriier law professor,
ass ciate w.ith MAC As sociatcs., 'dashi'ngt on, D.C.

2.'~j........ O ~Oi2O .TO ,,OT5C T TIl:E , I O "Y ,iTY tOF C O TRIDITORS OR
iON- O:1TUEBUTORS: Thr...n..dc.i. ha Wn.... maesanroiso
in the '.... .. administratinri of its k.AC. to protect ,the anonitiy of: ?,c ntributrs

3. TH PFJ1 ,xR . O..C. 0? ... ....... C~h , :i -; b 'r: ?:I 'kw .u ,i : OFEiSS1O':IA:LS::
Wi nn-DiL: : x, e cocnr sit f [und1- rai s ins eff ort :i ,on :v,:: , -l evel i o::: rie :
C: I Ve he'se ep ycs ctm::pr se' 56k., of [ tL2 I: Lcni Zti con t:r Ibiito s to

Lit. r, t;o re i In n.ai a hpt

Dair Mnftgl " U i ...... in
reueO....e :rhact M Or~r

' ... Wa r eh-:us e 1 1 rig: Ta x M g r.
:Saf:e ty, :Sec urit y & In., Thx:, Of fi cer:

O" Po :rs nm ii . Cei.0 r,trc l

v' r Z4 i'c ho Si n5'

b I. t : ( ! ' :

'' in"cr'ini Ad tnrt

(Th~ I rifor~~t .i on was takeu f re;.

F r o;z:t' ,: i v: ,: l( rv: ):
:Ianl:u: 2,cr uri?.n'

D;rer' 5, ,.v i '.::

1 qT}' '..di nn-1 i x, -.: I r e'on t f i lted r:i' r h te~h::' n.

4. INr*OR::ATIOU 13 MOT AVAI LAi~LL cc:;o::<:~INc r~j::c: ~LCT TC>V c>: 50t.ICIThTIOMS Qi.'
£UL2~LJNATD E~a LOYEES L' JU~* £~7.vIfoP:; Oft OT2iDft C~.-tA, ~

5. CYU;S: ARE RES~'Q:;nI:;(; ;~rTu cc:;m~ ftvTio>~: uAri RELY
CVTJG: T1;~ fal I 'inc i~i5oroat~ c~u ;~s ~i:scd from

di cc t(~..tIrc~ rf.sortr f~ led w~ th The

B2Y...,,:2,;D O:n . lOLITICAe

C2U 1.

~. tat..

contri boLor'

~w~"~'- of
r-C Zr>~citAon

$?~

Q202?.2 .00C . :~s~

Lov "; :w

A v rat e
Cont~ b : u ion

~252~

$ 338

~ ~62

16 7.

No,



6. THOUGH MANy E24LOYEES ARE REPUBLICANS) W!NN-DIXIE CONTRII3UTES Th:E
MAJORITY OF ITS 4LOYEES' PA DON'ATIONS TO DEMOCR.ATIC CANDIDATES.

E1reakdowvn of Lnn-Di xic'e s con tribution~s to feder al c'andidtets. by: House ai
Se:nate: (Ifnormation tcaken from FEC "D" index)

prrnb] iceans

Senate

PRt-pub i .ns

Tnt-al
, IRinoc r ats

Rpu b i c €ans

4o., Suppor e~d
37

Z tot. cand.
667.
347.

4 IZ

6:4%:

Anount of ( OO~ ri but ion
~; 3435{.cn
~ 15OOf~.Oo

$ 125o4,.oo

$ 7:66 2.Q0
$ 36,2 50.0o

w. ~~STOi, TH E 0: LOYE, 2 D0tA T!

w¢ith thie FUEan th,. F L,
from, I O7 Wjinn-Di x: , di c.ltiu:re :report,-f e
I fl n dK.

7 , o the :i turn i ;,.Ld rc pc. won u ob a inid f rt-c::,. nm IFL.

232. of " fecn:al Ja;na: ion' ; ....... to . ...... .....

% tot,
70%Z

66

34

6::3: T



RECEILTS AU OTRIUIGS STATE l 78

State Aint. Recd,
AL $ 12400.00

FL $100n6 1C9. 50
CA $ 1000.00

% tc. aint:
10%I

79:.
,8%

40C .00
3'300. 0

A550~0o

V750.CU

>550.00

WY

UN:. C:J:

$800.,00

$ lnOO .cc.
$ 2500.C(:
$ 2000.00,
$ i1OO0.000
$ 200..00

$ 35(3C' .00
$ 2000,CC
$ 35c00.00
$ 20C0.00

$ :5500.00
$ 3000.00(]0
$ 40CCu.o0G
$ 1 000. 0
$ 6000 .oc

$ 8o42.00

$ :2OOn" *cv

$ 1C >(~ .OCVI

$ C O )

of.. .... " 1 tOi "' rnar t 2 ..rL.. ... t .. . .

m t.

3%

2 %

2%Z

.8%

4%

52

, I'.

4%



MXT: " T~3 r'~aTi. L
1

.... i t j he .~ C h ,v , a , ront... ....... . ......... pu l l . .. .... ...

IC TN... I++ : T C +ONTROLS Th+E ..... ixQUT 0? +: ....... S ,VOUNA, Y DYiAI0S:,,
c+ f t he+ +A' i.t~mrized contr i bu+ crs holdi ng i++.....lev+c, R, ~nl2+.+ ;,e+r+, + -i+ and:+t p+ro+e s ion~al
positio +n s c ntr i but e-d i n amoiun t s i t hi+:n :the r+ig of p1++ +5:0- 3 00. + . of heit'iec

35+ ,ontar i bu ted i n dmoa s ahoYJ,, te range , (Thi s i n orrmt! i on was: obtai nedl frog,
1978 Winn-[ijie disclosure reporti filed With thte FEC..)..
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THE FEDERAL E LECT ION COMM IS S ION

WAS H NGTON, D.C.•

ME MOPANDUM 0L' LAWA

Thi s Memorandum o~ La i s bein sulbmit ted by Dart

.:r r es Inc., Eaton Corpor ation, General E lectric Company,

, .r 2nat iona! 'Paper Compa ny , Un ited TechnoloQgies and W i:n-Di xie

" < 'S tn con ne c tion w it h t h e "Compl[a in t A.int.p..to..o

......t.ePolitcal.ctio Coxn mitt... es" f [ied w i th t he Commi s si on

2. .ctober: 9, 1979, by: the international Association of Machinists,

x iliiamn Winpisinger, Anne S.. Morrion, Alan. B. Morrison, Eugene

lvrJudyi Reardon, and Rebecca Ward.

Of Counsel: STEPTOB & OSOh
1250 Connecticut Avcn,:e, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 2003'3

November 9, 1.979



ST~PT0E & JO~SON

MToR~3TS A.~ L&w

'250 C0NN~C1IC~T AVENUE

~A5*4IN0TON, 0. C. 200~6

(202) *,a-IOOQ

f. ,

1L~,

>Ij ~ ~.

November 9, 1979

The Federal Election Corinsion
1325 K Street, N.,W.
Washington, D.<C, 20463

Dear Comm is sioner s;

The enclosed Memorandum of Law is being submitted
on behalf of Dart industries inc., Eaton Corpoation, General
Elec tr ic Company, Interna tional Paper Company, Un ited Techno-
logies, and Winn-Dixie Stores to urge the Commission to dismiss
the complaint filed on October 9, 1979, by the International
Association of Machinists, William Winpisinger, Anne S. Morrison,
Alan fl. Morrison, Eugene Glaver, Judy Reardon and Rebecca Ward.
Each of these respondents specifically reserves its right under
2 .S.C. § 437g(a)(4) to demonstrate that the Commission should
take no action on :the complaint.

Re spe t f ully S ubm itted,

STEPTOE & JOHNSON

& li

E. Wari'

cc: Acting General Counsel - Federal Election CommissionJohn Silard



*..' *

NovemberO? , !879OQ ~ L

The Federal cet~ionCosio
"132z5 K Street, N.W
Washington, D.C. 20463

- Dear C ommissiloners:;

-- The enclosed Memorandum of Law is beingsumte
o n behal±f o f Dar t Indus trie s Inc., Ea ton CorpOrat£ion, General!

N Flectric Company, International Paper Company, united Techno-
. log ies, and Winn-Dixie Stores to, urge the Commission to dismiss

the complaint fi2.d on October 9, 1979, by the. International
~Association of Macbinists, William Winpisinger, Anne S. Morrison,

Alan B.MorriSon, :Eugene Clover, Judy Reardo n and Rebecc~a Wa~rd,
Lach ; of these respondents specifically reserves its right under
2 U.S.C. § 4137gq(a)(4) to: demonstrate that the Commission should
take rio action on the compli~nt.

Re spe c t full y s u bmitte,

C STEPTOE & JOHNSON

£.r Warmn

cc: Ac:mng GnalCoun.sel - Federal Election Commission
Jonin Silard



* 0
..... INT RODUCT iO0

This Memorandum of Law, submitted on behalf of Dart

;tzxeS Inc., Eaton CorpoatiOn, General Electric Company,

nat:ional Paper Company, united Technoloqies an~d 'winnDixie

;i s f ile d in .re sponse to the compliain t f iled wi th the

;sonon October 9, 1979, by the !Inter national Association

2hinists, William Winpisinqer, Anne S. Morrison , Alan B.

;on, Eugene Glover:, Judy Reardon, and Rebecca Ward (referred
1 /

J~ectively hereafter as ",complainants")}.. The complainants

t thatm Federal Election E.aw and Federal Constitutional

ntees are be ing violated by the operations of corporate

*. cal Action Comtes" The compliaint makes c!lear that

ir : iamed corporate respondents were selected solely because

F.veth "lagst(nter ms. of on tr-i b utions ) C o porat e

i ' cal Action commitees"' and n...ot h~cause of any particular

Eve:n the; most cursory revie.. : w of the complaint demon-

, 'thti i nald~ it face does not raise issues

r. ; l!eqe facts wh ich warr an i &nvestLi'3a tion by t he C omm i ssion

s~n :hould be dismissed immediately. Sect iofl 437g of the Fed-

,± Elect ion Campai ..gn Act ( "the Act" or the "Federal Election ......

.... " . j ives th~e ,Conmrnss ion the power" to ree .. ive and review corn-

. ?.Ihoqh n . ri.: on, Euqorne2 l or a nd Rebecca Ward}

Z." l:,._te h ~ c U m A iainantso r ,....... o th... . ir.. ....... to.o..l

lt the verification recuiementa .o; 2: U.S.C. § 437q.(a)(l),
.O.2.C ... ,mes T hould be str icken f:ro' the comlaint.



>1rr~d. While the complaint purportS to be an enforcement

* ... eeking redress of specific vilainso the Act, lit

,, ct a challenge to the Act itsel!f which cannot be d is-

u 4mply by mislabeling it. ,

The complaint is a transpa~rent attempt by opponents 
i

S .ate policital action committees ( "PACs ") to seek to

Commission repeal portiOns of the statute it is empow-

, roeuired to enforce. It does not in fact allege vio- 4

..... of the Act and Commission Regulations as written, but 
.

,;onjures up violations .of the Act aS the complainants

, had been written, tf accepted, the arguments and alle-

*, o-t£ complainants would not .only revoke the unambiguous

... .'. ,. rights of all American cprt~S but would aliso

.- or severely restrict the First Amendment Uights of fe

*, , , J freedom of association of millions &~ Americans,

Complainants ar asking hei Comrmission to exceed its

*;; 2t'u~jfnal and statutor authority to do now w hat Congress

"-.:: >d to do at the timre it pasSed the Federal Elec~tion Act.

'Th>m ision shoulid n eq ivocall ri e je ct th is b lat ant att emp t

-- , an~nd ani pulate it for poiical purposS

,*o:mrpljinantz' poiical purposes are evidenced b their

,-~il ..... .. the complaint to the. press when it was filed., in

~L~~ici&latiOn Wi the cordftjlt rovisions Qt 2 .....

' ... S(~ . Such .....c .is i..... am viol eatio of Con -
* t33~s intent that the : 437qg *ech:aflis not b.u.e....a.o...

ae fo 'm o the public airin g of gr _VaOCCswic a in !ict;

hr2 ~ a e ul c es by Cc q ............
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The complaint is totallY deficient, o it fails to

";.hat the named corporate PAC respondents have violated

cificC statutory prohibition or requirement set forth by
3/

in the Act. The re, are no allegations of the use or

u"physical force" , job discrimination" or 'b.......... "financial

s, ..... " There are no allegations that :persons: soliciting

ne PAC contributions have failed toe iform employees

oolitical purpose of the solicitation or that employees

:e right to refuse to contribute without any reprisal,

T. han allege: any specific violation of the .sta~ite as

c-i by 12 U.S.C. § 437g, the complaint makes the general.

: i on that all .... employee cont ributriOns to all corporat£e

:hsC equrmet aretffund in 2 U..C § 41b(3,which

(3) it shall be unlawfiul --

(A) .for such a fund to make a cont ..ibution
or eoenitur byutilizifn money or anything Of

vale .ecre byv physical force, job discrimina-
tion, financial reprisals,, or the threat of
fot'ce, job dsrmntoor financial reprisal;
orby Iues, fees., or o~ther monies required asa
contition of membership in a. labor Organization
or as a condition of employment, .. or by monies
o.bta ined in a ny com~merc iali trtansactio n.

(B) for any per'so solicitin n employee
for a contribution to such a f :und rO fail to
inforrm such emplov~fe of the political pur...o.....s
ofsuch fund at t ime o'f such so ictaton
an

(C) f:or any person solicit~g an e ,pl ,oyee
:fOr a contribut:cn to su ch a fund to ifair to

wihota ny. r ep r .sal.



? n'erently lack voluntariness because of '"subtle and psy-
ucal compulsion." It arcgues that ", .... there, is rno pos,-

L.ty that corporations could meet their heavy burden to

Th at it is the employee's free will rather Than his, de-

p. position which induces the response to corporate PAC
4/

:, rations." Such general all~egations are ,in abuse

S enforcement mechanism of Section 437g and are totally

:. cient to warrant investigation by the Commission.

THE COQMMISSION LACKS JURISDICTION TO
CONSIDER CONSTITUTI'ONAL CHALLE£NGES
TO T.HE FEDERAL ELECTION ACT

Stripped of its rhetorical trappings, thc complaint

n ce asks the Commission for a eclaration .....that the

. ' ...,. ns o f the Fedual Election Act al!owinq corporations

% .w.Iish PACs and solicit contributions from "ex×ecutive

;,, ln ~istrative pernrnel (...hereinaft ereere to as

' _ ent emplioyees" ) a re uncons ti tutional.

SectionS i and II off the complaint milaigysug-

'' -,at com plinfants are simply seeking t have the Act

,,r.uea to meet Convstitutioa r emnt"when in fct,

..........h guise ,of complaininy of alliied s:iolations of the
t

£neetn!ta oo ~nn~aXicihrn



-, .. ,,v seek to have the Commission administratively repeal

:.z- Q O5 statutory language and its own Congressionally

: i , regulations both of which clearly contemplate and per-

.. .. chalenged corpor ate ac ti vi tie s.

Sct'ion III of the complaint asks the Commission to

~dministratively the unambigquous statutory prohibition

n i ~on tr ibu tions to fed eral e lec tions becauise i t d i scrim i-

t ... iViolates the Constitution,,"

Sect ion XV of the ,Complaint. similarly asks the Commis-

:er peal administratively the unambiguouS statutory provi-

:,:: ch allow corporations to pay the amnsrtv

xr r PAC activities from company :assets because this

"v:< 'iolates the constitutional, rights ofstchle.

ft iS a ffundamental- principle of administrative law

' Wm:inistrative agency such as the Commission has no

.. : : ,c n t o c on sid er s uca h co n sti t ut ion al c hall e n ges to

' .e >re, it adiitr. " [Aidjudicatio .. of the constitu-

~~ v Of cogressional enactmients has generally been thouqh

.... v~ j'eurisdiction Of administrative agencies", irn the

cC, 
" expresSstutr provision. Oestereich. v, Selective

.:-2C moard, 3:93 U.S. 233, 242 (1968) (Harmlan, . concurring

... 't). Aco , :Weinberoer v... Salfi, 42U.. 749, 7;4-6;5

Th .... hn~on v. Robi~on, 415 U.S , 361, 368 (1973), ?anitz v.

,.]tr of f Columbia, 112 F. 2d 39, 41-42 ('D.C .. :Cir. 1940);



• '.. "Cir~ Auiq- 3 1979L) Slip OP, a 36-7. e

. ::...... U tilities CommisSion v, United States, 35,5 tiS.

4, L 958) ; Engineers Public Service Co. V, SEC, ,1318

S....,j ,9 1'52-53 (1943), dismissed , ........... as ....... moot, 332... u .. 78...

r :e nneth Cuip Davis, the leading authority on adinn

.- .. aw, has explained t he reason< for the rule as

, . \ fundamental distinction must 'be recog nized
' etween constitutional applicability of

:. , egislation to particular facts and consti-
,::utiona.Lity of the legisition. When a

' tribunal passes upon constitutional applica-

-- '.ility, it iS cryn out the legislative
: .ntent, either exptess o implied or presumed.
~hen a tribunal passes upon co<nstitutionality

~~:rT the legislation, the question ,is whether

~tshall take act ion which runs cutrto
,;The legisaative intent. We commit to admin-"-I 3rat~v agencies the pDower to determine

' .:onstitutional applicabiiy, but we do not

..... zu:mit to administrative, agencies the power
dter mine cons tit ut ionalit y of l eg i slation.

nli the courts ihave authority to take action
' .hich runs coun ter to the expressed will, of

...... ," The legislative body.

" ,> :nhnision to consider: this complain't would undermine

i "' . r . -y,, efficient functioning of the processes of govern-

* , ! ch requires the :courts todeter'mine thecosiuonl

L ' laiv enactments--a task which "represents the

" ':,x' rc.... of tuiia ow~ r an d one that eves the

::: is r eluctant to exrie" Pan itz v. District of

....h~ sl a.....t 41-42.



Inde1ed, the Federal Election Act itself iS conclusive

.. ;. score. While the Commission has broad primary jurisdic- i

-- ver civil enforcement proceedings pertaining to violations"I

ct,- Section 437h specifically releqates precisely this

Sconstitutiona!t challenge ito the federal courts:

* . The Commission, the national committee
of any political par'ty, or any individual
eligible to. vote in any election for the
office of President of the, United States may
institute such actions in the appropriate
district court of the United States, includ-
ing actions for declaratory judgment, as may
be appropriate to construe the constitution-
ai'itv of any provision oil.. this Act. "The dis-
trict icourt imhmediate'y--shall certify all

questions of constitutionality of this Act
to the United States courts of appeals for

the circuit involved, which shall hear the

matter sitting en b anc.

...... 437h(a). (Emphasis added). As explained in the

... .,tona]l debate,

'Jnder [Section 437h] oersons challengingq the
constitutionality of any provision of the
ict, re:tain their right to do so in court
without '&xhaustincj administive reede
to the etent the courts have jurisdiction ]

under established principles. The deli-
cately balanced scheme of procedures and
remedies set out: in the act is intended to.
oe the exclusive means for vindicating the
rlghts and declaring the duties stated
therein.

'- " :,. R, c. H.l'330 (1974) :(Pem'vrks of i'.ep. Hays). Accord-

K:'7 te Commission Tshould d!sf.s'-3 the comrgaint because :

22inp... mi_ ' e failure to al lee violations of the, Federal i

'I



....:, !iE CORPORATE PAC CONDUCT WH ICH TEE COMPLAINT
r-LEGES IS I.NHERENTLY COERCIVE IS IN FACT
DEARLY PER MISSIBLE UNDER ThE LEDERAL EtLECTION ACT

"he conduct which the complaint (Section i and iI)

i .::: .ates the "outrns"requirement of the Fed-

' .: , Act is conduct which is clearly permissible under

. .~ ~~ .. . he Commi: s ion Requlatiois, and has been approved

, (:... ommission Advisory Opinions.

. .. ' i.e complaint challenges four aspects of corporate

.: .... ' 'ttions alleging that these practices are "pregnant

-., n. Complai nt,< p. 15. As stated in, the complit:

. ! All corporations are asking for political
donatiOnS from~ totally upoeted emnployees.,

, There ,is no poionto protect the anonym.-

ity of those who refUSe to contribute or the

. amounts ot contributions.

,.~~ I ian £  s.the vuln me r abe m i...de v el icar ee r man age rs

adposso lswho: are the primary t arget
< and source O£ the crotePAC donatios.

" 4. The, corporations provide no arms length po
I ~ ~tect ion a a ins t compuls ion because t hey even

permit: 5olicitation in perso-n by employees

S who, supervise the soliicited emp loyee."'

i>-spite the complaint' s inlmaoyand isleading

.... c~l rqdconduct :is clearly lawful and permitted

" * t. i:nc the Comm..s.. on. s R equlations ,2nd Advisory

.,

/.

I



.:, THE FEDERAL ELECTION ACT LEAVES NO DOUBT THAT~CORPORATIONS MAY SOLICIT PAC CONTRIBUTIONS

FROM SQ-CALLED "UNPROTECTED EMPLOYEES

, The complaint criticizes the fact that corporations

- -t so-called "unprotected employees" and SuggeSts that

i '' ....ation violates the Act. Apparently the. term

: " *cted employees" is a catch phrase tior nonunion employ-

.'. complaint cossto ignore the fact that the Act

S :o usly allows a corporate PAC ' to solicit cont£ributions

Knd from its executive and admini :strtv esne

.... . "families." The Act deffines "executive and adminis-

* mz sonnei" as "ind ivid uals employed byv a co rpor a tion

-' ,it<d on a saar ather than hourly bai s n wo av

,~aktnq, managerial~ professional, or supervisory r...pon.-

.- ::., " 2 TJ.S.C, 3 441b(b)(7). COngresS was, therefore,

....... !m t h tict cn ctedP the 1976 Amendments that

. An .; d those, amendments allowed corpo~rate PACs tosol icit

* 't 'A. ilons fro o-cail,.ed "unprotected employees."Se

..... . . Rec. S. 369:8, 4l15l, 4154-55 (l976):; H .R: Rep.

'~~97,9thCoq. d Sess. 70-72 (197b); H.R. Cent. Rep.

)4-O5, 94th ong., ... ...~64 (1 76 . ...........

C1Ltiona mirrr the Act and ..... vide addi tioni guiadance

:-. wh ...ihb, en~ploee ...... ll with, in the, cateacry :of "executive

1  . 2 tz: e e s o. .. ....... ... .... §. f 4 . . ........se

-,nl2 stat that, , the defi n t on of ,"_xec!ive .... and

4II'

: !91 -,:
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native prsonne•"does not include "professionals who

v-,: sented by a. labor. organization" . The Commission ' 5

..-: ins, therefore, expressly permit the solicitation of

" :- , ned" executive and adminis'trative pers~onnel and

..,:. limit a corporation's ability to sol ii so-called

, .... (lie., union) emp~o'yees~

T2ime and time again the Commission i n its Advisory

: as expressly and implicitly recognized the rights

" ~:tions under the Act to est abliish PACs and soiicit

...... i ons from their so-clled "!unprotected" management

• ~(see eg. Advisory Opinions 1977-70, 1978-61,

.. - ' 78-2 1979-42, 1979-48, 1976-23, 1978-1.6, l979--!3

. L976..1:9, 1976-4, 1976-1.. 8, 1977-56, 1976-92, 1976-75,

• , - -A)., The rule wa:s succintly stated in Advisory Spin-

As you: know, the Act calypermits a
: '- p a r a te seg atced f und to s oli c it the
i ~;tockholders executive rr administra-..
i ~~ti vo personneli a nd t heir L-a: iiie.S of£

....e coprto htestablished and .ad-

ninistered the _fund.

Thc rule .allowing soicitation of these employees

2hag bygrtuioulylabeLling the as"nrtce

*:-. .. lvees. ": There can be no doubt that corporate RAGCs

' t,-[ : contributions, from th oorporaion . management

L
I.

I



II -..

B. NEITHER THE FEDERAL ELECTION ACT NOR THE
COMMISSION REGULATIONS REQUIRE ANONYMITY

OF EMPLOYEE CONTRI'BUTORS TO CORPORATE PACS

The complaint crilticize? .the fact that corporations

:ently know the identity of some or all of the contribu-

... and non-contributors to their PACs and indirectly suggests

... his is somehow a violation of the Federal Election Act.

* the Act and the Regulations, however, cear~ly envision that

.. ..poration may know the identity of its management employee

* tbutors. There is no anonymity requirement in either the

' ,-Regulations for contributions by management employees

... .. corporate PAC, To-the conitrary,. the Act requires al. PACs

* , 2.fltaln det....... .....iled records of contri .. +bu tio ns and report to0

• .+missionr the names, ... ........ an...o.c..ations of .all

.~tr h aecontributions of: more than ..$100. 2 U.S.

" +~.4,b). These names, along with the names o:f all contributors

* V+ r than $10O0 to any political committoe, are bystatute a

T-he fact t.hat there is :no; anonymity r-equirement :for

>'z OratQ soicitation of mana gement employees i.s no ov.er sight.

th , 1976 Amendments, C'ongress .limited thu mcehods by which

* ±+.+ Cr pQLE~ i On coulid s oii ci t co n t r i bu+tions fr om non-. +an a +eme n t

± pO+,. . U .r ,az P AC chose to solicit those employees 2 .SC

4 41 b (3) ( s . These+ noyiy requir~m z~s were not impo......e.d!.r S . .....~o .... ..t.. man ge ent....y e
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The Commissio n reaffirmed the fact that a corporation

ne. not inSure the anonymity of management cotiuosand

flOF mntributors in Advisory Opinions 1976-23 arid 1978-16, both

or iich approved the use by 'corporate PACs of payrol, deduction

pr "ares to collect the contributiOnS of management employees.

T ommission has recognized that Congress COntemplated that

40 uld use methods for faiiaigcontributionS which do

rovide for Anonymi ty..

2 U,. S.C § 441ib( b) p rovi d es for e st a bl!ishnten t
by coprtosarid l abor unions of separate
segregated funds, and for facilitating the mak-
ing of cnrbtosto Such funds. Congress

i intended to allow methods of contribution to
separate segregated funds which would facilitate
v oliuntary c on tr ibut£ions.4

~The House amendment was intended to
, acknowledge the use by corporations of i

v ar ious met hods, s uch as check-o ff systeros,

f~~rci itate the ,naking :of such contr ibutions :[ ' ~to separate Segregated political funds
...Phe House ame ndment also in tendled: to i

,aut'.horize such mtod notwit..tanding any
other prqv.s.Lon .of law., Report of Committe
Conference on S-30,65, Rpt.. No. 94-l0O57, •

. ... ~. 62', ..19764 (The House ....amendment was :'
ado pted.)

:,cory Opini on 1976-23, (Emphasi.......s added)}. .

C . ... STATUTE: AND COMSSO :CLTIN PRSL
ALlc~w CORPORATE PACS TO :SOL ICIT "M ... ....EL MAN
AGE.S AND PRFSSIONA EPOYEES"IThe com.piint crit icizes tho fact that coate PACs :

i,~ gontritons from "mid-level anaqers and processional :

t . .. ..... .. .. ....... .
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* Federal lcto Act. This suggestion is patently frivolous

... totally contradicted by the plain languaqe of the statute.

The Act and Regulations specifically allow a corporate

Sto solicit i ts "executive and adiitaieemployees."

Ac epeslyiclde midlevel managers and professional

.doyees" in defining "executiv.e and administrative personnel.

the, term 'executive and administrative
personnel' means individuals employed by a
corporation who are paid on a salary, rather
than hourly, basis and who have policymaking,
managerial, professional, or supervisory

:.Sc. § 441b(b)(7). (Emphasis added). The Rgltosfur-

: r provide that the statutory definitions of "executive and

.r: Str.aiv per:sonnel" include "plant, division and section

,nges" 'C iies~§14.l(c)(l)(ii) , nd state that the Fair

.. tndrsAc,2 .S.. C 201 et ~c., may.. be used .as

~u~d~inein dtermnin wheth..er empic......av. olyaking

On .. .. a number ,of occasi on , s .....in its Advisory. Opinio:ns,th

ourmss on has not only generalliy aprovec theslctaino

aoc~lc unpr :tected" ranagerial employees,, but has speci~i-

-:iI y allowed the 2 olicitation of£ c rtin identified midlevel

t]p Lnion i978-27,, . he Con n appr-oved the. olicita ....ion. sby a

32o icn Idicate i -,- ! ' n .....Advisory! Ocon. 1976-... 7 that, .assuming other..
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:e"... ements are mett corporate PACs may solicit salaried fore-

: ."supervision of an hourly emnployee .is only: an incidental

-. .r the supervi sory employees function, stich as the SUper-

,: n of a clerk or Secretary . .

CORPORATE PA:CS ARE PERMITTED TO US'E
PERSONAL FACE-TO-FACE SOLIC ITATION

The complaint criticizes the tact that many corporate

. ,ake 1t nrestricted personal" solicitations of management

:: ;es. Begrudgingl.y, the complainants admit that t her e are

. 2:remissionl regulations, ' Complaint, p. 17 (emphasis and

- t s added), which prohibit SUCh personal face-to-face I

" ;ation. This admission further deosrtsthe absurd-

*.t.. this co!mplaint, Compinants aliege :that certain conduct

"* .... olaticn of the Act, yet admit thtteei opoii

x-q .., , anst that condut,

Tecomplainants mention the fa~c thae some corpora-,,;-i

* i',t times usc superiors to solicit •uodnts Although

tany ,Qorations have not used this method, there is nothin

:r~er in :such solicitation.. The: Commission's Stun PAC (Advi-'o~

,77 (-m ...ni ,on 975.-..23 ) deisio n , wh ilie a pp roving corpoatLe R AC I{

;i 2 i taa ion off all employees, suggeste d certoin solicitation ' ..
6/

V:td.: Ln?$ including no .... ri........ d.... ........... ationri.

; The Sun PC gquideins included: (i) a superior shou..ld

L ,trm the '3olici, e mpl-yee of the pol i ti,:,a ...... urpos o ... th

r~r right t refu;se tZo contribute without reoriai. of any kind.. 5
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•,........guidelines were before Congress at the ...time of- The 1976

,-:me n tS Howe ve r, wh ile Congr es s chose: to i nclude two of t he

- suggested Sun PAC guidelines as part of the 1976 Amend-

*e it specifically declined to include the suggested guide-

)L.. no supervisor-subordinate solicitation in the amendments.<

Li qh such a guideline was included in the Senate bil i~t

j, ',ected by the Senate and House conferees prior to passage

1, 976 Amendments. Thus, complainants cite as a violation

S Act a "prohbitio,,,n" which Congress expressly rejected.

In conclsoall of the examples which .complainants

:. "i mproper" and "in h erent ly" coercive solicitati on, methods

: .'. act completely legal and permissible and are totally con-

's '.: wtb free-choice voluntary contributions.,

THE COMPLAINANTS ' "EVI DENCE" IS TOTALLY INS'LJFICiENT
TO ARRAJNT ......... ANY I NV ES TIG AT O N Y TECOM MlSS~ION

The &ubmis.on, of the complainants is devoid cf an',/

~~which: identifies any specific example or incident Of

, mc" f rploy~es bycoprt PACs. Inste ad, the corn-

*"'C:i;: zs rely on "six major findings from [complainants #1

...... U, "Of ...(...... e, .... .....: corporat PAC dona tionS" wh~ch s~pp ose dly demon.,-

.... ,at corp:orate manaqement epoes are being i.nherently

" '':-ve ito contributiny. Comp~iint, ,at L9. If allegations..

e, eSUCh aS those cited by complainants in :their "six;

[ [a ... d mLrS" ar sufri.O en to warranty Ce ' iston iestqa
.... ....'2C ls~nwudo r •ue tQ sed its



: , a .. on evredncostly, time-~consuming and utterly fruit-

:i~e. .nquests into perfectly legal behavior. The fact remains

h JeSpite cmliat'suggestive chrceiztos he

• -ii. itions and"evidence..... in their complaint, even if taken

, : , do nOt establish violations of the Act or justify

....... ion investigation.

The ..fi.st "major finding" of the co0mplainants is that

.-: erage corntribution to a corporate PAC "ranges from $J2.6

a 3." Compl aint, at 19-.2:0. it appears that the complainants

r. : =es ..ting ..that the Commission investigate. .. .eve ry contr ibu-

-: : 'er $116 on the assumption thtarbtal rsmto

C that such a contribution must have been. " coered.,"

Qj Lafts$ :suggestion will, require that the Commis... sio i.......

-I virtually every individual contrib lution reported to it,

I ~ :ne. mhiniimum contribution repor'table to the Commission

T e eond "major finding" is th~at ?AC fnsaecn

- -u ... to candidates other than those of the same politicaal

ir t >s a the contributors., The Suree.out....itcla

-" >~itersloalUnion No., 562z v. Unit.ed States, 407 U ..

: 972, that there is no cosiuinlor atatutory 'pro-

- U:c' , ai nants wou ld h ave :t he Cormi : ion i .... ,ti - t C' e: y PAC..

- ............I:, rE en~ctcd a:s 2 U ....... § 441b.
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eu::aoiy labor PACs as well), whose contri butions do riot
,. c:'"; coniewith the political party aiiaonof its

:.t :.. itors on the presumption that the contributions to it

* bee "oer.ed. Suh• suggestion is contrary to the

ver ,ure and purpose of union and corporate separate segre-

;at .ndS, The Act, in allowing cOrporations and unions to

, T: h PACs .and to select the candidates to whom contribu-

% : re made withou't having to poll all PAC contributors,

:e ,zed that these PACs could give to< candidates of al~l

,.x .. l par ties, Certainly, the Act does not require PACs

q 't cnrbtosonly from members of one par'ty and make

"c 'utioris only to that party.

The third "'major finding" of. compliainants is even more

-:: .... s. .It iscomplainants' cont=:ention that the fact. that

~x~e P~scontri.bute to caddae n st ates other than

t: whe-re thei r own contributors roe3ide is "eiec"that

:.nt..... nsto the PAC have .been c" ........ ... The coern-d

2nsoff er no rationale why making contributin inote

uc,.<S evidences coercion. Aqain, the comp1l inants are sug-

i ... .. ing ........ the Commission launch an investigation based on conducts

ch: iS cl~early iegal under t!he A.

The...ourth reaj'or findi;ng is t;hat employees ... o some

CO rporations aro not oermitted4 to "earma~"cntiuiost

... &:ipients ,off 2AC funds. As. the. Commssio n is well aware,

C!oimplainants own evidence indica.tes tha ube fcr

Pere, PA:s permit earmarking, a f~ict which they evidently
....t empt, to :explain away by s tating that most contributors do

,o earm, .k their cont ributions t:o ;a speci.fic recilent.,



Jle earmarking of~ contributions is permissible, the re is
11/

solutely no requirement that a PAC permiteamkig

Complainants' fifth "majo...r finding" is that a per-=

ntage of employees choosing to participate in corporate PACs

~~evidence that such participation is " ..... coe=c ed." Compla intr,

i21., A careful examination of the data in the oppendix of

corncoplaint reveals that their percentage figures appl~y to

lya e PAWs; in the few cases where a priiainrt

| ) offered, it is based on. either questionable sources or unre-

. lDe asurpin. Once again,, the complainants' theory, if

iowed, woul!d have. the Commission investigate every PAC

no lu ding uinPACs) that is successful: in soiitiing a large

,.:rcentage o< it3 employees to conitribute, irespectJve of how

, <%iculous it had been in, following the laW, .. on the presumption

....... t Th contributions must have been 'coerced.

~The sixth rand final ,"major fi.nding' of tte comptairn-

;ILs is t:hat some cor pordte PACs utilize .......nes to, suggest

ontribution 5jzes. Such guide!ine s are exprtessly permitted

by the ComsinsRegulation:s. WEC ReQs. § 1.() Presum-

:.Ly, conipLainants suggest that the Cmiso netgt all

ciies wticrc a cor-porate or union AC, foll ows Commiss ion

Keg~itonSonthe ssumption :that such £dherce to: the law

10/ u e Adis orn Opnin..-' ,LCReie 1.~.....

11/ ... " . C .. .. .. ..ep .. ...N. 9 - 4 8, 9 d n.,....s..1.19 4)
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-u i~ciet evidaence for the Commnission to find 
reason to

i iteve that a violation of the Act has occurred.

"In COnClusiOn, the "evidence" s ubmited by t!he corn-

i. ainants does not indicate that any violations 
of the Act have

curred, On the ceontrary, it establishes that the corporate

Cs have complied with the Act and the 
ConjfisSiOfl s Regulations

{ ... Advis.ory OpinionS. The commission should, therefore, imme-..

,~ately dismiss the complaint..

, COMPLAINANTS ' CNST iTUTIONAL ARGUMENTS APE FIVOLOUS

& Even if the Commission: were to conisider the corn-

K i t, the. constitUtienal chalene are frivolous on their

-" icc. Comp~ainants c~fltend in Section IiI of the Complaint

Iti croatos a allowed to continue to exercise their

-'LtC7 n Ltt~~ r9hS he Federal Election Act's

ban on labor unlton treasury .otibt ...io .est. it

?,mendment because it: deprives unions of[ equal protec ion .. The

short answ er to this argument: is that he statute goes to areat

lengths to provide equal treatment of corporate and union

uoltial :.penitr' . he plain wor din of 2' r" .3.. § 441b

:n r'iie nio co.duct an ...r........ib le an .. nroib ited

....coorate conduct.. Thuis, 4,41]b( a) orohibits "ani corpOratiol

or nv anr i;ani>:tit... from. maki a cLtriOt~lt
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{e:- i lctos (Emphasis acded. ) Section 441b(b) (2) (C !

c. ,nits the establishment of Separate segregated funds to be

"i,zed for political purposes by a corporation tori labor

mizn ation." otiuin obtained "by dues, [ees, or

r monies required as a cnionof membership in a labor

~nization " are prohibited; so are contributions obtained

i ac condition o:f employment," §: 44lb(b)(3)(A). Corporations

solicit contributions from their "stockholders" and "exec-

e n diitaiepersonnel; unions may solicit contri-

0 ~~os from their "members.." '§ 441b(4)(A.)(i)&(ii). see alsoi

Ib(5)&(6)., In o0ther words, corporations and unions are given ,

t ~:tical , parall el r ights and pr ohbib itioS. ,

~The balance thus struck in 5 441b reflects a long-

:;in ; ongressional consensus whi£ch hasbe eetd'

~med by th courts. Pipefitters v,., United States, supra,

..... ,, +U.S. at 406-+08; United States v. UAW,, 3L52 U,!.S. 567, 58

.. . ....................... 5 v . d 33 ....06..1. .(.48)

'.i.r .Johnston, 52 2 d 1137, 115..h.i.97)

I2,i Thus, in explaining the scope of 7 304 of the Taft-Hartley
;At, Senator T a t stated:

f [lit seems to me the conditions are exactly
{ paralle,e~ both as to corporations ,and labor

" ..an....On. [A...........t.on of: nianufac-

ing thea in an eiecct~on would: vioat t
law, in my o.oilnion, e<act1v ,as the PACd, if
it gaot its tund from ..a..bor unions, would v'ic-

ldte the law...

93 ..... nc . 6439 (1947 ),: cited in Pice£itters v. united St ates,
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" 7. s cesensus embodies, moreover, a long history of Congres-

i,.% ssessment of the realit'ies of political action by both,n. n  nd cOrpora tions. Thogotmost of his hi!Story, the

:.VeaJt:. threat to the balance StrUCk by the .Feder al Election.

, : * ... ceen created by massive union expenditures to influence

coeof federal elections .. Indeed, the Supreme Court

:a nowledged that , there may be a s2r e federal interest

• : fiating poiical expenditures by unions than by corpor-

it..: because "union membership and the payment of union dues

u. 'n involuntary. " Cort v. Ash, 422 U.S., 66, 81 n13 (1975).

, : very least, therefore, there is a compelinig federal

.*:st in allowing cor psorain t o have an qa opportunity
13/

clici t their management employees.

It foiklows that the Feder:al lecti on Act provision .."...s,

:simply 2 .... ... ..r.r.t...~ tc ioicit their manag~ement

iov.es i...~ mne siiar tQ that utilized by the unions

,In: fact, the reality is that unions cont~nue to enjoy sig-
Cicant ,advantages over: corpor'ations under the statute. For
;ample, the right of partisan communtca~tions granted by
441b(2)(A) is of much leSS value to corporations than to

nioii.s,.... Th.is is because t.he number of "executive or administra-
ieper...onnel" . with whom the corporation can communicate is

mail in comoariscri with union member ship a. nd. bccau]:e the re'l-a-
<ionship b !twen the ........... tion and: its shareholders i s of

.... entirely different character. For' exu~mule, Suhstantial nun-
heS of snares inr mo:st laree corporations are held by institu-
riOnhaL Inetos y contrast, unions have unetitdaccess
to their metubers and can function much more effectively as a
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;:" ;,n Liciti ng their members, cannot deprive the unions of

jCom'plainants contend fur thet in Section !V of the

. | CC: ,aint that it is unconstitutional for a corporation to

... ' ,, rpraefunds even for the limited purpose of financing

t! *sts ofPAC o0perations. This :argument is toetally lacking

i. n. Co...a.....lik oter peakers in our :society,

L rst Amendment inter estS which can be abridged only

: :2 a strong showing of" a contrary governmental interest.

c Nati.onal Bank of Boston V. Beillott, 435 U..76..7

~~~3) These interest:,.. , . .. s ane by no means limite to matters,

; .' 2tiv connected with :the corporation s e:conomic tasks. Id.

77-:73. As the Cou rt explain;ed, the F ......... i... rz Amendment 9ro-

' sic.nifcant s ocietal interests rr as well aS: individual

~rezs and iberty of discussion of !"'aU i matters of public

w:Crn'" is at its, .. core. d.at 776. "Ti. s .o.l... tru

. ~ 2s " ..... ne spehcomes from a corpor aion rather than an,

........ est corprat.e.. rtsto......at political diS-

2:s~szOfl ..... a, "cl!ear eniteen to or eto. . at 778.

Cl aimant:s have turned this nrinc~e on is head. ,For

.r C.., gres., ra frm-sri~acmeln3 1 vrmna
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:. :nrv ,tatute apparently permits the use of union funds to finance
4"-: ': o :itations for union: PACs, on the ground that such a use,

,0 . II. .ted merely toward communicating with possible supporters,

'.... wa an activity where group interests predominated, and 'the

.. :n est .of the minority [was] weakest , , • ' (citing remarks

r ngressman Hansen, 117 Cong. £~ec. H.43380 (1971)). If this

• -. permissible activity for a .union, using compulsory dues at

.".etubers,a ..ortiori. , it is. permissible for a corporation

: ,.ic h "a stockholder acquires his stock voluntarily and is
.. _ to dispose ot it." Cart v. Ash, supra, 422 U.S. at $1,

S accor,, First National Bank of Boston V. Bellotti, supra,

* :; .S. .t 794.-

T he court-in Bellotti, sura., distinguished the cases
* .riy roiled upon ycomplaiants, Abood V. Detroit Bd..

. ,,ca ... rl_ 4.3t U.S 209 (1977) arid Mac~hinists v.L Street,
.. , 9.S. 7,0 (1961), along these lines. Both Abood and

'e...:t hell that the :use Of: union tunds in furthcIrance of
'.. : ala goalS was unconst itutional because the payvment of

. :'n dUer was mandatory, a.nd the disenin nLn eme
,C, : therefore compe.lled "to furnish contributions of money

. .-c the vropaga tlon of opinions wh ich he d isbeliloves.
" -, d, supra, 41 U.S at 234 n.31. "The cetitical distinction

, r£ cOr-poranionsI is that no shareholder has been 'compelled'
contr~bute anything." First National Bank of Boston v,.

:"' ott .UPr, 435 U.S. at 794, n.34..

Moreover, the Court noted :that "even apart fromn the sub-
z-.ice differences be tween compelled membership in a .union

(1 } voLuntary investment i.n a corporation or voluntar-y par-
t-cpation Ln an collective organiza tion, it is by no means
::-ut:'matc step from tjw, remedy tri Ahood whitch honored the

::.L:rest o the mi noritv without infrn~n, j the majority's
h .," t a ....... ion "which would completely silence the

?.:orit'! oacaise . hvpthetical m nit', might obje:-ct.." 435
::-..at 794, n. 34, Th. .at complete sil.encing of-majority rights
p:: olitical e:pression is erocis-a!Y what oompainants eouest.
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if the Commission accedes to the ComplainantsW request

tha it reexamine the solicitatio rights given corporations

oy :e Federal Electio-n Act, the result could be an expansion

,t r han ,a reduction of those rights.. Courts have increasingly

2d to r ecognize the ,Fitrst Amendment riqhts of .o.......ions..

•. ,,tspa Swartz v. Romnes, 49$ F.2d 844, 852 (2d Cir.

! ). The Supreme Court made :it clear in Buckley v. Vale, O

4 U.S. 1 (1976), that contributions and exedtrswerea

m { f of constitutionally protected speech that could not be

ringd without the most compelling governmental interests.

, "rfiore:, the restr'ictions on the r ights of corporations in

,i~citinq t,,he ir nonmanagement empl.oy~e.es which were imposed by

lgres3 in the 1976 Amendments may well. ben infringement on
16 /

" const i tiofai rights recognized in Llloti.

<i ;' :For exampie, the Court stated :in 3uckle that "[miakin-g

cotribution . erncibl', s t ik¢-minded p~erzo3n to pool their
sourceS in urhaceof common political goals" and that

} imitattons ,upo the frodom to contiribute "implicate ffufldamen:,
a1 First Amendment inte~rests. " Id. at 22-2z3

',/ The Court in BuckLov,, suora, 1 (1976), of course,, wa s

'nable to, consider this tssue since te17 mnmnswr
,2ot p assed uni a ..ter. the dcso. The constitutionality of

Th.... r...i.i.n..o. the Act which restrict the ... hts Of crpr
tinst ~oicl all turemployees :were challenged i n Mrtin

,7 r::.c or Company . FodcrJ: Election Comnts:;ion,. 460 '. :Sup

:,,0l ....7 (D. D . C. 1973 :,,, .) . Thi a S u t, h owe v er, as u. .......i sm iszed 'n the

courld5 the p arries lac.<,zd [tnins i- possib~e That

copaiat hae ows in otio.te.... ..... frm or



- 25 ...

7.. TUE COt4P A INT C'4SEPR S ENTS TH E LEG IS LATIVE
HISTORY AND CONGRESSIONAL £NTENT OF THE
FEDEPRAL ELECTIQN ACT

As stated earlier:, the essence of the complaint is

: c. 'hat the named corporations have violated the Federal Elec-

t. Act, but r:ather that solicitation ot management employees

h i corporate PACs is Somehow "inheizently COercive," in an

ap t to support this proposition, the complaint seriously

~at.es the legislative and judicial history of the regula-

.. of corporate and union politicaliciiy

The original proscription on contributi.ons by buSi-

unt~iies as enacted in 1907 and was limited to direct
17/

i v cnibinsby corporations to campa igns. The Fed-
18/

.... . Corrupt Practice:s Act of 1925 ("FC,,PW'} amended' the

:[ ibitian to include implicit expenditures by croain

... •L a I s cotiuin. Contrary tq the suggestion atf the

....... .. ..... .....h..en .i . ,nature of t.. he p..roblc.m changed in,

.,;; secqUent yeas By the. time of the Second World War, unions

Lmq eun to engage extensively in political activities to

;:cn an extent that Cong~ress imposed a ban on watm cotrbu

t on byuin t eea candidates. Followtng the war and

~: Ch 368, Tit IU, 43 Stt 1070 (c¢odi:ied in :scattered

i~noWn as the Smith-C:onnally Act) ... Act of Jue 25 , 1943, oh.14

57 ..... 167.



...r..... ..... an.. ell.. bl. izedhearings arid ebe 1 Congress

p.:sed the r.ao-aae~tRelations Act of D947 ("Taft-Hartley

.") which amended the Feel Corrupt Practices Act of :192$.

;nak the wartime ban on contributions by labor unions perma-

.t Congress thus attempted to provide identical treatment

.. n....n an oprteepniures, to influence federal elec-

n;that L3, both wer'e prohibited.

After the enactment of the Taft-Hurtley Act, labor

ions continued to seek toinfluence federal elections. In

N, 4S, the ,president: of the Congress of :Industrial Oraiain

'CT" haleqdteTaft-Hartiey prohibitions resetit ing

f ion expenditures and successfully opened a major loophole for

..on. inth law :concerning partisan political communications

it h their: own members. ntdSae .d,3$US 0

' .1948). Labor then so;ugh to elimli:nate whet remain ed of the

S... :roh ib t i:.sn o n teu s .of i abor 's s ubs tanti. al fi scali r eso urce s

" 567 (195V ;however, the Supreme Court refused to strike

jown the pr'ovisi,..ons, of frederal, law which pro h ibited ..... .uions from

....i ex ,nditr s to influence,- notk only their members' views i

Orn p artsnissues, but the vew .. thwgnea pblc In

re~ect~ng h~is attempt r~o rrewov , the re*ain~nq restraint

N.. J u't e- Frankf":e ,"Obe.r 2cj in the major ity opinion that

2'So .. ,9 Ci sec r 9J (1[947); H.R. Rep. No. 243,
.Ut .Co ng., 1st Secss. 46 (1{9.,7) ; H.R.. Cunf. Rep . No .. 10,.
~30.....is Se .... 6 (1947) ,93 tong. Rec. 7507 (1947)
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• at was involved was nothing less than "the integrity of our

,: ,. ctoal process." 352 U.S. at 570.

Although unions were unsuccessful 'in their :efforts to

:r ike down the law proh'ibi ti ng e xpe nd i tures and co ntributionss

,oce dues money used to influence federal elections, they

, veloped a device which per:mitted them to. continue their act.ive

~volv emen t in federalI e lec tions . Un ions d iscovr ed that they

uld aggtegate large amountS of money by assessing their mem-

ers or "vlnar"cntributions to separate, segregated funds,

~hose control remained with the union leadership,.

in 1968, a .union and three. of its officers were

:;.ndicted and convicted of violating the Taft- Hartley provisions

.. ......v.o...y cited) ffor... ...... establishing and cnrlig such .a Sepa-

rat sgreatd und After t hetr appeals to the Suprme Court

: bad been argued, but before a decision had been rendered, the

... .ederal .Election Campaign Act of 1972. was passed by Congress,

making it. clear that separate ce..r...a.ed fud b oh ao

and coraton ....... were legal. PiLpefitters Local Unio.n No. 562

v. United States 407 U.S. 35(17)

Th 1eglative histor y of the 197... Act makes c lear

tha. ,COn~gresc i.............ntended to permnit corporations to engage i n pr e-

c...ly tne- n et hods. of soictaio.te com plainants nwclaim

Se~s. 18 (1i971 ); H.R., Conf. Re No. 92 -752, ,.. 92d C ong., 1 st

sections of 2, 18, 47 U .S.C. (arended 1974 1976)
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.. ,: ss, d l S Co ,,Rep. NO 2 5 0 Zd C n . ~

%2 -s 30-31 (1971). Largely because of reineon this legis-

. ' , history, the Supreme Court in Pipefitters affirmed the

$ or : unions and coprtosto solicit contributions from

I ., " emaployees to their separate segregated funds poie

=~he,, contributions were voluntary. See - .. 4:07 t.S. at
41 3, 422-27. Moreover, the :Court in Pipefft~ters set :forth

2i ... cst to determine the voli.ntariness of con t.rIbUions to

a ,a a t e segr ega t ed fund e stab!i Shead under 610. "

,. i : test of volunt ariness under §! 610 focuses ,on whether the

, , ,.butions solicited for political use are; knowing, free-

o e doain~' 407 U.S. at 414. (Emphasis added.) The

't ful recognized the potential for coe rci by unions..in

-" !c~tin9 contributions froim the tr members. it noted that

.c~rc~z hadrecooi .d. tat....ion. sep arac e segregated fn
Iitl.....e.t.. the alte ego of the union itself. 407 .S

.... - T he Couu't ,cociuded That the st;atutory bn on co.rcion
C

'ust be read broadly to.ecmasslctto sche~eS ta

, ,not ma .ke pla [n the poi~ticl n.ure o f thie union fund and

h., f redorn of idvuas slicited to retfuse to contribute

i:Lithout repris al.i" 407 U.S. at 427 . Congres has subsequently

i~ddte law twc n ~ d the: C ommissi<on has oomulgat.ed cor-

.. 2. 1... 8 U.S.C. §: 610 was re~nact.d b,, Tho 1D76 A .d ..... n.
cocoified : at ... 5 44i(b~i.
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.vioyOpinions, all of which Set clear proceduresfo

.eting the Pieitrs sandard. Yet it is apparently the

* nplainants position, unique in jurisprudence, that strict

herence to: these laws is itse1 ima fadie illegal.

When Congress again amended the Federai Corrupt Prac-

es Act as part of the 19'74 Amendments to the tederal election

.ws, it reiterated the continuing ri gh t o corporations t£o

dlicit voluntary contribut io ns from their employees to separate

,gegated funds to be used for politicail purposes. H.R. Re p.

C' ,.92-1229, 93d Cong., 2d. Sess. 68,-69 (1974). As areut

lacy corporations began to .......,..... exercise rights which they had pre-

,ousIy been reluctant to exercise.

Then in 1975, the Comrnission' Advisory Opinion

.... 975-23 (November 24, 1975), also known as th ,.Sun PAC opinion,"

" ... ,w e it clear that corporations had the rig~ht to solicit contri-

:;ution5 trom a~l employees including union members.. Labor

, . :espondca by lobbying to have those riqnts r-estricted by Con gress

Thenit naced he ~edraliction Campaign Act Amendments

it 176., The 1976 Amendments seveL-'ly restricted solicitations

by ¢ orpor- itions of anyone other t1han their "stockholders and

executve and administrative personnel and their families. "

At theLme, of the 1976 Amendmens Concr ss gave care-

1il cos rao Cte oiitat£cn poetchall., ged in the

.. ...omp laiin t. t s unc u: .. s t !........en a bly cle.... a r t h atz ... ......... Cong ....r e s sp: ec i..............fi ic ally.

i .tenuu d to 0 errnt 1 co rpor at io n t o s o!i cit: t h e ir e xe cunti ve and
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acmnstraiveper onnel through the very methods which are the
.. .... ec ... of this "enforcement" ......... proceedin. See S, Rep. No, 94-<677,

) . 9: .. Cong, 2dZ SeSS. 10 (1976); 1:22 Cong. Rec. S.3698, 4.151,

h4. 1-5 (1976); H.R, Rep. No. 94-9171, 94th Cong., 2d Sess.

• 2 i(1976); U.R. Conf. Rep. No4 94-1057, 94th Cong., 2d Sess.

'., 4 (1976).,

The Commission should view the 'complaint in the con-,

Soi this history. The complaint is, therefo~re, nothing more

San attempt to ignore years of' legislative and judicial

",,~ory and tO prohibit. corporations from exerci:si ng :the same

.ts uflions have exercised for years.,

The Comrssion should ciismiss the complaint, for it

i s not to have the Commission anforce th.e Federal Election

. -.. , but rather asks, based on constitutional arguments, the.

... )rmission to overturn :the clear language cof the Act. The

:ll!Y ion and "evdence" co ntained in the complaint,, even

-:. ":iue, . .... .d.cribe corporate co..........nduct that is per fectly lega.l,.

n nd they do not merit, any j nvesticjati o n by the ... Commiss. ion.

......f h. crtczdmet hods or "c-vidnce"_... su::.po t.s th e

' lecyt1.n t co r:oLate PAC .OliCitat .. ... Onl2 a:e inherentiv



... erclve. Furthermore, th~e complainants constitutiohal argu-...

.ts are totally without merit. Thetefore,, for all: of the

4,sons discussed above, the FEC should dismiss the comp1~int.

Re spec tf u l subm i tted,

STEPTOE & JOHNSON

/ ' I ?
Rocqe ' E. .a..



MODEL L'T, TO RESPONDENT

S E D ERA L E LE CTIO0N COMM ISS ION

CERTF)IED MAIL
RE.R.R.CIP REQUESTED

RE MIR 1040

Dear

The Comumission has determined that on the basis ,of

the information in the complaint, which was sont to you

on Oct£ober 15, 1979, there iS no reason, to believe that

violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been

commnitte. Accordingly, the Commission intends to close its

file orx this matter.

Sicrely,

Charles N. Steele
Actinq General counsel



I FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

CLNT IF I ED MAIL

M~r. William Winpisinlger
Pr-esi den t
International Association off Machinists

and Aerospace WorkerS
1,300 Connecticut Avenue, IN. W.
Wsh inrgton , :D.C. 200 36

R: ..MUX£ 1 040

Dear Mr,. winpiSi nrer;:

The Federal Eliection Com<i ss ion ha s reviewed the
allegations o:f your complaint dated Oc tober 4! i: a9nd
determined that on the basis of the information provided
in your ... complaint, ... th~ere is no reason to believe that a

viltinofte eerlElection Campaign Act of l97l
as a:mende d, ("tihe Act 1 ) has been committed.

Acco rdi ngliy, upon my recommenda tion, the Commis sion
has decided to close the fie in this matter,

ShoUJ~d a ddithional i nforma tion come 'to your a ttention
which you bel ievc establishes a violation of the Aet, please
con tact nie .. The, file reference number for this} mattr is
MUP iO4O.

Charles N., Steele~
Act ing General Counsel
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STIEPTQE & JOLNS!ON

ATTORI~YS T L W

November 9,

r~. ~:55

The Fecieral Eletio .... issio.
1325: R Street, N.Wq.
W4ashinjitont [X. 20463

Dea r Comli SSio n ers :

The encelosedi Memorandum ,of Law is beinq submitted
on ho-aif o Dart I-ndustries Inc., E:aton Corporatin General

Llectr ic Company, Inte~rnational paper: Comapany, [Jni tedTeno
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I. XNTRODUCT ION

This Memorandum of Law, submitted on behalf of Dart

Ind us tries i nc., Eaton Corporat ion, General Electrice Company,

International Paper Company, United Technologies and Winn-Dixie

Stores is filed in response to the complaint filed with the

Commission on october 9, 1979, by the ItraialAssociation

of Machinists, William Winpisinger, Anne S.,orsn Alan B.

Morrison, Eugene Glover', Judy Reardon, and Rebecca Ward (referred
1/

to, collectively hereafter as "comlanats). The cmliat

assert that "Federal Election Law: and Federal Constitutiona

guarantees are being violated by the operations of corpo~rate

Political Action Committees." The complaint makes clear that

the named corporate respondents were selected solely because

they have the "l!argest (in terms of contributio0ns) Corporate

Political Action Committees" and not because of any particular

conduct of these respondent s9

Even the most cursory review of the. complaint d....o.n-

strates that ...it is invalid on its face, does :not raise issues

or allege facts which warrant investigation by the Commission

and should be dismissed immediately. Section 437g ofthe Fed-

eral Election Campaign Act (",the Act" or the "Federal Election

At)gives the Cqomission-the power to receive and review con-

plaints by " [amny person who eiee a violation of Ithe] Act"

1/ Although Anne D. Morrison, Eugene Glover and Rebecca ward
are ilsted as complainants, because of their ailure ...to comply
with the verification, requirements o~f 2 U.S.C. §: 437g(a)(l),
their names should be str icken .ffom the complaint.
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has oc~curred. Wh ile tlhe compliaint purports to be an en forcement

,actin seeking redress of speci fic violations of the Act, it

is in fact a challenge to the Act itself which cannot be dis-

guised simply by mislabeling it.

The complaint is a transparent attempt by opponents

of corporate policital action committees (tP :s)to seek to

have the Commiss ion repeal portions of the statute lit is empow-

ered and required to enforce. It do es not infact allege vio-

lations of the Act and Commission Reg ulati ons as written, but

rather conjur es up viola'tions of the Act as the complainants

wish it had been written. If accepted, the arguments and alle-

gations of cornplainantS would not only rev oke the, unambiguous

statutoery rights of all[ American, corporations, but would also

deprive or sevet~ely restrict the F'irst ,Amend ment rights of free

speech and freedom of association of millins of Ame ricans.

Complainants are asking the Commission to exceed its

cons ti tu tion al and sta tu tory a u thorit£y to do now what Congres s

refused to do at the time it. passed the Federal Election Act.

The Commission should unequivocally reject this blatant atempt
2/

to use and manipulate it for political purposes.

2/ Comnp!ainantz's poliitical purposes are evidenced by their
releasling of the complaint to the press when .it was filed, in
apparent violation of the confident iality provisions of 2U.S.C.
§437g (a)(3) (B). Such conduct is itself a violation of Con-
gress' intent that the § ,437g mechanism not be used as a politi-
cal forum forthpulcarnofgivnewicmyinat
be groundless, and subverts the integrity of the enfor:cement
mechanism .carefully .designed by Congress.
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Thel complaint is totally deficient, for it f~ails to

alileg<e that the named corporate PAC respondents have violated

any specific statutory prohibition or requirement set forth by
3/

Congress in the 14t. There are no allegat ions of the use. or

threat :of "physical force.....", "job discrimination" r "iania

reprisals." There are no algtosthat persons :soliciting

corporate PAC contributions have failicd to inform employees

of' the political purpose of the solicitation or that employees

have the right to refuse to contribute without any reprisal.,

'Rather than allege, any specific violation o.f the statute as

required by 2 U.S.C. § 437g, the complaint makes the general

allegation that all. employee contributions to all corporate

3/ TheSe requirements are found in 2 U .S. C. § 4bb() hc

prvides:

(3) ft shall be. unlawful -

(A) for SUCh a fund to make a contribution
or expendit'ure by utilizing money or :anything of
.value secured by physical force, job: d iscrimina-
ti on, financial reprisals, or the threat of
force, job discrimination, or financ i reprisal;
or by dues fees, or other monhies require as a
contition of membership in a labor ognzto
or as a condition, of employment, or by monies
b~ta ined i n any commerc iali trasaction.

(B) frany person soliciting an employee
for a contribu'tion to. such a fund to fail to
inform such employee ofth political purposes
of such fund at the time of suclh sol icitation;
and

(C) for any persoin soliciting an employee
for a contribution to such a fund to tail to
inform such employee, at the time of: such soli-
citation, of his right to. refuse to so contribute
without ,any reprisal.

. . .. ... .. ... . .... . .. .. ... . ..... . ...... . ... .. ... . ... .... . . . .. ... .. .... . . .. ........... .. . .... .... .... . . ... . .. ...... .... . .. . ............... .... ... . .
. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . .. .. . .. . . .. . .. .. . .. . . . . . .. . . .. .
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PACs inherentliy lack voluntariness becaUse of"subtle and psy-

chological compulsion." It argues that U* t here is no pos-

sibility that corpor!ations could meet their heavy burden to

prove that it is the employee's free will rather than his de-

penident position which induces the response to cosrporate PAC
4/

SOlicitations." Such genetlra allegations are an abuse

of the enforcement mechanism of Section 437g, and are totally

insufficient to warrant investigation by the Commtission.

IL. TUE CQ M~ISSION LACKS JURISDICTION TO
CONSID ER CONS TI TU'TIO NAL CF{ALLE NG ES
T'O THE FEDERAL ELECTION ACT

Stripped of its rhetorilcal trappings, the complinit

in essence asks the Commission for a declaration that the

provisions of the Feder al election Act allowing corporations

to establish PACs and solicit contributions from "executive

and administrative personnel" (hereinafter referred to as

"management employees" ) ar e unconstitutional,,

sections I and II of the cmlitmisleadingly sug-

gest that complainants are simply seeking to have the Act

"'construed to meet Con stitutiolnal requirements" when in f act,

under the guiSe of complaining of alleged violations of the

4/ It is interesting that complainants aleging inherent
violations of law believe that the respondents "have the burden"
:of d iSprOving tihe alleged illegal conduct.
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Act, they seek to have the Commission administratively repeal

unambiguou s st a tutory l ang uage and its own Coing ress ional!ly

approved regulations bO tlh of which clearly contemplate and pr

mit he challenged corporate activities.

section III of the complaint asks the Commission to

r epeali adm in istzra t ively the u namb iguou s s ta tutory prohibit ion

on union contributions to federal elections because it "discrimi-

nates and violates the Constitutin.'

Section XV of the Complaint similarly asks the Commis-

sion to repeal administrat ively the unambiguous statutory provi-

sions which allow corporations to pay the administrative

expenses of PAC activities from company assetS because tihis

allegedly "violates the constitutional rights of stockholders."!:

It is a fundamental principle of administrative law

that anadministrative agency suc as the CommisSion has no

jurisdiction to consider SUCh constitutional challenges to

the statute it administers.. " [Aidudctinof the constitu-

tionality of congreSsional enactments has gqenerally been thought

beyond the jurisdiction of administrative agencies" in the

absence of express statutory proviSions, oestereich v. Selective

Sevc or,393 U.s. 233, 242 (1968) (l arlan, J., concurring

in r esult). Accord, Weinberger v. Salfi, 422: U.S 749, 764-65

(.1975); Johnson v. Robison, 415 U.S. 36!, 3 8 (1973); Panitz v

District of Colulmbia, 112 F.2d 39, 41-42 (D.C. Cir. 1940) ;

Motor and Equipment Manufacturers Assoc. v. EPA, NOS. 78-1896,
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78-1901 (C.Cir., Aug. 3, 1979), Slip Op. :at 36-7, e

also Public Utilities Commission v. United: States, 355 US .

554, 539 (19!58);, Engineers Public Service Co. v. SEC, 138

F.2d 936, 952-53 (1943), dismissed as mot, 332 U.S. 788.

Professor Kenneth Cuip Davis, the leading authority on adrnin-

istrative law, has explined the reason for the rule as

follows:,

A fun damental distinction must be recognized
between cons tit u tionali appl icab iity of
leislation to particular facts and consti.
tutionaity of the legislation. When a
tribunal passes upon constitutional applica-
bility, it is carrying out the legislative
intent, either express or implied or presumed.
When a tribunal passes upon costitutionality
of the legislation, the question is whether
it shall take action which runS counter to,
the legislative intent. We commit to admin-
istrative agencies the power to determine
constitutional applicability, but we do not
comit to administrative agencies the power
to determine constitutiornality of legislation ...
Only the courts have authority to take action
which runs counter to the expressed will of
the legislative body.

K. Davis, 2 AdminiStrative baw Treatise § 20.04 at p. 74.. Thus,

for the Commission to consider this complaint would ulndermine

...th !e orderly, efficient functioning of the proceSSeS of govern-

ment".. whiclh requires the courts to determine the constitutioal-

it y o f l eg i sia tive e na ctmee n ts-- task wh ich "'r eprese n ts the

highest exercise of judicial power, and one that even the

judciary is reluctant to exercise." P anitz v. District of

Columbia, spaat 41-42.

5/ 2 U.S.C. § 437g.

....................................................................................................
. . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . .. .. .. . . . . . .. . .. .. . .. . . .. .. . . . .. . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .
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Indeed, the Pederal Election ,Act itse1f is conclusive
on this score. While the Commission has bioad primary jurisdic-

tion over cii enforcement proceedings pertain ing to violations

of the Act, Section 437h specifically re legates precisely this

kind of conStitutional challenge to the federal courts:

. The Commission, the national committee
of any political party, or= any individual
eligible to vote in any election for the

~office of President of the United States may
~institute such actions in the ,appropriate

district court of the United States, includ-
ing actions for declaratory judgment, as may

~~~be appr opria-te to cons true the co nstitrut ionp

*Lfl .. tric co~urt i mmediatl s ¥,ihall certify all
i , questions of constitutionality of this Act

to the Unit ed States courts of appeals for
- the circuit involved, which shall hear the

matter sitting en banc.

* U.S.C, § 43h(a). (Empasis added)... As explained in the

Cong re SSion al de bat e,

under [Sectio 437h] persons challenging the
constitutionality of any provision of the

..... act, retain their right to do so in court,
~~~w i th ou t e xh au s ti ng a dmi n ist rat ive remnedie s

to tihe extent the courts have jurisdiction
!, under established principles. The deli-

cately balanced scheme of procedures and
~remedies set out in the act is intended to

be the exclusive means for vindicating the
rights and declaring the duties stated
there in.

120 Cong. .Rec. H .i0330 (1974) (Remarks of Rep. Rays). Acc ord-

ingly, the Commission should dismiss t he ...compla!it because

of its complete failure to allege violations of he Federal,

Elect io0n Act .
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i iI. THE CORPORATE PAC CONDUCT WHICH THE COMIPiAINT
ALtLEGES IS INHERENTLY COERCIVE IS IN FACT
CtJEARLY P1 ISS I rE UNDER THE FEDERAL ELECTION ACT

The conduct whic¢h the complaint (sect ion I and II)

alleges vJiolates the vol untariness" requirement of the Fed-

eral Election Act iS conduct Which is clearly prisleunder

the Act and the Commission Reglaios,.ndha bee.aprve

i n nume rous Comm is sion Adv isory Opin ions.

The complaint challenges four aspects of corporate

PAC slcttosalleging that these practices are "pregnant

with coercion. " Complaint, p. 15. As stated, in the complaint:

"in, All corporations are asking for political
dona tions f rom total ly unprotec te d e mp loyee s,

2. There i s no pr oviso t O, o prot£ec Ct he a nonyml-
i ty of those who refuse to conttibute or the
amounts of contriutions

~3 It is the vulnerable midlevel career managers
and professionals who are the primary target
and sour¢e of the corporate PAC donations.

4. The corporations provide, no arms length pro-
tection against compulsion because they even
permit solicitation in person by employees
who supervise the solicited employee."

Complaint, p. 15.

Despite the complaint's inflamatory and misleading

rhetoric, the challenged conduct is cerylawful and permitted

by the Act, and the Commission 's euain nd Avsr

Opi nions.
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A. THlE FEDERAI ELECTION ACT LEAVES NODOtJBT THATCORP0ORAT IONS MAY SOUIC IT P.AC COiNTRI!BUT IONS
FROM4 SO-CALLED "UNPR... OTECTED" EMPLOYE ES

The eornplaint .crit icizes the fact that corporationis

solcitsocaled 'uprotected employees" and suggests that

such solicitation violates the Act. Apparently the term

"unprotected employees" is: a catch phrase for nonsunion employ-

ees. The complaint chooses toignore the fact that the Act

unamiguusl alowsa crpoatePAC"to solicilt contributions

to such fund from it S execu ti ve and adm iniStra tive personnel

and the ir f am ili es. " Th e Ac t d e fines "'e xecut ive and a.d min is-

!trative perso~nnel" as "individuals employed by a corporation

who are paid on a salary rarther than hourly basis and who ,have

policy making, managerial, :professional, or supervisory respon-

sibilities." 2 U.S.C. § 44ib(b) (7). Congress was, therefoe,~

fully aware at the time. it enacted the 1976 Amendments that

th e Ac .t a nd thoe eame ndme nts all iowe d c..or p"or at .e PA C s to soli ci t

contribDuti o ns f rom so-.call e d "u npr o t e cted e mplo yeeS ." S ee

eg S. Rep. No. 94.-677, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. 10 (1976);

1.22 Cong. £~ec. S5.. 3698, 4151., 4154-55 i(1976); IR Rep.

No. 94-917, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. :70-,72 (1976) ; H.R., Conf Rep.

No. 94-1057, 94th Cong. , .2d sess.. 59-64 (1976). The Commis-

sion regulations mirror the Act and ,provide additional guidance

as to which employees fall within the category. o...... "exeutv

and administrative personne". E s 1..1c..Tes

r.equlations state that the definition of "executive and
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administr ative personnel" does not include "professi~onals who

are represented by a labor organization.n, The Commission' s

regulations, therefore, expressly permit the solicitatio0n of

uprtce"executive and administrative personnel and

severely limit a corporation's ability to solicit, so-called

"protected..." (ieunion) employees.

Time and time again the Commission in its Advisory

Opinions has expressly and implicitly recognized the rights

of coprtosunder the .Act tO establish PACs and solicit£

contributions from their so-called "unprotected" management

employ ee s ,(s ee, , Adv isory Qp in ions l977 - 70, l978- 61,

l978-75 , 1978.-21, 1979-42, 1979-48, 1976-23, 1978 16, 1979-13,

1975-23, 1976-19, 1976-4, 1!976-18, 19.77-56, 1976-92, 1967,

and 1979-44). Th-e rule was succintly ....... tated in Advisory Opin-

ion 1978-77 :

As you know, the Act cliearly permits a
separate segregated fund to sol.icit the
s tockholde rs , e xecut ive o r adm inis tra-
tive pDersonnel nd their families of
the corpora tion that established and ad-
mainistered the fund..

Advisory Opinion 1978-77.

The rule aillowing soiitation of these employees

cannot be. changed by gratuito0usly labelling them aS 'unrotcte

career employees."' There can be no doubt that corporate PACs

may solicit contributions from the oprain'management

employees.
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B,. NEITEER THE FEDERAL ELEICTION ACT NOR TJ-ECOMMI S SION REGULATIONS REQUIRE ANONYMITY
OF EMPLOYEE CONTRIBUTORS TO CORPORATE PACS

The complaint criticizes the fact tha't corporations

frequently know the identity of some or all of the contribu-

tors aS non-contrilbu tors t o their PACS and ind irectly slsgg est s

that this is somehow a viol!ation ofthe Federal Election Act.

Bohthe Act and the Regulations, however,, clearly envision tbat

a corporation may know t£he identity of its mngent employee

contr'ibutors. There is no anonymit.y reurement in either the

Act or Regulations for ctrbiosby management employees

to a corporate PAC, To the contrary, the Act requires all PACs

to maintain detailed records of contributions ani report to

t he Commission the names, addresses and OCCUpations of all

cotiuoswho make contributions of more than $1O0., 2 U.S.C 4

§434(b). These names, along with the names of all con trib utors

of more than $100 to any political comtear'e by statute a

matter of public r'ecord. .2 U.S.C. § 438(a)(4).

The f act t hat there is no anonymity requirement for

corporate solicitation of management employees is no oversight.

In the 1976 Amendments, Congress limited the methods by whic~h

a ~oprtion could solicit contributions from non-management

employees and imposed, inter a~ia., aoyiyrequirements if

a corporate PAC chose to solicit those employees. 2 U.S.C.

§ 44lb~b)(3)(B), These anonymity requirements were not imposed

for solicitation of management employees.
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The Commnission reaffirmed the fact that a corporation

need not insure the anonymity of malnagement contributors and

noncontributors in Advisory Opinions l976-23 and 1978-16, both

of which approved the use by corporate PACs of payroll deduction

programs to collect the contributions of management employees.

The Commission has recognized that Congress contemplated that

PACS would use methods for facilitating contributions which do

not provide for anonymity.

2 U.S.C. § 441b(b) provides for establishment
by corporations and labor u4nions of separate
segregated funds, and for facilitating the mak-
ing of contributions to such funds. Congress
intended to allow methods of contribution to
separate segregated funds which would f acilitate
voluntary contribu tions.

The House amendment was. intended to
acknowledge the use by corporations of
variouis methods, such as check-off Systems,,

facilitate the making of such contributions
to separate segregated political funds
* . The House amendment also intended to
authorize such methods no.. twithsta-nd ing any
other provision of law. Report of Committee
Conference on S-3065, Rpt. No. 94-1057,
p. 62, 1976. (The House amendment was
adopt ed. )

Advisory Opinion 1976-23. i(Emphasis added).

C. THE STAUTE AND COMMISSION REGULATIONS EXPRESSLY
ALLOQW CORPORATE PACS "TO SOLICIT "MIDLEVEL MAN-
AGERS ,AND PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES"

The complaint criticizes the fact that corporate PACS

so.ct .onriuton .fo "mid-level managers and professional

employees " and suggests that this is somehow a violation of



the Federal Election Act. This suggestion is patently frivolous

and< totally contradicted by the plain language of the saue

The Act arid Regulations specifical.ly allow a corporate

PAC to solicit its "executiv adadministrative employees."

The Act expressly includes midlevel mana gers and professional

emplo yees in def in ing ",execu tive and admin istrative pe rsonnel. "

... the term 'executive and administrative
personnel' means individuals employed by a
corporation Who are paid on a salary, ratcher
tihan hourly, basis and who have: policymaking,
man age ri al, prof ess ional, or s upe rvi sory

2 u.S.C. § 41 b() (Enphasis added). The Regulations f.ur-

ther provide that the statutory defini tions of' "execut!ive and

administr at ive per sonnel" inclu1 de "pla nt, div is ion and S ec tion

manaers" FEC Regs. :§ l4.l .c)(l) (i), and state thati the Fair

Labor standards Act, 2 9 U.S.C. 201 et may be used as

a guideline in d:etermining: whether employees have policymaking,,

managerial!, professional or supervisory responsibilities. FEC

On a number of :occasions in its Advisory: Opinions, the

Commissioin has not only generally approved the solicitation Qf

so-called "unprotected" managerial employees, but has specifi-

cally allowed the .soiit ation of certain identified midlevel

management and pr'ofessi:onal employees. For example, in Advis:ory

Opinion :1978- 27, the Commission approved tesolicitation by a

corporate PAC of corporate "unit managers. " Again, the Comis~

sion indicated in Advisory Opinion 1976,7<5 that, .. assuming other
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requirements are met, corporate P ACs may solicit salaried fore-

men if "supervision of .an hourly employee is only an incidental

part of the supervisory employee's function1 such as the super-

vision of a clerk or secretary . ...

D.CORPORAT'E PACS ARE PERMITTED TO, USE
PERSONAL FACE-TO-E'ACE SOL ICI!TATION

The complaint criticizes the fact that many corporate

PACs make ursrce pei'r sonal" solicitations of management

employees. Begrudgingly, the. complainants admit that "there ,are

no [Commission]i regulations", Complaint, p. 17 (emphasis and

brackets added), which prohibi t such personal face-to- face

solicitation. This admission furthler demonstrates the absurd-

i ty o f t h is comp la int. Compl!a inants all!eqe that certa in conduc t

is a violation of the Act, yet a dmit that there is no prohibi-

tion against that conduct.

The copannsmention the, fact that, some corpora-

tions at tims use superiors Lo solicit subordinates.< Although

many corporations have not used this method, there is nothing

improper in such solicitation. The Commission's Sun PAC (Advi-

sor y Opinion 1975-23) decision, while approving corporate PAC

solicitaition of all employees, suqgested certain solicitation

guidelines including no super ior-subordin ate solicitati on.

6/ .heSu PAC guidelzines included: (1) a superior should
not SOlicit his/her sub ordinate7 (2) the soliitor should
inform Lhe soicited employee of the political purpose of the
PAC and (3) the SOlicitor should inform the employee of his!

her right to refuse to contribute witho ut reprisal of any kind.
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These guideines were before Congress at the time of the 1976

Axdme n ts. How ever, while Congress chose to include two of the

three suggested sun PAC guidelines as part of the 1976 Amend-

ments, ilt specifically deced to include the suggested guide-

line of no supervisor-subordinate solicitation in the amnmns.

Although such a guideline was included in the Senate bill, it

was r ejected by the Senate and HoUse conferees priot to passage

o the 1976 Amendments. Thus4 complin~antsi cite as a violation

of the Act a "prohibition" which Congress expressly rejected.

In cocusion, all of the examples which compian~ts

give of "improper"t and "inherently" coercive solicitation methodS

are in fact completely legal and permissible and are totally con-

sistent with free-choice voluntary contributions.

E. THE COMPLAINATS "EVIDE" IS TOAL INSUFFICXEN
TO WARANT AYINVESTIGAION BY THE COMMISS~O

The submission of the comlainants is devoid of any

evidence which identifies any specific exampe or incident of

"coercion" of emloyees by corporate PACs. Instea d, the com-

plainants rely on "six major findings from {[compiainants'I

survey of corpor~ate PAC donations" which supposedly demon-..

strate t hat corporate management employees are being inerently

coerced into contributing. Complaint, at 19. It allegations

or "evidence" such as those cited by complainants in their "six

major findings" are sufficient to warrant Comm ission investiga-

tion, the Commission wouild routinely be required to send i ts



staff on never-ending, costly, time-consuming and utterly rut-

less inquests into, perfectly legal behavior. The fact remains

tha, despite complainants' sugsiecharacterizations, the

allgatonsand"evid ence"' in their complaint, even if taken

as tr'ue, do not establish violations of the Act or justify

Comission investigation.

The first "major finding"' off the complianats is that

te"vrg"contribution to a corporate PAC "range from$11

t o $338." Conplaint, at 19-20. Iit appears that the complainants

are suggesting that the Comission ivsgaeevery contribu-

tion over $116 on the assumption that a r=ebuttable presumptionS

arises that such a contribution must hav e been "coerced."

ComplainantS' suggeStiOn will! require that the Commission inves-

tigate virtual!ly every individual icontributio repor'ted to it,

since the minimum contribution reportable to the Commission
7/

is $10O0.

Th eod mjrfinding"... is that PAC funds are con-..

tributed to candidates other than those of the Same political

parties of the cnrbts. The SUpreme Court made it cliear

in Pipefit£ters Local Union No. 562 v. United States, 407 U.S.

385 (197;2),, that th ere is no constitutional o r sta£ttry pro-
18/

hibi'tion under 18 U.S.C. § 610- against a union or corporation

exercising cnrlover its separate segregaited fund:. Apparently,

complai'nants would have the ,Commission investigate every PAC

7/ 2 UJ.S.C. § 434(b)(2).

8/ Section 610, the Federal CrutPractices ,Act, was subse-
quently reenacted as 2 U.S.C .. ' 4,41b.
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(ptesumably labor PACs as well), whose cnrbtosdo not

exactly coincide with the political party affiliation of it~s

contributors on the presumption that the contributions to it

must have been coerced. Suc.h a suggestion is contrary to the

very nature and purpose of union and corporate separate segre-

gated funds. The Ac't, in allowing corporations and unions to

establish PACs and to select !the candidates to whom contribu-

tions are made without having to poll all PAC contributo0rs,

recognized that. these PACs could give to candidates of all

political parties, etany the Act does not require PACs

to accept contributions only from members of one party and make

contr ibu tions ony to0 thath part y.

The third "'ajor . ..... ,] finding' of complainants is even more

specious. lIt is complainants' contention that the fact tha't

corporate PACs contribute to candidates in states other than

those where t heir own contributors reside is "einc"ta

such contributions to the PAC halve been "'coerced". The com-

plainants offer no rationale why making contributions in other

states evidences coegciotv. Again, the complainants are sug-

gesting the Commissiion launch an investigation based on conduct

which is clearly legal under the Act.

The fourth "major finding" is that employees of some

corpora tio nS are not p er mitted to "ea rmark" co nt ri buti ons to
9/i

recipientS of PAC funds. As the Commission is welL aware,

9/ Copannsown evidence indic ates that a number ofcor-......
porate PACS permit earma rking, a tact which !they evidently
attempt to explain away by statin that most contributorS do
not earmark their ... contributions to a specific reci pient.
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10/while earmarking of contributions is perrnissible, there is

absolutely no requirement that a PAC permit earmarking.

Complainants' fifth "major finding" is that a per -

centage of employees choosing to participate in corporate PACs

iS evidence that such participation is "coerced." Complaint,

at 21. A careful examination of the data in tlhe appendix of

the complaint rvals that their percentage figures apply to

QflJiy a few PACs; in the few cases where a participation rate

is offered, it iS based on either questionable sources or unre-

liable asuptos. Oce again, the complainants' theory, if

followed, would have the Commnission investigate every PAC

(including union PACs) that is successful in soliciting a large

percentag'e ofits employees to contribute, irepcieof how

meticulous ithad been in following the law, on the presumption

that the contributions must have been coerced.

The sixth and final "major fin...ing". oftecopan

ants is that some corporate PACs utilize "guidelines"! to suggest

cotiuinsizeS. Such guidelines are expressly permitted

by the Commission'S RegulationS. FEC Regs. §i 114.5(2). Presum-

ably, complainants suggest that the Commission investigate al

cases w here a corporate or union PAC follows Commission

Regulatio- s on the assumption that such adherence to the law

10/ See Advisory Opinion 1976-92; FEC Regs. §110.6...

11/ H.R. Cof.. Rep. No. 93-1438, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. 51 (1974).



- 19 -

iS Sufficient evidence for the Commission to find reason to

believe that a violation of the Act has occurred.

In conclusion, the "evidence" submitte by the com-

plainants does not indicaite that any violations of the Act have

occurred. On the contrary, it establishes that the corporate

PACs have complied with the Act and the Commission's Regulations

and Advisory Opin:ions. The Commission shoul~d, thrfrimme-

diatel~y d ismiss the complaint.,

iV. COMPLAINANTS' CONSTITUTI)ONAL ARGUMENTS ARE FRIVOLOUS,

Even i f the Commission wee o cons ider the com-

plaint, the constitutional Qhallenges .are frivolous on their

face. Complainants contend in Section I of the complaint

that if corporations are allowed to continue to exercise their

statutory and cosiuinlrights, the Federal ElcinAct's

ban on, labor union treasury cnibtosviolates the Fifth

Amendment becauSe it deprives unions of equal protect ion. The

short answer to this argument is that the statute goes .to great

lengthS to provide equal treatm ent of corporate and union

poiltical expenditures. The plain wording of 2 U.S.C. § 441b

expressly establishes a strict parallelism, between permissible

and prohibited union conduct and permissible and prohibited

corporate conduct. ThuS, 441b(a) prohibits "any corporation

or any laor organization ... from making a contribution to
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f ederali e le t ions 4  ( Emphasi s add ed.) section 441 b(b) ( 2)(C )
permit s the e stabl i shmen t o f s epa rate se greg a te f unds to be

..ut i lized for politica. purposes by a corporatio:n [or] labor

organization." Contibuions :obtained "by dues,... fees, or

Other monies required a:s a condition of nimesi in labor

organ..........iza tin ar prohib ited; SO are co0ntributions obtained

as a conditio~n of emlyet" S 44b b)(3)(A). Corporation~s

may solicit contributions from their .....stockholders ..." and ":exec-,...

u.tive and adiitaiepersonnel:;: unions may solicit contri-

butions from their "members'" !E 441b(4)(A)(i)&(i.+ See also

§ 441b(5Y&(6). In other words, corporations and. unions are given

identica,, parallel rights and prohibitions.

The balance thus struck in. § 441b reflect;s :a long-

Strand i ng Co ngres sion al con sens us- wh i ch ha s bee n te pea tedliy

affirlmed by the courts. Pipefitters v. U nited States, supra,

.407 U.S. at 406-08; United States v. UAW,. 352 U.S. 567, 580

(1957); United States v. 010, 335 U.S. 106, 1.15 (1948);

McNamara v. Johnston, 522 F.2 1137, 1165 (7th Cir. 1975).

12/ ThuS, in explaining the scope of § 304 of the Taft-Hartley
Act, :Senator Taft stated:

[nt seems to me the conditi1ons are exactly
pa9rallel, bothb as to corporat~ions and laboir

turers] receiving corporation funds and: us-
ing them in an election would violate the
law, in my opi nion, .exactly a:S the PAC, if
it got its fund from labor unions, would vio-
late the law.

9+3 Cong. Rec. 43 (1947), cited inPpfitr v, United States,
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This consensus embodies, moreover, a long hiStory of Congres-
sional assessment of the realities of political action by both

unions and croain. Throughout most of this history, the

greater threat to the balance struck by ithe Federal Election

Act has been created by mrassive unioen expenditures to influence

the o0utcome of federal elections. Indeed, the Supreme Court

has acknowledged that there may be a stronger federal interest

in regulat ing polit ical expenditures by unions !tan by corpor-

ations, because "u. nion membership and the payment, of union dues

is often involuntary." C .t... Ash, 422 Us. 66, 81 n.13 (197$).

At, tlhe very least, therefore, ther=e iS a compelling federal

interest in allowing corpo0ration s to have an equal: opportunity

to solicit their maaeetemployees:.

It follows that the Federal Election Act provisions,

which simply allow corpora tions to solicit their management

employees in a manner similar to that utilized by the unions

13/ In fact , the reality is that unions continue to ernjoy sig-
ni1ficant advantages oiver corporations under the statute ... For
example, t:he r ight of partisan communications gr:anted by
§ 44b,( 2) (A) is ,of much ,less 'alue to coprtosthan to
unions. This is because :the nunber o~f 'executive or administra-
tive personnel" with whom the coroaincn communicate is
small in comparison with union membership and because the rela,-
tionship between the corporation and its shareholders is of
an entirely di ffeent character. For example, substantial num-
bers of ...........shares iin most large cor~porations are held by inst ,itu-
tional investors. By cnrtunions have un titdaccess
to their memberS and can function much more effectively as a
political unit. See Un ited States v. c!O, supra, 335 U.s. at
12 3-2$.
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i n soii it ing the ir members, c ano depr ive the uni!ons of

equal protection.

Complainants contend further in Section IV of the

co mplaint that it iS unconstitutional for a corporation to

use corporate funds even fqr the iie purpose of financing

the costs of PAC operations. This argument is totally lacking

in merit. Corporati!ons, like other spea]ers in oeur society,

have First Amendment interests :which can be abridged o nly

upon a strong showing of a contrary governmental interest.

.First Nation~al Bank of Boston V. Bellotti, 4 35 U.S. 765, 775

(1978). These interests are by :no means limited to matters

d irec tly co nnec te d w i th thbe corporat£ion 's :econom ic tasks. Id.

at 77Th78, As ...........the Court explained, the First Amendment pro-....

tects "significant societal interests" aS well as individual

interests, and liberty of discussion of "'all matt£ers of public

concern'" '' is at its core4  Id. at 776, . hS is no less true

because the speech coomes from a corporation rather than an

individua. 1 ' Id. at 777. Thus, absent a compe lli:ng govern- ...

mental interest, corporate efforts to facilitate political dis-

cussion have a "clear entitlement to protection." ,i , at 7 78.

Claimants havetre this principle on .its head. For

here CongresS, far from asserting a compelling gvrmna

interest, has declined to proihibit the use of corporate funds

in this limited way. The reasons for the congressional judg-

ment are readily apparent. As the Supreme Court observed

in Pipeitters v. United States, sur, 385 U.S. at 430-3..1.,
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the statute apparently permits the use of union funds tofinance

solicitations for union PACs, on the ground that such a user

directed merely toward communicating with possilie supporters,

was. "an activity where group interests predominated and 'the

interest of the minority [was] weakest ... *1' (citing remarks

of Congressman Hansen, 117 Cong. Rec.. 11.43380 (1971)). If this

iS a permissible activity for a union, using compulsory dues of

its member=s, a fortiori, it is permissible for a corporation

in which "a st ockholder acquires his stock voluntarily and is

free to dispose of it." Cort v. ,ASh, supra, 422 U.S. at 81,

n,.l3; accord, First National Bank of Boston v. Bellotti, supra,

435 U.S. at 794.

14/ The court in Bellotti, supra,! distinguished the cases
pimarily relied upon by compl ain ants, Abood V. Detroit Bd~
of Education, 431 U.S. 2 09 (1977) and Machinists v.. Street,
367 .U.S. 7?40 (1961), along these ines. Both Abo d n
Street held that the use of union funds in furtherance of.
political goals was unosiuinlbecause the payment of
union dues was mandatory, and the dissenting union member
was therefore compelled "''to furnish contributions off money
for the propagation of opinion s which he disbeieves. '"
Abood, supra, 431! U.s at 23!4 n.31. "The critical distinction
£for corporati ons] is ..that no shareodrhas been 'compelled
to contribut-e anything." First National Bank o.f Boston v,
Bellotti, supra, 435 U.S... at 794, n.34.

I oreover, the Court noted that "even apart from the sub-
stantive differenceS between compelled membership in a union
and voluntary investment in. a corporaltion or voluntary par-
tic'ipation in collective oaiatnit is by no means
an automatic .step from the remedy in Abood which honored the
interests of the minority without infringing the majority's
rights," to a position "which would .completely silence the
majority because a hypothetical minority might object." 435
U.S. at 794, n:. 34. That complete silencing of majority rights
of poitical expression is precisely what complainants recquest,
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If the Commission accedes to the complainants, request

thalt it reexamine the solicitatioQn rigts given corporatio0ns

by the Federal Election Act, the resul~t COUld be an expansion

rather than a reducetion of those rgt.Courts have increasingly

tended to recognize the First Amendment rights of corporations7

Bellotti, SUpra; Swartz V. Romnes, 495 F.2d 844, 852 (2d Cir.,

1974). The Supreme Court made it clear in Buckley v. Valeoe,

424 U.S., 1 (1976), that contributions arid expenditUreS were a

forrn of constitutionally protected s'peech that could not be

infringed without the most, compelling ;oenetlinterests.

Therefore, the restrictions on the rights of corporations in

so ic it ing 'thei r nonmanagemen t employee s wh ich were imrpose d by

Congress in the 1976 Amendmets may well be an infringement on

the osittoa rights recognized inBellotti_

1_5/ For example, the Court sta ted in Buckley that "Imlaking
a otiuin. . . enable s likemne prosto pool, their
resources in furtherance of common political goals"' and that
limitations upon ;the freedom to contribute "implicate fundamen-
tal First Amendment interests., Id. at 22-23.

16/ The Court in Buke, supra, 1 (1976), of course, was
unabl to onsider this issue since the 1976 Amendments were
not passed unt:il after the decision. The constitutionality of
the provisions of the Act which restrict the rights of corpora-
tions to solicit all their employeeS we re challenged: in Martin
Tractor Coempany v. Federal Election Commssion, 460 F. SupP.
1017 (DD,C. 1978). That suit,, however, was dismissed on the
grounds the parties lacked stand ing. it is possible that
copannshave now; Set in motion the adjudicatory framework:
in which the patently unconstitutionali legislative restriction

ofa oto .... s igt to unrestricted soiieitation of all,
employees may now be redressed.
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V. THE CO MP LAI NT MI!SREP RE SENT S THE LEG ISLATIVYEH ISTORY AND CONGRESSIONAL INTENT OF THE
F EDERAL E LECT'IOIN ACT ....

AS stated earlier, the essence of the complaint is

no t that the named corpora tions have violated the Federal Elec-

tion Act, but rather that solicitation of management employees

by all corporate PACs is Soniehow "inherently' co~rcive." In an

attempt to support this proposition, the complaint seriously

misstates the legislative and judicil history of the regquia-

tion of corporate and union politicalacity

The original prsrpinon contributions by busi-

ness entities was enacted in 1907 and was limited to d irect

money con t ribut ion s by .c orpor at£ion s to campai{gns. The Fed-
18/

eral Corrupt Practices Act of 1925 ("FCPA") amended the

prohibitiOn to include implicit expenditures by corporations

as well as contributions. Contrary to the suggestion of the

co mplaint 1 however, the entire nature of the problem changed in

subsequent years. By the time of the Second World War, unions

had begun to engage etnilyin political activities to

such an extent that Congress imposed a ban on wartime co ntribu-
19/

tions by unions to federal candidats, olwn the war and

17/ Act of January 26, i907, ch. 420, 34 Stat, 864.

1 8/ Ch. 368, Tit .. III, 43 $tat. 1070 (codified in scattered

19/ This ban was inclided in the War Eabor Dispuotes .Act :(also
known as the Smith-Connally Act).. Act of June 25, 1943, ch., 144,
57 Stat. 167.
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after extensive and well-pubicized hearings and debate, Congress
passed the Labor-Management iRelations Act of 1947 !("Taft-Hartley

Act") which amended the Federal Corrupt Practices Act of 1925

to make the wartime ban on contributions by labor unions p erma-
20/nent,. Congress thus attempted to provide identical treatment

of union and corporate expenditures to influence federal elec-

tions; tha t is, both were prohib ited.

After th~e enactment of the Taft-Hartley Act, labor

unions continued to seek to influence federal elections. in

1948, the president of the Congress of Industrial Organizations

( "C I " ) ch alleng ed t he T f t-Hatley pr~h ibit£ion s re st ri c ting

union expenditures and successfully opened a major loophole for

unions in the law concerning partisan political communications

with their own ,members!. United States v. C[O, 335 U s. 106

(1948).. Labor then sought to eliminate what remained ofth

prohibition on the use of labor'S SUbStantial fiscal resouirces

to influence federal elections. In United States v. UAW, 352

U.S. 567 (1957), however, the Supreme Court refused to strike

down the provisions of federal law which prohibited unions from

making expenditures to influence not only their members' views

on partisan issues, but the views of the general public. !n

rejecting this attempt to remove the remaining restraint,

Mr. Justice Frankfurter observed in the majority opinion that

20/ See eg, 93 Cong. Rec. 6593-98 (1947); H.R. Rep. No. 24$,
0t Cong. st S s. 46 (1947) H.R£. Canf. Rep. No. 510r

B0th Cong., 1st Ses 7-68 (1!947)U 93 Cong. Rec. 7507 (1947).
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what was involved was nothing less than "the integrity of our

electoral process ." 352 U.s. at 570.

Although unions were unsuccessful in their efforts to

strike down the law prohibiting expenditures and contributions

from dues moeney used to influence federal elections, they

devel~oped a device which permitted them to continue their active

involvement in federal elections. !unions discover'ed that they

could aggregate large amounts of money by a ssessing their mem-

bet's for " ..... ..voluntary" otiuin to separate , segregated funds,

whose control remained with the union l eadership.

In 1968, a unilon and three of its officers were

indicted and convicted of violating t he TatHrlyprovisions

(previously cited) for establishing and controlling such a sepa-

rate Segr~egated fund9 After their appeals to: the Supreme Court

had been argued, but be fore a decision had been rendered, the
21/

Federal election Campign Act of 1971- was passed by Congress,

making it clear that separate segregated fundS by both labor

and corporations were legal. Pipefitters Local Union No. 562

v. United States, 407 U iS. 385 (1972).

The liegitive history of tihe 197 A ct makes clear

that Congress intended topermitoprain to engage inpre-

cisely the methods of solicitation the complainants now claim

are illegal. See e. H.R. Rep. No. 92-564, 92d Cong., 1st

Sess. 18 (1971); H.R. Conf. Rep. No .. 92-752, 92d Cong., 1st

21/i Pub. L.+ No. 2-5,86 Stat. 3 cdfedin scattered
sections of2, 18, 47 U.,S.C. (amended 1974, 1976).
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Sess.. 30-31 (l97i) S. Conf. Rep. No, 92-580, 92d Cong., ist
Sess., 30-31 (1971). Largely because of relance on this legis-

.Jative history, the supreme Court in Pipefitters affirmed the

right of Unions and corporationis tosolicit contributions from

their employees to their separate segregated funds provided

that the contributions were ...voluntary. Se eg., 4017 U.S. at

410-13, 422-27. Moreover, the Court in Pipe~itters set fortih

the test to determine the voluntatiness of contributions to

a separate segregated fund eStablished under §610. "' ... .
[Tihe test of voutrns nder § 610 focuses On whether the

contributions solicited for political use are knwnfree-

choi!ce donations." 407 U.S. at 4l4, (Emphasis added.) The

Court fully recognized the potential for coer~cion by unions in

sol iciting contributions from their members. It noted that

Congress had recognized, that a union's separate segregated fund

is little more than the alter ego of the union itself. 407 U.S.

at 420. The Court cnlddthat the statutory ban on, coercion

must be read broadly to encompass solicitation schemes that
do not make plain tepolitical nature of ,the union fund and

tlhe freedom of individuals Soiicited to refuse to contribute

without reprisal." 407 U.S. at 427. Congress ihas subseq uently

amended the law twice, and the Commission has promulgated com,-

pr-ehensive, Congressionally approved reulations arid numerous

22/ 18 U.S.C. 610 was reenacted by the 1976 Amedntad
recodified at 2 U.S.C. §441(b).
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Advisory OpinionS, all of which set clear prcedur:es for
meeting 'the Pipefitt er's Standard.. Yet it is apparently the

complainants position, unique in jurisprudence, that strict

adlherence to ...these laws is itself prima facie illegal.

When Co ngress ag ai n amended the Federal Corrupt Prac-

tices Act as part of tlhe, 197:4 AmendmentS t the federal election

l~aws, it reiterated the cotnigright of corporations to

solicit voluntary contributions ,from their employees to separate

segregated funds to be used for political purposes. H.P. Rep.

No. 93-!129, 93d Cong., .4 Sess. 68.-69 (1974). As ae result,

many corporationS began to exercise rights which they had pre-

viousliy been reluctant to exercise.

Then in 1975, the Commission's Advisory Opinion

1975-23 (November 24, 1975),, also knoQwn as 'the "Sun .AC.opinion,"

made it clear that corporations had the right to SOlicit con tri-

butions from all employees including union members. Labo~r

responded by lobbying to have those rigts restricted by Congress

when it enacted the Federal Election Campaign Act Amendments

of 1976. The 1976 Amnendments severely reStricted solicitation s

by corporatio ns of anyone other than their "stockholders and

exeutive and administrative personnel and their families."

At the time of the 1976 Amendments Congress gave care-

t ulI consi de ratio n to the solic i tat ion pro e Ss clhallenged i n the

complaint. It is unquestionably clear that Congress specifically

intended to permit corporations to solicit their executivean



administrative per sonrne1 through the very methods which are the

subject of this "efrement" proceeding. e S Rep. No. 94-677,

94th Cong., 2d Sess. 10 (1976); 122 Cong. Rec. S.3698, 4151,

4154-55 (1976); H.R. Rep. No. 94-917, 94th Cong., 2d Sess.

7i0-72 (.1976); H.R. Conf. Rep No. 94-1057, 94th Cong., 2d Sess.

59-64 (1976).

The CommiSSion should view the complaint in the con-

text of this ihistory. The complaint is, therefore, nothing more

than an atempt to ignore years of legislative and judicial

history and to prohibit corpraions from exercising the same

rigqh ts u nion s have e xe rc¢i sed, for y e ars.

CON C LUS ION

The Commission ShoUld dismiss the complaint,, for ,it

seeks not to have the Comnmtssion enforce the Federal lection

Act, but rather asks, based on conStitutional aruetthe

CommisSion to overturn the clear language of the Act .. The

allegations and "evidence" contained in the complaint, even

if true, describe corporate conduct that is perfectly legal,

and they do not merit any investigation by the Commission,

None Of the criticized methodS or "evidence" supportS the

allegation that corporate PAC solicitationS are inherently



coercive. urthermore, the copainants constitutional argu-

ments are totally without merit. Therefore, for all of the

reasons discssed above, the FEC s hould dismiss the comlaint.

Respectfully submitted,

STEPTQE & JOHNSON
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ST!EPTO E & Jo~soN

ATTo~u TS T L.w

,j t.~A ~ I !~ f

November 9, 1979

The Federal Election Comission
11325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Comm iss ioners:

The enclosed 4exnOrandum of Law iS be ing submitted
an behalf o f Dart Industries Inc., Eaton Corporation, General
Electr.c Compny, International Paper Company, United Techno-
logies, and Winn-Dixie stores to urge the Commission to dismis
the complaint file on Octobr 9, 1979, by the International
ASsociation of Machinists, William Winpisinger, Anne S. Morrison,
Alan B. Morrison, Eugee Glover, Judy Reardon and Rbcca Ward.
Each of these respondents specifically reserves its right une
2 US.C. § 437g(a)(4) todemnstrate that the Commission should
take no action on the copaint.

Respectfully Submitted,

STEPTOE & JOHNSON

rE. Warin

cc: Acting General Counsel - Fed eral Election C~rnmissionjohn Silard

... . .. il i
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"CI5UHO{.CMlCNmT PROGAM/q

November 2, 1979

WilIliari (. C' lda ker, Esq.
Ieea (oinsel

17ederal I Eiect ion Cornmission
1325 K< Street, N,.W,
WOashington:, D.:C. 2046 3

l ear Mr. Oldaker:

.. This, letter is to acknow ledge receipt of a copy of tecomplaint flied
wi thl the Feederal E lection Commission again st C ivic Invoivement Program/G M

7.. .. and ten other corporate PACs whichl you forwarded us l!ast week. Your office
has advised us th~at this does not constitute the of ficial notification of any

' *ommissi on de'termination or invest igat ion required under FEC regulations.

,; . Th!e allegations: against Civic Involvement Program/GM are incorrect,
~and we are riost willing to cooperate With the Federal Election Commiss ion

in ainy invest igation into this matter in order to rectify these inaccuracies.
..... ' .Alth:og w:1:t e would like to comnment more su.bst antively abouit these inaccuraci!es,

it is our nertndn that under ECrgltoswe are not permitted to
_ , ':rominunicato with you or any :other m.remnber of< the Commission staff relative

to the hwtalrierits of the atter until we have been: formally requested
to do! :so.,

II \VO ('*an provide you w ith ayinformation or- material to..assist you
iI v u~r review of th e m at te r, please dto not: hesi tate to let us k now.

,Sincere ly,

(

3.,P~ro

Treasurer
,Civic i:nv olvement PormC

-, *.~ ~jA ~ Vt ~j A'~~/ Vt~V'~ 'j
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William C, Oldaker, Esq.
General Counsel
Federael Elie ction Conmni s sian
1325 1K Street, N.W.
Washirngton, D.C. 20463

htAN!D DEL VLR:
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October 18, 197?9

A~41O

ii
t'4J
~ r r~nu

:''" Political

M ;q Committee

C7 R tLockwood

B G Wil)ey

I) R Cannon

B R tabro

William C. 0ldaker Esquire
General Counsel
Federal Election Coimiission

!Washington) D. C. 204 63

Dear Mr. Oldaker:

I have received a copy of the complaint filed against Standard Oil
C;ompany (Indiana) and its corporate sponsored poitical ac-tion
Committee, Amoco PAC,.

I would like to thank you for the courtesy extended us by forwarding
tjgi s copy. I would appreciate being informed of any developments

y.u.deem appropii. e.

d:1



AmocoPolitic&
", Action
C om mitt ee

~il~iam C. Oldaker, Esqui're

General Counseli
Federal Election Commission



FEFDEi:R AL E II CT IO¢N CO MMIS SION

October L, 1979

:Donald P. Mialoch, TreasurerDart Pol i ical ActiOn ComrittheC
8480 Beveriy Blvd.
Los Angelies, California 90048

Dear Mr. iM1lloch:

Enclosed please f£ind a copy of a co mplaint filed

aqains t your committee.

S i ncire ly,

W lliam C. O dake':
Cenerail CoUnsel

12 no!10 su re

e e e e



I EDERAL I .L.CTION COMMISSION

October 15, 1979

Li. E. Rudy, TreasurerEaton P ublic Policy Association
100 Eric~view Plaza
Cleveland, Ohio 44114

Dear Mr. Rudy:

Enclosed please find a copy of a compl$aint filed

ag i n s you r cornmi t ee .

S i n ereliy,

, i1.4aim O.ldake~r
Gen~rali Counsel

Lr:c 1o~urn

@ @ @ @



FE D ERAL E[F C I O N CO MMI!SION"

October 15, 1979

Robort J. Caning, TreasurerNon-Part i san Poiit ic al S uppor: Commit tee
3135 Kaston Turnpike
Fa irfjicd, Connecticut 064321

Dear Mr., Canning:

Enclostsd please find a copy of a complaint1 filed

aga inst your comm itt ee.

S ince, 1.y,

WNi.li~m C. Oldaker

Lnclo~;ur~



~F E DER A L EiLECTIlO N :COMMISSIODN

.... Octobe r .15, 197 9

Joseph J. Pero, Treasurer
Civic T nvol vement Prograni
13044 West Grand Boulevard
Detroit, Michigan 48202

Dear Mr. Pero:

Enclosed please find a copy of a complaint filed

against your committe.

s irice\5 <ly,

General] Couns el

lEncI o:;Ure



ELDE!RAL ELIECT~ION COMMISSION

October 1:5, 1979

W. Watchi<no, Tr easurer
Grumman Poit icai Ac tion Comit t e
1111 Stlwart Avenue
Be thpage, New York 11714

Dca r Mr. Wa ch ino :

Enclosed please find a copy of a complaint filed

against vot committee.<

william C. Oldaker
General counsel

Enc losuro



F FD~IWRAL E LECT ION CO.MM!SSIO3N

~October 15, 1979

Diane V. Brown, Treasurer
Volfun :tary Cont ribuhors for lBet er overnent
1620 Eye S~reet, N.W. #700
Washington, D.C. 20006

Dear Ms. flrown:

Enclosed pilease find a copy of a complaint f iled

"i'..... - Wi .jianiCn .. Oida k r
,nerai C oun sel

Lnclour



F E DERAL F:LE C TIO N C OMMISS iO0N

~October 15, 1:979

R. F. McAncinly, Treasurer
un~ion Camp Poii cali Act ion C ommnit t e
i 60O Valley Roa~d
Wa ynt2' New Jers . ey 07470

Dear Mr:. McAnanly :

EnclOsed pleas.e fi nd a copy of a 'complaint: filled

N: :ag a in t you r comm itt ee.

Sincergly,

Enc Io:-ur~



@ FIi RAL ELL CT-ION COMMISSI[ON
~October i5, 1979

Joh~n M. Abel, radrer
PolI i cal Awareness Fund
4(1 South I oylStOn Efreet
Room: M-0]
Los Anqoes&, California 90017

Dcar M r.. Abeli :

E:nclosed ui 1ese find a copy off a complaint filed

against your c ommni t(e.,

- - - Si[ncerE2 I -

William C, Oldaker

(Th n er ai CounS el

C



S.'

I I )l 1AL I[IiECTION COMMISSiON

October i5, 197 9

Dalb Van Winkle, Treasurer
Un it d Th:chno lo iq s Corporat ion
Poi tical Action Committee

Unitc'd T chnoioqies Building
Uartford, Connecticut. 06101

Dea ir Mr. Van Wi nkl e:

EncbosedJ plcease find a copy of a comlaint fied

acgaiflt your comittee.

S inc er)! y

William C. Oidaker



%0.

[DLI RA tL !ii: C QN COM MISSItON

~ October 15, 1979

B .. L. RcOwino, Trea:surer
Sunbelg :G od Government CoD mini.tte~e
5 0,50 Edcjewood Court
P. 0. 3ox B
Jacksonvill]e, Plorida 32205

Dear Mr. Roedwine:

Enldplease find: a copy of a complaint f' ile

agai {ns t your' commi tee,

S i<nc e~ e .1 y,

Williiam C. )j.!aker

Ene lo su e u

,= .....................................................................................................................................................
... . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIO)N

October 15, 1979

DOuq].as R~ Cannon, Treasurer
Aimo co PoIi tic al Ac tioin Comm icttee
200 East RandOlph Drive, M..C. 37 04
Chicagqo,. Illinois 60601

Dear Mr. Cannon;

Enclosed please find a coyof a complaint filed

aqainsL your conimittee.

O ~S in ere ly ,

William . Oldake)r
-eneral Counsel

Enciosur



S FEDERAL ELCINCOMMISSION

October 9, 197:9

Mr4 Wil iam Winpisi[nqer
Pre si den t
Xnternat i onali Associat ion of

Macinsts. and Aerospace Workers
1300 Connecticut Avenue, N.W,

0' Washington, DC, 201036

Dear Mr,. Winpisinger:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
ccof Otoer 4, 1979, alleqinq violations of the Federal

Elect iorn C: mpaicgn Laws. A staff member has been asge
to -d.vily ,e your lleoqations and :a rcommendation to the
Fe de rl El.I-;!ection Co.mmissi£on a s to how t hiis mt te r shou :d:
be hndlud wll ], be made shortly. You w ill bntificd..as
soon us the Coun.ssion determinles what action should be
taken. For your information, we have attached a brief

"" descripti on of the Commision's preliminary procedures for:
the handling ofi compl aints.

Sincerely,

A , 2 i--

Assi stan t General Counsel

Enclosure!



BE!FORE THE FEDERAL E&LECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, 1)D C.

COMPLAINT AGAINST OPERATIONS OF CORPORATE

DART :INDUSTRIES
EATON C O.RPORATI ON
GENERAL ELECTRIC

GRUMMNCRPRTO
INTENIOAPAR

UNION CA ...P .
UNIONOI

UNITED TECHNOLOGIES
'" ...WI NN -D I XIE

Pursuant to, 2 U.S.C. §437 g (a)(l),, union complainants (Inter-.

national, Association of Machinists ,and its President William

Winpisinger), stockholder complaintants (Anne S. and Alan B. Mor rison

and Gene Glover), and ci'tizen complainants (Judy Reardon and

Rebecca J. Ward), assert that the Federal Election Law and Federal

Constitutional guarantees are being violatedl by the operations of

corporate Political Action Committees, including those of Dart

I ndus tries, Eaton Corpor ation, General Electri c, General Motors,

Grumman Corporation, International Paper, Standard Oil of Indiana,

Union Camp, Union Oil, United Technologies and Winn-Dixie. The

basis for this Complaint is set forth in the following presentation

and attachments.

In.ternational Association of Machinists

Will iiam Winp i Singer, Pres ident , IA

Anne 2. Morrison

Alan B... MorriSon

Eugene Glover, Trustee of Pension Plan
for Gran Lodge officerS and Employees

Judy Reardon

Rebecca J. Ward~
Of Counsel :

Rah, Sila rd, Lichtman
1:001 Connetic ut Avenue, N.U.
Washington, D.,C. 20036
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INTRODUCTION

In 1907 the Congress, alarmed at the political conSequences

of massive corporate politiqal dornations to feea eliectionS,

o utlawed any corporate contributions or expenditures in co nnec-
1/

tion with a federal election. Subsequent experience proved

that the statute had little practical effect. The Senate investi-

gations by the Gore subcommittee inthe 1950's showed that there

remained a massive, imbalance in the funding of federal elections,

an imbalance advantaging corporate interests because of the dis-

proportionate influence of private welhinfdra.lctos

Cor porate owners, directors and officials, and their families,

remained free to pour mass ive contributions i nto federal elections,

and they did so. The Gore Com-mittee's ireport, 1.956 General Elec-

tions Campaigns, Report of Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections,

84th Cong. 1st Sess .. (1957) p., found "heavy campaign expendi-

tures by persons affiliated with big business, and large vested

interests. . . argely ...to Republican committees and candidates....."

The Report pointed out (id,) that the contributions "made by the

officers and the direcetors of 225 of our largest corporations

totaled $1,816,597 to the candidates and committees of the

Republican party..." The Gore report concluded (p. 5) that "the

findings of the subcommittee as set out in this report poignantly

demonstrated the nee.d for effective limitations on 'the amount of

indi vid ual contributions ... " '

In 1971 Congress undertook such limitation by enac ting a

$1,000 limit on individual contributions to any federal candidate.

With the front door of direct corporation contributions closed

since 1907, and now with the side door of large individual

1 / Congress extended the ban to lab0r unions ona t.emporary basis
in 1943 aS part of the Smith Connally Act, 50 U.S.C. 1509
(1940 ed,.). In 19.47 this statutory prohibition was made pier-
manent by Section 304 of the Taft-Hartley Act, 18 U.S.,C. 610.

l I II I I f i ll I I I I I III I II II I I II II I I II I I I Il l i .... . i[i J H I Ii i ...... .J i l l ... ...] ..... ...iI i l i I J II .. ....... .. ....... ... .... ..



contributions also closed, corporations moved to preserve their

role and influence in federal elections by a back door method

which has prove.d immensely successful,. Seizing upon a"sprt

fund" exception Congress adopted in 1971, they began soliciting

their own career employees -- who have no. job p~rot:ection and whose

j ob prospects and advancemnent are entirely dependent upon employer

good will -- to contribute to a corporation political action com-

mittee, which then. takes the donated amounts and contributes them

to federal candidates. After 1971, and particularly when this

CommnissionD in 1975 approved this de vice, there was an immediate

and rapid poieaonof: corporate PA:Cs. In 1974 there were:

89 corporate PACs in operation; in 1975 there were 1319; by the 1976

elections the numlber had risen to 450; and by the 1978 election~s

there were: no less than 812 corporate PACs operating with employee-

donated ",voluntary' contributions which provided corpora-

tions a 17 million dollar elections-contributions fund.

in 1976, Congress expressed its concern about the burgeoning

phenomenon of corporate Poii cal Action Committeesoprtn

from employee contributions, by placing restrictions on their

operations. Under section 441b(b) (4) (B), adopted as part of the

1976 amendments, unionized employees are permitted to be solicited

by their employer only twice a year by mail, and under protected

conditions of anonymity. No-noie mployees who fall within

the category "executive and adiitaiepersonnel"
' are permitted

to be solicited without SUch restrictionS, but the voluntary char-

acter of their donations is still intended to be secued~ by the

statute' s provision (id.) barring any employment coercion or threat

which obtains donations from employees "b y ph......fore,..o

diciinto, [or] financial reprisals ....

When Congress adopted these provisions there were warnin

hat vulnerable croaeemployees without contractual job



protection could be subjected to ,coercion to obtan thi

"'Voluntary" supprt for the coman's political interests.Ou,

analysis of the actual operations of the corporate Political

Action Committees in 1978 proves that tee fears were fully

justified - corpoate solicitations of employees to donate to the

PACs are e ffectively a system of kickbacks from employe not in a

position to shrug off copny requests for Support; consequently,

most of them respod to th mloyers' solicitations. Our presenta-

tion iS provded herei n ndr four major point s:

in Point i we show: that the statute, constructed to meet

conStitutional uarantees, requires that any emploe respone

to a cororte political contribution reque st be copetely fre

and voluntary. In addition to the statute's specific ban on

,coercion, that statutory construction is also required by the

First Amendment, which bars any form of governmentally-sanctioe

political duress or compulsion. Here the corporate PAc acetivity

in view is not only sanctioned and regulated by the federal law,

but results directly from COongress having closed the front and side

doors to corporations when it prohibited dirzect corporate contri-

butions to a feeal election and then sharply curtailed the amount

of individual donations by corporation owners, directors and

officers .. When Congress closed those doors for corporate influence,,

corporationls turned to their employes with requests fr"volun-

tary" donations to their political treasurechests under a "separate

fund" exception enacted in 1971. Und.er these circmsances govern-

menit h~ts its "th. %umb on the scales" and thus protective constitutional

rules are fully applicable, requiring that any employee's contri-

bution to a corporate poiitical fund be wholly free and voluntary.

In Point II we demonstrate from the corporate Political

Action Committees' operations in 1978 that they do not and cannot



mee iha quie~me~ ... begn wi he, s !e thtms

epetshot requremen Tolbinith, io ~t isbcear that cmsty

political cause are not really free to refuse the request because

they have no contractual or union job protection nor anonymity

protection if they decline to give. Moreover, the mid-level manage-

ment employees on whom the coprtosare successfully concentrat-

ing their PAC donation requests are particularly vulnerable: they

are career workers whose advancement is entirely dependent upon

maintaining the good wil of the employer. When they are approached

for donations by a SUpervisor or other agent of the employer, it

is doubtful whether their resulting donation to the corporation's

poli tical treasure chest could ever meet the vo luntarines s

requirement.

In any event, the PAC contributions made by the employees

demonstrate beyond question that the voluntarines s req uirement

is not and cannot be 'met. The data shows that among the top ten

c orporate PA~s (by contrbutions'), career employees are donating

annual amounts far beyond normal voluntary political giving; they

are doing so though in many cases the money .is going to the Party

opposed to the donor' s own Party allegiance; and most of the

employee-contributed funds do not even go into Congressional races

in the state in which the employee resides. .........Moreover , employees

are not permitted to designate the candidates to be suprtd

most of thOSe who are solicited do give, and the corporations are

orcesrain th amounts... of the employees' donations. in sums, the

e nt ire evidence demons trates that the corporate Poi tical Action

Committ ees a re operatring with employee dona ti ons which are volun-

tayonly in name; in fact they derive from the employment relation-

ship and the economic dependency of the carcer employee.

In PitI we proceed to show that if the corporate P AC

operations were nevertheless deemed lawful, then the statute's



ban o~n labor union contributions in f ederal elections is discrim-

inatory and violtsthe. Fifth Amendment of h ConStitution..

Section 441b(a) of the statute purports evenhandedly to forbid

unions and corporations to contribute to a federal electi on. If

corporationS with their economic power over employees can evade

that ban through the back dor of induced "voluntary t politiceal....

cnrbtosfrom unprotected career emplioyees, then the corporate

PAC contribution is in effect a coarporation contribution and the

prohibition ,on contributionS operates effectively only against

unions, not cotiuin.Unions have no comparable power of the

.........purse by which to build massive political treasure chests from the

"qtionls of unprot ected career: employees. Thus, a ruling which

upholds the operations of the corporate Poliiticali Action Committees

woul.d necessar ily rende r one- sided and unconstitutional section

441b (a) prohibit ing union contributions to federali elections.

Findily, in Point 1EV we demonstrate that the statute's pro-

vision (,441b (b) (2) (C) ) authorizing financing of the operating

costs of corporate Political Action Committees from corporate

asset, violates the constitutional rights of corporate stock-

holders., There is no reason why a Democratic stockholder should

pay for the substantial cost of soliciting ..employee ..donations to

a corporate Poli ticali Actlion Committee which contributes to

Republican c ondidates. Congress in 197,6 approved the use of insti-

tutional costs for the operation of corporate PACs on the assuxnp-

tion that the political action committee is a means for faciitating

employee political participation through cam~paign donations. But

the desire to faceilitate political participation is not a "compeii-

ing interest" which, sanctions the use of a stockholder's share of

corporate assets to produce donations to a fund for contributions

to political candidates in whom the stockholder may have no interest
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or whose election he may actually oppose.. Under these circum-

stances, we submit that the statute is invalid in sanctioning use

of StocIkholder assets for the operations costs of corporate PACs.

With this introductory explanation, we turn to our four-

part presentation. We uxge its careful consideration, 2ecause

the Commission' s resolution may large ly determine the future

cour se of American poli tics under circumstances where federal

elections are being Swamped by a growing horde ofcorporate

political committees maSquerading as a system of voluntary employee

don at ion s.



tainted by institutional involvements. As the Supreme Court made

clear in United States v.Pipefitters,, 4<07 U.S. 385 (1972) full

voluntariness of the contribution is thus essential to compliance

with the ...statute's ban on corporate elections contributions.. In

Pipfitters (in reviewing the validity of a labor union PAC) the

Court expressed its agreement (a 41,4) with the Governent' s conten-

tion (at 413-414) that a "separate fund" which escapes the ban

on union and corporate eliection contributions may not be financed

"by payments that are effectively assessed, that is, solicited in

circumstances inherently coercive." Therefore (at 414) the statute;

"ocuses on whether the contributions solicited
for political use are knowing free-choice dona-...
tions, The dominant concern in requiring that
contributions be voluntary was after all .to pro-
tec t the dissenting stockholder or union member2"

T hus, the requirement of voluntariness is strict, and particu-

larly SO where an employer solicits persons whose livelihood and

job prospects he controls. In that economically dependent a nd

potentially coercive setting the safeguard of voluntariness,

emphasized by the Supreme Court in 1972 in Pipefitters, takes on

major importance.

In 1975 this Commission's Sun Pac ruling freed corporations

to solicit political contributions from their employees. Hundreds

of corporations immediately did so (see supra, p. 3). Congress

responded in 1 976 by impos ing arms-length solicitation and anonymity

limitations on such corporate activity (2 USC 441b(b) (4) (B)).

Although theSe limitations were not made applicable to "..executiv~e

and administrative personnel," the amendments left unimpaired the

voluntariness requirement adopted in 1971 which had been, given key

empha sis in the Supreme Court's Pihefitters decision. Thus, even

2 / "Executive and administrative personnel" are defined in the
statute (§ 441b b) (7) ) as "individualis eimployed by a corpora-
tion who are paid on a salary, rather than an hourly basis
and who have policy making, managerial, professional or super -
vwisory resronsibi litie s. Ac cording to the Conference Report
accompanyilng the 1976 amendments, the term encompas ses "in-
dividuals who run the corporation's business, c s officers.,

(continued on next page)



I. THE STATU~h OSRE SO AS TOMET
CONSTITUT IONAL REQUREMNTS PEMIS

ONL COMLEEL FREE..AND. VOLUTAR

S ince 1 907 Con gre ss ha s ba nned corpora te contributions to

federal elections (for a complete history of the ban, see United

States v . U.A.W., 352 U.S. 567, 570-584 (1957).). In 1971 a civil

ban waS added, with language similar to the original criminal

prohibition. See 2 U..S.C. 44lb a), However, at that time Congress

aliso authorized the establishment by labor unions and corporations

of "separate and segre'gated funds, to be utilized for political

purposes, now known ge.nerally as Political Action Committees (see

441bh(b) ( 2)). Congress thereby contempate, that just as labo r unions

had been•slctn their members, corporations might solicit their

stockholders for voluntary political contributions. See generally

117 cong. Rec. 43,379- 43,390.

i. Vlnaiesof donations was the keystone of the excep-

tion Congress codified in the "separate fund" provision in 1971.

CongreSS expressly provided in Section 441b(3) that:

"It shall be unlawful for such a fund to: makea
contribuation or expenditure by uti li zing money
or anytlhing of value secured by physical force,
job discrimination, financial reprisals or the
thr eat offorcee, job di scrimi nation or financiali
reprisals, or by dues1 fees, or other money re-
quired as. a condition of mebrhpin a labor
organization or as a condition of employment."

Known as the Hansen amendment, in. the wor.ds of its drafter,, the pur-

pose of this provisio n was to provide "strong assurance that a

refusal to contribute will not lead to reprisals" (117 Cong. Rec.

That assurance is essential, for if the cotiuinis made

with fear of reprisal or in. anticipation of reward it is clearly

not a voluntary political contribution but rather iS money paid as

a condition or attribute of employment, and the fUndS are in effect



SOlic itation s o f e xecuti ve and adini st rative empl oyees mu st

not be "in crusaesinherently coercive" and must be "free

choice dona tion s."

1', while the statute thus makes clertatt uaiya

permiss ible poit ical contributions to a "separate fund employee

donations to a corporate PAC must be fully voluntary,, the guarantees

of the First Amendment give added scope and strengt'h to that re-

quirement... And the First Amendment is fully applicable here,

because corporate sol icitation o f employee political contributions

reswlts from Congressional action, and is both sanctioned and

closely regulated by the statute.

Thus, it is Congressional action which has' given rise to

corporate Poi tical Action Committees ope rating from employee

donations.. In 1907 Congress had closed the front door to corporate

contributions in federal elections. Then in 197:1 it also closed

the side door by the $1,000 limitation on individual contributions,

hut it. provided ,a potential loophole for entr y, by the "separate

fund" exception to the ban on corporate elections donations.

Corporations promptly devel oped the back door PAC device operating

with "vlutry onations solicited from career employees. It is

noteworthy that as early as 1971 Congress had sanctioned corporate

2ACs -- apparently con temp la ting s tockholder par t icipa tion -- but

it was not until iln 1975 this Commission in Sun Pa c opened the door

to the so licitation of corporate employees that business ,turned

to its own for help. In 1974 there were only 89 corpor'ate Political

Act ion Commi ttees in nope rati on.. After Su Pac,, by the 1976 elect ions

the number had grown to 450 and two years later thiere were 812

registered wilth this, Commission. This record can leave no doubt

(Footnote cont inued from previous page)
executives, plant division and sect£ion managers, and pro-
fessionals (e~g. , lawyers and engineers) who hav e not chosein
a bargaining ;representative. "But foremen and lower level
supervisors directly over hourly employees are excluded fro...
the catego:ry of "executive and admini stra tive personnel."



that i't isCnrsinlenactments which have induced corpora-

tions to solicit their employees to contribute to management's-

poiitical fund; it is only when the other avenues were cloQsed by

law that corporations availed themselves of the statute' S "s eparate

fund" exception, looking as a last re sort to their own employees to

mainstain corporate presence in federal elections. Under' these cir,-

cumstances, government certainly has its "thum on the scales"

within the meaning of the established rule that private action

becomes subject to constitutional restraints where government has
• 3/i ntruded into the balance ofpiae ocs

MroeCongressional action has not only givein rise to

corporate employee solicitations for politics but Congress has also

sanctioned that solici'tation. It was Congress which adopted the

1971 "separate fund" exception. When Congress in 197,6 considered

this Commission's Sun Pac decision and itS potentil effects, it

could well have restricted corporate PACs to donations from stock-

hol~ders,; that would have maintained a parity between corporations

and unions, for the: s tockholider i s to the cor poration approximat-ely

what the member is to the union. But Congress instead again

affirmatively sacindcorpo rate solicitation of employees for

political contributions as an exception to the ban on, corporate con-

tributions to elect ions, thus further veSting "state action" limi ta-

t ions upon such corporate conduct.. .Finall y, Congress has also

3 / As the Supreme Court poined out in American Communications
Association, CIG v. D!ouds, 339 U. S. 382 , 401 (1950), "whenauhrt

dervesinpar frm .ovenmet. thumb upon the scales, the :
exercise of that power by private persons becomes closely akin
in some respects to its exercise by government itself. " See
also Rail'way Emlye'Department v. Hanson, 351 U.s. 225,,
231-232 (156 ; ulcUiiisComm Pollak 343: U.S. 451
(1952);, Abood v. Detroit Board of"Education, 431: U.S., 209 (text

4/ Hanson, supra; Amalgamated Food Em'ployees v. Logan Valley Plaza,,
39 .. 308 ...(19618); Evans v. Newton, ...382 U. $ 296... (19 66); ...... ..
Burton, v. Wilmington Parking Authority, 365 U.S. 715 (1961)7
Terry v,. Adms.35..S.41.193



closely regulated corporation slctiosof employee contri-

butions., distinguishing between categories of employees in the

methodology permitted and imposing a general ban agans corcon

The close Congressional regulation further serves to make applic-

able constitutional limi tationS.

i i. ThUS, fo three separate reasons -- corporate PAC s

reS ult from Congressional action, are sanctioned by Co<ngressional

ac tion, ani are closely regulated by Congressional action -- con-

stitutional limits ihere: apply and corporate solicitation of

employee poi tical coentr ibutions under 21 U s..S.. 441b (b) (4) (A) must

meet First Amendment standards. And it is clear that to comply

with that Amendment the statute must be construed to guarantee

absolute freedom from compelled political tribute or Support of

any kind, and to permit• (in the Supreme Co'urt's -'words... in Pipefitters)

only ceompletely knowing ' free choice donations" wi~ch are not

"solicited in crusaesinherently coercive.." That is the

required statutory construction because the FirZst Amendment is

rigorous in its guarantees of political freedom - - both of speech

and association as well as silence and abstention.

The First Amendment safegualrds both the right to speak freely

adteright to refrain from speaking at alli ooe v. Maynard,

430 'U S. 705 (1977); West Virginia v. Barnett, 319 U.S. 6:24 (1943);

Miami, Herald Publishing Co. v. Tornillo,. 418 U.S. 241 (1974). It

also protects the right of individuals to hold a poin of view

different from the majority, and to refuse to foster or siupprt

ideas they find objectionable. Wooliey v, Maynard, supra, 715;

Torcaso v. Watkins, 367 U.s. 488 (1961).

The First Amendme nt, moreover, app ie s preeminently in the

political! sphere where the indiviiua! always remains free to adher~e

5 / Pubic Utilities Comm. v. Pollak, 3413 U.S. 451 (1952); Reitman
v. Mulkey,, 387 U.S. 369 (1967); "Robinson v.Florida 378 U.S.
153 (19 64).



to h is own, poitic al vi ews and tosupp ort candidates he faors

(See Buckley v., Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1'976)) and also to refrain from

financing views or causes he does not support- Kuspar v. PontikesI

41:4 U.S.. 51 (1973); c f... Machinists v. Street, 367 U.S. 740 (1961).Beas

of the fundamental importance of the F..irst Amendment, all con-

straints on its free exercise are forbidden and compelled financ-

ing o~r promotion of candidates or causes violates the Amendment.

Abood v. Detroit Board of Education, 431 US.. 209 . Thus., in Eilro~d

V. Burns, 427 U.S. 347 (1976), the Supre Cout recetly apied the First

Am:endment to strike, down compel!led political allegiance or contri-

butions. The reasoning of the Court (427 U.S. at 355) underscores

the. siniicance of the guarantee against compulsory political

support, and thus of the assurance that all PAC contributions :be

"free- choice donatio ns':

"In order to maintain their jobs, respondents
were required to pledge their political! alegiance.
to the Democratic Party, work for the election of
other candidates of the Democratic Party, contri-
bute a portion of their w ages ....... to the Party. ....
Regardless of the incumb0ent party's identity,
Democ rat ic or otherwis e, the consequences for
association and belief are the same ... An indiv-
idual who is a member of the out-party maintains
affiliation with his ,own party at the risk of
losing his job. He works for the election of
his party's candidates and espouses it pslicies
at the same risk.. The financial aid and: campaign
assistance that he is induced to provide to an-
other party further th~e advancement of that party's
policies to the detriment of his party's views, and
ultimately his own beliefs, and any assessment of
his salary is tantamount to coerced, belief .....
Even a pledge of allegiance to another party,
however ostensible, only serves to compromise the
individual's true beliefs.. Since the average
pubic employee is hardly in the financial posi-
tion to support his party and another, or to lend
his time to two Parties, the individual's ability
to act according to his beliefs, and to associate
with others of his political persuasion is con-
strained, and support for his party is dmnse.

That the First Amnendment bars aill compelled political activism

:or support is thus beyond dispute. Moreover, in all areas of

personal freedom of thought, belief and action, it bars not only
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blantant but also. subtle and even unintended compulsion. Thus,

seemingly benign maternity leave policies of s chool systems impinge

on a te.acher's decision to bear a child, and are thereby imper-

missible.. Cleveland Board of Education v. LaEieur and Cohen v.

Chesterfield Co .. , 414 U.S. 632 (14) Meeiqiiscnds

courage free exercise of Firs't Amendment rights. Baird v. State

Bar, 401 U.S. 1 (1971).

in. sum, the statuthe's voluntarineSs provision must be construed

and applied in the light o f the undrlin contiutonl.redo

from compelled political support -- a freedom which repels not

merely gross coercion but also subtle and psychological compulsion

which a corporations request .for an: employee ' s political contri-

bution can easily invoke. Thus, only the assurance. of completely

free choice donations by the employee can comply with the statute

and its underlying constitutional predicate. We proceed to demion-

strate that the corporate PACs do not come, anywhere close to meet-

ing that governing standard.



II.• CORPORATIONS ,ARE SOLICITING POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS FROM
UNPROTECTED CAREER EMPLOYEES AND THE EVIDENCE SHOWS THAT
RESULTING EMPLOYEE DoNATION AENOT FREE AN OLUNTARY

Our Complaint to this Commission is based upon an extensive

review of ,data (see Appendix o f Corroborating Materials) , much o f

it from the Commission's files, coner, ning the 1978 operation of

the nation' s ten largest (in terms of contributions) corporate

Poiia Action Committees: Dart In dustries, Eaton corporation,

Geneal lecticGeneal otors, Winn-Dixie, Standard Oil of indiana,

Union Camp, United Techologies, Union Oil, Inte rnational Paper and

Ce nerali Motors. Our analys is al~so inclu ,es an eleventh Political

Action Committee --... that of Grummnan Corporation -- which is smaller

in size but has been added as a control on the results from the

top ten.

A. h orie ehdlg of' Corporate PAC Soi citations.

Fo~ur major findings underscore that the corporate PAC methodology

is, pregnant with coercion First, all of the corporations are

asking for po i ticali dona tions from totallyv unprotected employees;

second,, there is no provision to protect the anonymity of those

who refuse to contribute or the amounts of contributions; third,

it is the vunerable mid-l!evel career managers and pro0fessionals

who are the primary target for and source of the corporate PAC

donations; and, fourth, the corporations provide no arms-lengtlh

protections againSt compuli on, because they ,even permi solicita-

tions in person by employeeS who supervise the SOlicited employee.

TheSe four realities represent a clearly coercive Setting for cor-

pora te PAC opera tions:

6 / Amerikan Faml!y Corporation was among the top eleven corporate
political action committees in terms of contributions to
federal candidates,, but we eliminated it from analysis because
i:t solicits independent agents raether than employees.

7. / It is significant that although under the statute stockholders
are availabl!e for solicitation to contr ibute to corporate PACs,
corporations do not in fact solicit their stockholders but
look instead to their employees for political contributions.

(continued on next, page)



1 .. .All the corpo~rations are asking for political donations

from unprotected career employees. The employees from whom th~e

corPOrations are obtaining their political treasure chests are not

the .. .salaried ... or hourly workers ... ..who have job protection; they,. are

career employees not protected ei ther by collective bargaining

agreements or individual contrac t. Such employees are totally

dependent on the good will of 'the corporation for promotions, raises,

and continued employment security. In this situation the desire

to demonstrate loyalty and concern, for the well-being of the co'rpora-

tion is strong incentive to respond to any contribution request.,

Particularfly when corporations: view their political objeictives as

an integral part of their pursuit of profitS, their solicitations

for contributions to the company! PAC are indistinguishable by

emplo yee s from other ar eas wherever thn e good employee is expected

to promote the interests of his employer. Moreover, solicitation

material sent by the corporations tells the professional employee
8_/

that his PAC donation is< to help his company.

(continued from previous page)
Iif cor~pora te PACs were oape rating with truly voluntary money,
then the stockholders would seem the most directly concerned
'to provide voluntary suppo'rt; yet the corporations look in-:
stead to the employees who h ave no comparable freedom to
refuse company requests for help. The corporations' failure
to look to their stockholders is a confession of how ineffective
corporate PAICs would be ifthey had to operatec from truly
voluntary donations ..

!8 / Thus, the Amoco PAC 1976 SOlicitation describes the PAC as
"'Your best opportunity to date to support tlhe petroleum

PAC solicitation States that the PAC's ....purpose is to support
candidates "whose vews indicate a reasonable und erStandling
of.. G,;rumman,',s pan ad proecs. A 1976 Uni ted Techn ologie s
descrption of the PAC explained tihat it seeks ........ "by its contri
butions.. the advancement of the industries and types ofbUSines i iises inichUiedTcnoois a e engaged from

candidates who "understand the viewpoint of business. .. on
iss ues aff ectinth com anyad the industry ." Professional
employee cannot.fai to under. ...... stand from such solicitations
that their money is requested to help the compan.
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2. There is no provision in the corporate PACs to protect

the em1ye' nonymity. Given the vulnerability ofthe career

employee, management' SJknowledge of the identity of contributors

and non-contrib utors and of the amounts of the contributions has

...clearly coercive effect on the solicited employe. Yet all 'the

PACs surveyed permit perso-opesncontact as the method of

solicitation; Such contact makes the lack of anonymity more

imediate and hence more threatening. The fact that the corpora-..

tion will know who gives and who does not is a powerful pres sure

on he oliitd cree eployee. Althouqh a few corporations

offer employees assurance that the names of those participating or

refusing, to participate willi be held in confidence, such assurances

are undercut by the use of personal solicitation and use of the

p>ayroll! check-off ifor PAC contributions.

:3. The primary target for and source of PAC ,funds is the

mid-level manager: and professional employee. This is particularly

true at Eaton, Amoco, Union Camp, General iElectric, General Motors,

Grumman Internationial Paper, and Union Oil, whose, corporate PACS

do not merely rely on top-level officers or teBoard of Directors

to obtain campaign funds; soliitdtions go far beyond the executive

suite. More than 75% of the itemized PAC contributors at these

eight corporations are mid-level managers and professional employees.

Thus most of the corporations Surv<eyed receive most of their PAC

funds from thce employees most subject to the coercive pressure of

the empl!oyer- emp loyee rel at ionship . The corporations obvi ou siy

look to those employees least able to resist participation, because

at, mid-level on the ladder of succ ess they are most dependent on

employer god will to gain career promotion..

4. Employees are subject to unrestricted personal soliita-

tion, incl iuding ,SOliita ti on by supervisors and other hi gher-up s

Because there are no regulations which restrict corporate PAC
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so ic itration o f "executive and admi nist rative" personnel, or the

relationship between the solicitor and the employee, corporations

can place direct personal pressure on this category of employees

ind use supervisors or other super~iors .... the same individuals who

make the decisions on promo'tions, salary,, etc. --.. to solicit Sub-

ordinate employees. For example, Justin Dart, of Dart Industries,

per sonalliy contac ts employees who ihave not contr ibuted to the PAC

and gives them "a sel"; Eaton states that "face to face" meetilng~s
9 /

with employees are the os, t effective. Similarly Union Camp,

Grumman, Amoco, and Uni ted Technol!ogies have no 'prohibition at all1

against soliZcitati on by superiors of subordinate employees in their

1 AC by-laws or operating manuals. .General Electr ic and. International

Paper prohibit the use of immediate supervisors as PAC solicitors,

but they do permit personal soicitation and the individual con-.

ducting the solicitation is answerable to the PAC coriaowho
.0/

:iS in a superior position 'to the solicited employees.

In stu, onsidering the fact that (1) the emplyees whom the

corporations effectively soicit for their PAC funds have no

9 / Mr. Dart personally monitors the response to PAC soicitations;
indiv:iduals not contributing are contacted by Dart himself, and
in his own words, they "et a sell." See The wall Street
Journal, Tuesd ay, August 15, 1978, p. 1. EatonCoprtn
foiund that "face to face meetings with our managers were the
most effective method of solicitation" (response .in April, 1979
to unpublished survey by Tykes Research Associates, Washington,
D.C. )..

1 0/ The intimidation resulting from direct and unlimited solici-
tations by a superior cannot be underestimated. Such a situa-
tion is partikcularly threa'tening given the fact that employee
evaluations and per formace rat ings are largely s ubj ective
and are based on impressions formed by the. employees' superiors.
Furthermore, a large number of non-contribut:ors ... in a give~n
depa rtment or d ivision re flects on the abiliity of supervisors
or divisio~n managers to: meet the objectives of the .o'rporation.
The natural tendency is to pressure employees into making dona-
ti.ori :s as a means of demonstrating departmental effectiveness
in meeting ceorporate goals. The soicited employee is placed
in .a situation where he must weight the probable detriment of
a refusal to give against the possible benefits of cooperation.
The very high response rate of response (see infra, p. 21)
shows how that "choice" is being exerceiseu.,
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contractual job protection or uni.on representation;. (2:) there is

no pretence :of anonymity to p rotct an emplyee who wishes not

to donate; (3) the heaviest solicitation and• contributions come

from mid-level career employees least in a position to refuse

employer requests; and (4) even the supervisor is permitted to

solicit his employee's "voluntary": contribution, the entire opera-

tion of the corporate. PACs is fraught .with potential for coercion

and the donations are clearly being "solicited in circumstances

inherently coercive. " When: under these circumstances career

employ ees respond to company requests to contribute to the corpora-

tion's political treasure chest for federal elections, there is

every probability that a favorable response is induced or: facilitated

by the employe's fear of incurring :displeasure or hope of winning

favor with the .emplo yer. Nor need that. concl!usion be left to in-

fervence, for examination of the actual donations by the <employees

proves that to be the case:

B. The Evidence that Employee Contributions are Not Genuinely

Free and Voluntary. Six major findings from our survey ofcoprt

PAC donations all buttress the conclusion that, far from being free

and voluntary, the employees are responding to corporations '

requests for political contributions beause of the employment

relationship rather than to facilitate their private political

interests and predilections:

1.. Employees .are responding with contributions entirely

beyond normal political giving. All eleven corporations exhibit

aeaeemployee contributions levelis entirely beyond norimal

p;it-iiical contributions. The national averagqe annual personal

contribution to a wide variety of political candidates and cauSses

both liberal andcon .r.t... $6. By contrast, the average

11/ August 23, 1979 telephone conversation with Tom Matthews ofCr-aver, Smith & Matthews, 1701 North Ft.. Myer Drive, Suite
602, Arlington, Virginia 22209, fundraising specialist for
over 100 political causes and candidat.es.. See also T. Gavin,
"Th e New Right: A Director Mail Money Ma.chine,"DnePot
May 7, 197i8, citing a $15 average contribution totecnerva.-
tiv-e Committee f:or Survival of a Free Congress.
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i temi zed cotibution, by mid-l evel ma nagerialI and professional

employees to .....the top corporate PACs ranq eS from $116 to $3, 383 and

the averaqe top executive contribution is even higher.

2. Substantial PAC donations are given to candidates from

the politic'al party other than the: chosen party of the employee

are adherents of one of the major patebtall the PAts contri-

bute to candidates of both pairties. indeed, the PACs of Dart

Industries, Eaton, Amoco, United Technologies, Union Camp, General

Motors, Union Oil and Iinternational Paper all contributed from 72% ...

92% of their 1978 funds to Republican candidates. A D emocrat t s

donation to an employer fund used to support Republicans illiuminates

the less than free and voluntary character of corporate PAC dona-

tions. Of course, the sae conclusion applies equally where (as

in the case of Wn-ie)most of the PAC money is given to

Democrats, but contributing employees include Republ icans. All the

corporate PACs divide their giving between candidates of the two

parties, and, it is unclear why a member of either party would view

such distribution of his money in furtherance of his own political

vie ws and desires., The clear conclusion is that the employee is

reSponding to thee mi ioye£r ' s expressed needs and des ires, not his

own poiitical prledilections.

3. Most of the employees' donations are used for federal

campaign contributions in other states. The corporations collect

th'e majority of their PAC funds in a limited number of states,

but this. money is never used in those states in proportions even

close to the amountes raised. The solicited employees are in effect

giving large sums of money to .. ..... fi nance campaigns in other states in

which they have no personal contact or in terest...

4.. Employee s ,,are not, permitted todsignaite, ei ther, by

party or candidate, the recipients of their PAC donations. At Dart,



Wi nn-Dixie, Aimoco, Eaton, Grumman, Union Oil, Union Camp .and United

Tecihnologies, the determination of the recipients of PAC campaign

contr"ibutions is made solely by the corporations, not by tlhe

employee contributors to the P)AC. Empooyee donations are thus

plainly payments to support the political interests of the corpora-

tion, not expressions of a personali nterest or preferene.. Only

GE, GM and International Paper permit contributors to designate

specific .candidate~s. As a zesidt 21% of General Electric's employee

contributors earmarked a part of their contributions, but they

earmrke funs cnsttutig oly!7% of the total itemized PAC

receipts. At GM only 3% designate, accounting for 1% of itemized

receipts to PAC, At international Paper 7% of employees earmarked,

but the pe rcentage they earmarked was only 2% of the total itemized

receipt s.

5... Few employees decline to respond to the: PAC solicitation...

The disclosed rate of r esponse . tocorp orate' PAC sjiicitations ....... is 70%
12/

or higher among the e'mployees solicited. For :instance, 70% of

the managerial employees solicited at the various plant locations::

of Eaton Corporation responded with contributions, and 70% of the

mployees solicited by General Electric' made a contribution. Among

the identified off icers and corporate vice-presidents, Winn-Dixie

and Dart Show 95%. and 80% participation rates. By contrast, solici-

tatonsdirected at the pu blic for political causes, or candidates
13/

generally show only a response rate of 3% n 1976 only 38% of

all taxpayers even de signated their $1.00 free contribution to the

Presidential Campaign Fund. 1976 Statistics of Income, Individual

12/ Relevant to the high participation rate is the targeting of
groups of employees for solicitation. Corporate PACS do not
solicit all eligible employees, nor do they solicit all
employees on an eqa basis. Eaton Corporation, as an example,
targets "incentive Compensation Managers."

213/ AuguSt 23, 1979 telephone conversation with Tom Matthews of
Craver, Smith & Matthews and. AUgUSt 15, 19 79 telephone conver-
sation with Jeff Byron of National Commnittee for an Effective
Congress, 505 C St,., N.E., Washington, D.C. See also N. Kotz,
"King Midas of the New Right.," Atlantic, November, 1978,
p. 59.
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Income Tax Returns, IRS Publication #7<9 (4-79), Washington, D.C.,

1979, Table 1. 8. Corporate employee PAC participation rates with

70% and more ,obviously far exceed normal voluntary political

contribut ions to advance personal! pol!iticali predilections.

6. The corporations are regimenting and orche.strating the

amounts of employee " voluntary" donations. This is: particularly

clea r at General Electric, Eaton, Winn-Dixie, United Tec.hnologies,...

union Oil,.. Amoco, Union Camp, and Grum~man. Employees inot Only

respond to. corporate soLcttosbut generally do so in amounts pre-

determined by .the: corporation. In the cease o'f mid -level managerial

and pro fes s ion:al emp loyees , cont ribut ions tend to cl uster a round

the average donation. In the case of Grum~man Corporation, 70% of

all the itemized contributors gave exactly $1.04; one can picture

the supervisors' sales pitch: "You can certainly afford $2 a week

to healp your company." Mroeall employee PAC contributors

using payroll deduction plans at Union Camp, Eat.0n, and Amco,

had their deductions raised above the usual l.evel in selected month~s

in the year; their "donation" amounts then returined to the regular

level in the following month ...-. clear evidence of orchestration and

regime nta tion by the corp orat ion.

The total pattern of solicitations and contributions to cor-..

porate PACs clearly demonstrates the absence of free choice giving.

The employees' response to corporate PAC sol icit ations plainly

reflects not free choice but the employment relationship. While

the eleveP corporations vary somewhat in .their met£hods of opera-

tion comnanv-bv-company analysiS sho s that 1.l of them manifest

almost all of the separate indicia of nonvoluntariness;

DART INDUSTRIES manifests the less than free and voluntary

character of employee responses tothe company' s political

14/ The. documentation for the following individual company summnariles
appears infra in the Appendix of Corroborating Llaterials.
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solicitations in several saient respects: I) Dart solicits un-

protected career employees. 2) There is no provision made to pro-

tect the anonymity of n-ctrbos. 3) Dart concentrates

its fundraising e f forts on officers and corporate vice-presidnts,

and 4) they are subject to direct personal soicitation by supe-

visors including Justin Dart,, Chief Executive ,officer of the Com-

pany. 5) Executive level perso nnel of Dart make a remarkable

average annual political contribution to the PAC <of $691, and

many of them contribute in excess of $1,000., 6) Although contri-

buting employees include both Democrats and Republicans, 92% of

the total PAC coQntributions in 1,978 from employee donations were

given by Dart's PAC to Republican candidates. 7) MOSt of the PAC

contributions go outside the state of origin: 69% of the itemized

PA eceipts came from employees in, California,: Florida, NeW Jersey

and New York, but only 22% of the PAC contributions went to can-

didates in those states. 8) Contributors to the PAC are not per-

mitted to desig'nate, either by party or by candidate, the rec~ipients

of Lh' %ir contributionS. 9) No less than 95% of the publicly identi-

fied officeers and corporate vice-presidents make PAC contributions.

EATON manifests the less than free an d volun-tary character of

employee iresponses to the company 's poli tical solicitationS in

several salient respects: 1) Eaton solicits unprotected career

employees. 2) There is no provision made to protect the anonymity

of nncnriuos 3) 88% of the itemized contributors to the

Eaton PAC are employees holding mid-level managerial or professional

Dositions, and their contributions con~Stitute 71% of the funds re-..

ceived by the PAC. 4), Eaton relies on ,person-,to-person solicita-

tion by immediate supervisors. 5) The average annual contribution

by Eaton's mid-level managerial and professional employees is $209,

and for eeuielevel personnel the average is $620. 6) Although

contributing employees incl!udc both Democrats and Repubicans, 90%
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permits contributors to earmar donations, but the overwhelming

majority of ,contributors do not do ,so (see supra, p. 21). 9) GE

has targeted a select gopof mid-level managers and professionals

for solicitation, and achieved a 70% response rate from those

individuais . 10 ) The Company orches trates empoye payments:

,all emplyees donating are giving similar amounts and fall within

anarrow range around the average.

GEEAL MOTORS manifests the less than free and voluntary

character' of employee response to the compny'S solicitations in

several sa'ient respects: 1) General Motos solicits unpoeted

career emplyee. 2) General Motors provides annmity to cn

tr ibutors and non-contr ibutors, but the names of those giving over

$100 and some of those giving less are repoted publicly at the

FEC. 3) 95% of the itemized contributors are mid-level managerial

and professional employees, who contributed 84% of the itemize

rcipts in 1978. 4) There is no kon prohbitio on solicita-

tion of subordinate employees by supevisors or other superiors

and the corporation relies on person-to-person solicitation for

its political funds 5) The average annual contribution for mid-

le vel mngers and professionals is $152, .and exective-level per-

sonnel contributed an average !of $600. 6) Although contributin~g

employees include, both Democrats and Republicans, 72% of the PAC's

political contributions were given to Republican candidates. 7) 83%

of the itmized receipt s to th A were obtained from epoyees

in Michigan, Ohio, In diana and New Yr, while only 30% ,of the

PAC's donations were applied in these states in contributions to

federal ,candidates. 8) Although participating emnployees are per-.

mitted to earmark their donations, only 3% chose to do so and ter

earm~arked contributions accounted for only 1,% of itemized receipts

to the PAC., 9) It is not possible to determine from the public.

re cord the pa rti c ipa ti on r ate of0 employees contr ibuting to the PAC.
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10) There is company regimentation: most contributors to the PAC

give in similar ,amounts falling within a, narrow range of contri-

but ion leveis.

GRUMMAN manifests the leS s than free and voliuntary c~haracter

of employee responses to the company's political solicitations in

several salient respects: 1) Gruman, soliclits unprotected career

emploiyees for PAC dntoswhich will, buy political support for

"Gruman's plans and projects".u, (see supra, p. 16, n.. 8), and 2) makes

no, provision to protect the anonymity of inon-contributorS or of

contribution amountS. 3) 75% of the itemized contributors are mid-

level manage rial and professional employees, (the majority of Grumman

PAC's reeipts are unitemize d), and tlhey contributed ,51% of the

itemized contributions 4) There is no known rest riction on soli-

citation by supervisors or superiorS. 5) The average ,annual contri- ,

bution for mid-level managers and professionasl is $116, while

executive-level personnel contributed, an average of $468. 6) Al-

though most employees are either Democrats or Republicans, as a

croainreliant on, Government contracts Grumman athtepS to,

maximize its political influence by splitting the employees' PAC

donations ,evenly between Democrats, and Repu blicans. 7) 19$% of the

itemized PAC receipts were obtained in California, Florida, New

York and Virginia, but only 54% of the PAC moe went.to.candidates

in tlhose states. 8) Employees are not permitted to designate,

either by party or candidate, the recipients of their money. 9) There

is no i n formation avai lable concerning contribution rates for Grumman

employees.. 10) The PAC reports reveal clear orce~hstrtion of the
amounts of employee PAC contributions: 70%o h nulieie

eontributions were exactly $104.

iNTERNATIONAL PAP<ER manifrests the less than free and voluntary

cha racter of employee responses to the company's political! solici-,

tations in several salient respects: 1) International Paper

solicits unprotected career employees ... 2) Contributions to the PAC
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are theoretically held in confidence, but the payroll department

and the Secretary-Trese r have access to the identity of con-

tributors and the aonts given. 3) While 40:% of the itmied

icontributors to. the PAC are not identified as required by the

Fedeal Election Campaign Act, of tecontributors properly identi-

fied 43<% hold mid-level manageial and professional positionsan

their donations constituted 40% of the itemized cotibutions.

4) International Paper does not permit diret solicitation by

immeiate Supervisors of subordinate employes, but does not re-

strict person-to-person solicitation. 5) The average annual con-

tribution for employees in mid-lee managerial and professional

positions is $157, while executive-level personnel contribue on

the average $355. 6) Though the employees include both Democrats

and Republicans, 72% of the PAC contributions were given to

Republicans. 7) 65% of the itemized donations were obtained from

employees in Alabama, Louisiana, New York; and Texas, while only 16%

of PAC contributions 'went to candidates in those stats. 8) While

Interntional Paper employees can earmrk their contributions, only

7% of the contribhutors did so to ayextent and they earmarked in

total only 2% of the itemized PAC receipts. 9) Employee partic~i-

pation r.ates cannot be determined from the public record or other

available information. 10) The public record doeS not reveal

whether there is regimentation of contributions due to the incom-

pleteess of the FEC reports filed.

STANDARD OIL OF INDIANA (AMOCO) mani fests the less than fre~e

and v oluntary character of employee reSponses to the company's

poitical solicitations in several salient respects: 1)AMC

solicits unprotected career employees for P.AC donations which will

"supor th perolum ndustry" (see supra, p.. 16, n. 8), and 2)

makes no provision to protect the anonymity of non-contributors or

contribution amuts. 3) '78% of the: PAC fud are Secured frmmid-

level managerial and professional employees. 4) Amoco does not prohibit

immediate supervisors or .other superiors from soliciting subordinate



employees and solicitation ,extends to production foremen and super-

visors. 51) Mid-level managerial and proQfessional employees make

an averaqe annual contribution of $.194, while executive-level per-

sonnel give an average of $513. 6) Although contributing employees

include both Democrats and RepublicanS, 79% of the PAC cont'ributions

were given to Republican candidates. 7) 71% of the PAC'S itemized

donations were received from employees in Iln iIndiana,

Lusaaand Texas, but only 21% of PAC contributions went to can-

didates in those states. 8) Employees ha ve no control over the dis-

position of PAC funds, and are not permitt:ed to earmark their dona-

tions. 9) It is not possible to determine from :the public record

the proportion o f solicited employees who respond to solicitation.

10) The Corporation orchestrates the amount of the contributions

to thbe PA.C, as evidenced by the raising of the payroll deductioQn

for all participating employees in the same amount and at the same

time ... 25% during March of 1978.

UNION CAMP manifests the less than free and voluntary character

of employee responses to the company's political solicitations ........ in

Several salient respects: I) Union Camp solicits upoetdcareer

.employees to contribute to a PAC to support candidates helpful on

"issues affecting the company" (see supr:a, p., 16, n. 8), and 2) makes

no provisions to protect the anonymity of non-conttibutors or of

contribution amounts. 3) It obtains 73% of its PAC money from mid-

level managers and professionals. 4) Information is not available

concerning any restrictions on solicitations by supervisors, or by

the person-to-person method. 5) Mid-level and professional employees

anulygive an average of $153, while executive-lievel .personnel give

an average of $221. 6) Though donating employees include both Democrats

and Reulcn,72% of the PAC funds were given to Republican candid-

ates. 7) 7 9% of t..... he. PAC funds came from emp loyees in Alabama, Georgia,

virginia and New Jersey, but only 37% w as contributed by the PAC to

candidates in those stts. 8) Emloes are not permitted to earmark their
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cotrbtin. 9) Wil!e pubic information is not available to

deter mine teemployee participation rate, the high incidence of

certain Specific job titles indicates that selected groups are

targeted for soic~itation and do reSpond .... two specific job

titles (General Manager, and Manacer of Manufacturing)

constituted approximately 20% of the contributors in the mid-level

managerial and professional categories. 10) Regimentation is

practiced: all employee cotiuosUsing the payroll deduction

plan had their monthly PAC donation doubled in July of 1978.,

UNION OIL manifests the less than free and voluntary c haracter

of employee responses to the company's political solicitations in

several salient respects: 1) Union Oil solicits unprotected career

employees, and 2) makes no provision to p rotect the anonymity of

no-otibtr r of contribution amounts. 3) Union Oil secures

64% of its political money from department-level managers. 4) In-

formation is not available concerning any restrictions on soicita-

tions by Supervisors. 15) The average contribution from department

level managers is $185 a year. 6) Though donating employees include

both Democrat an eulcn, 86% of the PAC funds were given

to Republican qandidates.. 7) Contributors in California are the

prim ary source of PAC receipts ..... donating 69% of the funds -- but

candidates in Caiifornia received only 1 3% of the .contributions

made by the PAC. 8) Employees are not permitted, to designate,

either by party or candidate, the recipients of their money. 9)

The. employee participation rate is not possible to determine from

publicly disclosed records 10) Ocetainis practiced: most

part icipants from the mid-managerial and profesSional levels gave

in similar amounts within a narrow range aroun d the average.

UNITED TECHNOLOGIES manifests the less than free and volun -

tary character of employee responseS to the, company's poitical

soliciitations in several salient respects: 1) United Technologies

operates a PAC to support candidates helpful to the industry in

which the company operates (see Supra, n. 8) and for that purpose it



solicits unprotect ed career ,employees, and 3) makes no provision

for prote cting the anonymity ,of non-contributors or of contri-

bution amounts. 3) Some 61 % of the itemized contributors are mid-

level managers :and profeSSionais. 4) United Technologies does

nat restrict solicitation by isupervisors or other employees. 5)

The average annual contribution for mid-level managerial and pro-

fessional employees is $241, while the publicly identified offiers

and corporate vice-presidents made contributions averaging $1,071.

6) Though the employees include both Democrats and Republicans,

7..8% of' the PAC contributions were given to Republicans. 7) 89%

of the itemized PAC receipts were obtained from employees in

Caif ornia, Connecticut, Indiana and Washington , D.C., but only 13%

was contributed by the PAC to candidates in those states. 81) Con-

tributing employees are not permitted to designate, either by party

or caxndidate, the recipients of their money. 9) The overoall

participation rate for United Technologies employees is 11%, but,

the largest single bloc of contributors -- pubicly identi fied

executives and corporate office rs -- responded to the, PAC POlici-

tation with a 95% participation rate. 10) There is company

orchestration: most of the contributors give in similar amounts,

or within a narrow range of amounts.

WINN-DIXIE manifests the less than free and voluntary character

of employee reSponseS to the company's political solicitations

in several saient respects: 1) Winn -Dixie solicits unproteceed

career emplo~yees, and 2) makes no provision to protect the ainonymity

of nn-cont ributor s or contribution amounts. 3 ) It concentrates

its fund-raising efforts on upper-level managerial employees.

4) Information is not available concerning any restrictions o~n

solicitations by supervisors, or by the person-to-person method,

5) The ,average annualI contribution for publicly identified ex ecu-

tive level personnel was a whopping $2,657. 6) Though contributing
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eraploy ee s incliude Repuhili cans, Wi nn D i xi e cont ribute d sixty- eight

percent of its employes PAC donations to Demortic candidateS.

7) 96% of the itemized cdonations to the PAC were obtained from

employees in Alabama,, Florida, Louisiana and Noth Carolina, but

only 23% of the PAC contributions went to candidates in those

states. 8) Employees are not permitted to designate, either by

party or candidate, the recipients of their donations. 9) 80% of

the publicly disclosed officers and coroate vice-preisidents made

PAC co ntributions. 10) While there is not an ovous general

pattern in contributions levels, in 1978 only two donors amn tlhe

publicly disclosed officers and corpoate vice-presidents gave

less than $1,000 to the PA.

* * * * *
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C. The Governing Authorities. The foregoing recoird leaves

no possible room for a conclusion that the corporate PACs ar

operating with employee contributio ns that are genuinely free and

vluntary political donations. On the contrary, the employees ae

clearly responding to the employer solicitations as a result of

the employment relationship. The applicable law buttresses the

data, and compels the conclusion that the contributions are not

free and voluntary political donations thus violating the statute' s

guarantee of voluntariness and also its ban on corporate elections

contribution S.

The pro fessionali employee' s live lihood and advancement are

dependent on maintaining the good re gard of the empoyer. This is

particularly true of the mid-level employee who hopes to rise on

the corporate ladder, for the employer has power to advance him

quickly or not at all; the relationship is one of nequals, with
15/

the employer elntirely dominant. Thus, the employer's soicita-

tion of the employee cannot be viewed in the same manner as if he

were soliciting fellow club memberS, neighborS, or even his cor-

porate stockholders, and the employee's response to the request for

"voluntary" financial donation to a company political fund iS inher-

ently suspect. Because of the unequal relationship, special princi-

ples of law come into play requiring close examination of any claim

that the servant has voluntarily responded to the master's request.

It is crucial whether the employee- donor has been unduly influenced;

1 5/ For executive and administrative employees the consequences of
disfavor can be severe. They do not enjoy the protections of
a colliective bargaining agqreement, espec ialily protections
regarding just cause for termination, nor do they have the
protections the courts have conferred on public empoyees in
the exercise of political rights.
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whether his donation was intende4 as a gift or pure cnrbto

witho ut cosieration; and whether i t was 'made in hope ofeconomic

The possibility of undue influence arises wherever there is

an unequal relationship -.. such as that between employer and

employee or creditor-debtor, or where there, are other close dependent
.... 16 /

relationships (parent-c'hild, aged person and friend, etc.) As

stated in Faulkner v. Beatty, 327 P.2d 4.1 ,at 43 (CaL, 1958):

"The; fact that the parties stand in suc~h
position toward one another, either by reason
of relationship, professional employment or
otherwise, that the grantor is particularly
susceptible to exertion of influence by the
grantee, ...is a consideration of primary

importance. ''

Where there is such unequal relationship, any purported transfer

without consideration triggers close scrutiny,. and there is a shift

ofthe ordinary presumption: because of the relationship, any gift

is presumptively void until the donee proves by clear evidence that

it is truly a gift. The standard w.as cogently expressed by the New

Jersey Supreme Court in Elmira College, 234Ad at 84, in its eaiati oni

of a purported gift of an art collection by an older woman after

active solicitation by the donee:

...W.hene'ver, it appears that the. relationship
between the parties to an inter vivos gift
are of such a charac ter that in reasonable
probabili£ty they do not deal with each other
in termis of equality.., in such a situation
the donee must show by expicit and convinc-
ing evidence that the donor intended to make
a gift. ... .(I)f the judicial mind is left in
doubt or uncertainty, then the doinee ihas
failed its burden and the claim of gixft must
be rejected.,"

16.L/ Howard v.. Howe, 61 F,,2d 577 (7th Cir... 1 932) (employer-employee);
Geddes v . Anacnda copper, 254 U.s. 593 (1921}(dietrcroa
tion) ; Burdick v. Wittich, 116 P.2d 90 (Calif., 19411) (debtor-
crdtr;Two .Moe, 173 U.,S. 17 (1899) (pare nt-child) ;
Elmira Colg .. FidlityUnio Trust Co,23 A. 2:d 6.5 (N.J.,
1967); .. Frowen v. Blak 6 d16 (Pn., 1976); Faulkner
v. Bett,327 P.d 41(Calif., 1958) (aged pers ons).

1/Towson v. Moore, supra; Geddes :v. Anaconda Copper, supra ftnt
1;Burdick v. Wit~tich, supra ftnt 16; Ostertag v. Donovan,
33!1 P.d35 no. 70 AIIR 2d 583 (N. Mex., 195S8); Amado v.
Aquirre, 161 P.2d 1L17 (Ariz., 1945) .
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The same principles apply when it is asserted that a payment

qualifies as a gift for tax law purposes. There the presence o~f

any expectation of benefit will defeat the necessary free and vol-

untary character of a donation.. As the Tax Court states i-t (se

in Re Lilian Pascarellii, 55 T.C. 1082, 1090 (1971,) af'd. 485 F. 2d 6,81),"We

a trasfer is maewith the exettion of an ecnmc benefit flcwing] toth

transferor then no gift has been made." The Supreme Court emphasized

in Commissioner v. Dubersein,.63.U.. 27<8, 285 (1960) that if a

payment proceeds "rom 'the incentive of anticipated benefit' of an

economic nature.. ,.it is not a gift." There must be absence "of: any

expectation of future benefit" (Bogardus v. Commssioner, 302 U.S.

34, 43 (1937)). Even a remote and speculative possibility of return

benefit defeats the claim of gift.. See Singer Co. v. United States,,

449 F. 2d 413 (Ct. Cl ... 1971)...

The governing principle -- which puts a heavy burden of pro0of

on the recipient of a don:ation from a party over whom he is in a

position of domi nance or influelnce .... is dispositive on the question

here presented. We may assume, arguendo, that% a corporation could

sometimes show that, a professional employes payment to the corporate

PAC is voluntary, but the methods by which the cor por'ate PACs are

now operating utterly repel such a conclusion, and the PAC contri-

butions data is :even more dispositive. As concerns metlhodol ogy, the

corporations arc targeting their PAC solicitations on highly vul-..

nerlable mid -l!eveli career employe e s with SOl icitatio0ns which make

clear that political help for' the company will result froin the PAC

donations. The e-mployees are not even afforded anonymity as con-

cerns thei choice whether to r espond to the s olicitation, and



there iste further implicit or explicit coercion of person-to-

person slctios(even by supervisors and by high comany

o fficial!s)

And the PAC contributions data further disproves free giving,

for ith is entirely inconsis tent with normal political behavior.

All tho corporate PACs are splittring their donations between parties,

thus< givingl substantial monies to candidates of a party opposed to

that of the individual employee d o nor, anJ most of the .PAC money

goes out of the State where it colete from .. th .mly..

In addition, the amounts of individual donations are quite beyond

normal poitical giving and the proportion of those wh'o give ranges

as hgh a 70%and 0% - unpraleled levels of "voluntary" politi-

cal activismn.

The totmality of this and other evidence we have reviewed pt~oves

that .. corporate.. PAC payments by career employees reflect not perSonal

choice... .but the fact of the employment relationship. 'Under these

circumstances...there.is nopossibility that corporations could meet

their heavy burden to pro0ve that it is the employee's frewl

rather than his depedent position which induces the response t~o

corporate PAC solicitations. Both crucial elements of the governing

voluntariness requirement laid down by theSupemeCout .i

Pipefitters are thus met: the payments '"are efetvl ssessed,

that is, solicited in circumstances ineenl oercive," and they

are: not ge~nuinely 'free choice donations"' (407 U S. at p. 413-,414).

K!, Some PACs notify their oft-solicited executive and administra-
tive employees of their right not to contribute, free of
reprisal. But it is loss of good regard which enhances promo-..
tion opportunit ',, r~ther than fear of penalizatior, which is the
chief' moving factor inducing employee donations. Moreover, as
the Supreme Court recently noted, it is necessary to examin~e
all the circumstances to det~ermine if an act is voluntary or
the pr:oduct of duress or coercion, either express or implied.,
Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, 412 U. S.. 218 (1973).As the Court
noted in 4i'randa v. U.S ., 384 U.S. 436, 469-70, a ,disclaimer
delivered by those in the position of' dominance cannot assure,
the individual's right to ,remain free., See also NLR v.
B eatrice Foods, 183 F.2d 726 (10th Cir., 1950); Chaufeurs,
Teamsters &..Helpers v. NLRB3, 5109 F.2d 490 (D.C. 17)



III. IF THE CORPORATE POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEEST

TESTATUTE' S BNOUION CNRBTOST
FEDERAL ELECTIONS IS DI'SCRIMINATRY" AN VO

We :have shown :in the previous analysis that the voluntari-

ness requirements of the federa! law are being violated by the

oper ations of the corporate Political Action Committees.. If our

presentation on that Score should be rejected, there would arise

for resolution a serious constitutional question concerning the

vai dity o f Section ,44lb a) of the statute, which forbidS corpora-

tioriS and unions to make contributions to any fede ral election

campaign. For if the back door contribution remains available to:

corporations, whose economtic leverage over employees enables them

through ' t oluntary".. employee donations to con tribute to: federal

election campaigns, then the corporate PAC' contribution is in

ef fect a c'orporation contr ibution and the ban on. corporate and

uni on c on tr ibution s becomes pl ainl y one-sided and disc riminatory.

Corporations have enormous power over career employees. The

em ployee generally has :no contractual job. protection, and in addition

depends for advancement entirely upon corporate good will.. That

ever-present , reality permits the corporation, to obtain from employees

substantial support, for the corporation ' s pol itical interests through

c.. ontributions to the PAC, which then turn the contributions over

to Congressional candida tes. Even in the case of an employee more

than willing, and egrto contribute to the company PAC there iS

always present the fact that his contribution can buy corporate

good will for advancement in :career and pay. But for the employment

rel.ationship, it is obvious that the employee donor would .not be

contributing to the .corporate Poiicial Action Commuittee.
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unions have no comparable economic power over thousands of

career employees for building massive political treasure chests.

unions must depend for nearly all of their PAC resources upon

contributions by their reg ular membrs typicalily averaging a

'oilar a year not $200 or $300 and more, as is the case with

corporate PAC contributions. 1 9/

Under these circumstances 1 if Congress has permitted the

operat ion of corporate Pol itical Action Committees from contribu-

tions by career employees .... and particularly if such co ntributions

are permitted without absolute assurance from the circumstances of

the con tribution and its amount and destination that it iS entirely a

free choice donation ... then Section 441b(a) of the statute violates

the Fifth Amendment's due process guarantee because it discriminates

against unions in favor of corporations. Under that interpretation

corporations are given a back door means to continue making contri-..

butions to federal eliection campaigns not from stockholders' con-

tributions (which would parallel union member contributions to a

Union PAC), but from paymentS by their own corporation employees

wich clearly derive from the fact of the employment relationship.

Thus, if this Comission permits the operation of cor'porate

Political Action Comittees to continue under tlhe conditions

demonstrated in our submission, there would result a discrimination

against labor unions rendering unlawful 'the statute's ban on unon

contributions to federal eliection campaigns. This consideration

9/whie unions do obtain PAC contributions from some of their
own employees (who are union members), they do not have numers
of professional employees capable of making substantial PAC con-
tribuiions in any way comparable to corporations. ThuS, whereas
all of the 17 million dollars raiSed by corporate PACs in 1978 came
from professional employeeS -- nd among the top corporate PACs 73%
gaemore than, $100 -.. of total union PAC funds raised in 1977-78
only 4% (aggregating less than 800 thousand, dollars) was in contri-
bUtionS over $100. Thus, just three years after the 1975 sun PAC
ruling unleashed the corporate PAC syndrome, corporatiions alead
achieved a twenty to one advantage over unions in PAC funds con-
tributed by their professional employees.
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must be added to the other compelling considerations we have pre-

viously set fortlh in this. complaint, tosupport the conclusion

that corporate Political. Action Comittees are operating in vio-

lation: of federal law.



IV. THE STATUTES PROVISION ATOINGTHE

THE CONsTITTONAL RIGHss OF SToC KHOLDERS

In thiS Submission we haVe demonstrated t hat corporate Poli-

tical Actioin Committee campai:gn contributions are based on employee

donationS which are not truly free ,and volun'tary, as required by

federal law ... The donations, we have shown,, are not an expression

of individual political choice and predilec tion but arise from

the employment reliationship. But ,if our showing in that respect

should be r ejected and employee donations to corporate PACs were

deemed ,completely free choice acts, there would arise another

serious constitutional question: whether the financing of' the

costs of PAC operations from coprt ssetS, ,as authorized by

2 U.S.C. §,441b(2) (C), violates the constitutional rights of stock-

holders.

I f, as Congress appears to have intended; 2/ a orortePA

is a !means of facilitating political activism by employees, then

it is unclear why a stockholder should bear the c osts of poitical

operations which do not meet his own political interests and desires.

Stockholders of the: eleven publicly held corporZations whose PAC

operations we have analyzed include supporters of both major poli-

tical parties :as well as independentS. For instance, the complain-

ing stockholders be fore this Commission are, registered Democrats.

Yet the bulk of the corporate PAC donations of the corporations go

to Repubilican candidates. Mover, even where some of the corporate

PAC money is donated to Democrats, complainants and ,other corporate

stockholders are not necessarily interested in, the support of those

part icular candidates.

"20/ See, egrmakbyCongressman Moore, 122 Cong.Rec. H.2539
(daily ed. March 30, 1976) ...
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Thus, when Congress approves teuse of the stockholders'

assets to meet the operating costs of corporate PACs it authorizes

the involuntary use of a citizen's assets: for the. Support of

political candidates whom he may not wish to support and may

actually oppose. Established constitutional p~i-incipiles bar such

compulsory political exactionS under sanction of !aw3-L'?.

The principle of freedom from compelled political tribute has

been recognized and applied in a series of noted Supreme Court

c ases beginning with Street .. See Machinists v. Street, 367 U s.

740; Blrod v. Burns, 427 U..S. 347; Abood v. ..Detroit .Board of

Education, 431 U s. 209. In .Street, .in order to avoid a First

Amendment issue which would otherwise have arisen (id. at 740.),

the Court construed the Railway Labor Act to bar the compusory

exaction of employees' union dueS, for politiclal purposes. As

emphasized by the concurring opinion of Justice. Douglas (at. p. 776)

where the facts of life compel a person to associate with others,

the individual "should be allowed toenter the group with his own

f lag flying whether it be religious, political or philosophical...

and he should not be required to finance the promotion of qauses

with which he disagr ees."

There is no, better ,reason to compel corporate stockholders t

finance a POlitical contributions operation than there was to require

employees to .do so in ,Street .or recently in Elrod and in Abood.. Pr:e-..

servation of freedom of politcal abstention is equally required

21/ See aiwyEpoesv. Hanson, 351 U.s. 225, 232; c.street,
supra. It should be noted taCogsshas not only authorized .......
compulsory use of stockholders' assets for political purposes the
stockholder may not support, but the fact that corporations do use
stockholder assets to .operate employee PACs results from Congres-
Sional action which closed the front door and then the side door
for corporate elections donations, and thus forced corporations
to use the back door of employee PAC soiceitations (see supra, p. 10).
When corporate action both derives from Congressional ioan is
sanctioned by federal law, then constit utional limitations clearly
apply. See supra, p. ii,.



when, under 2 U.S.C. Section 44lb(a) (C), sokldrassets are

used by a corporation for the political purpose of funding solicit-

ations for a PAC fund used to make political contributions. Indeed,

when it, comes to stockholders' assets used for politics, ,the appli-..

cable rule is foreshadowed by the emphasis of Justice White's

opinion (dissenting on other grounds) in First National Bank v.

Beilotti, 435 U.S. 765, 805:

"Of9 course, it may be assumed that corporate in-
vestors are united by a desire to make money, for the\Talse of their investment to increase. Since even
comunications which have no purpose .other than thatof enriching the communicator have some First Amendment
protection, activities such aS advertising and other
communications integrally rel~ated to the. operation of
the corporation's bu.siness may be viewed as a means .offurthering the desires of individual shareiholders. This
unanimity of purpoSe breaks down,: however, when corpor-ations make expenditures or undertake activities designedto influ£ence the o0pinion or voteS o the gener al pubic=
on political and Social issues that have no0 materialconnection wit h or effect upon their business, property,
orz assets. AlIthough it is argquable that CorporationS:

mae uch expenditures because the ir managqers believe
that it is in the corporations' economic interest to
do so, there is no baSiS wasee for concluding that
these viewS are expressive of: the heterogeneous beliefsof their share'holders whose convictions on many political
issues are undoubtedly: shaped by cons iderations other
than a desire to endorse any electoral or ideol!ogical
cause which would tend to increase the value of a par-ticular corporate investment. This is particularly
true where, as in this case, whatever the belief of the
crporate managers, may be, they have. not been able todemonstrate tha't the issue involved has any material
connection with the corporate business. Thus when aprofi tmaking corporation contributes to a politicalcandidate this does not furthe r t£he sel f-,expression or
self-fulfillment of its shareholders in the way that
expenditur:es from them as individuals would."

In sum, the funding of the operations costs of corporate Politi-..

cal Action Committees from company assets vioataes the First A.mend-

ment rights of s'tockholders<. 2i This provides yet a.nother reason

22/ or: can. the ompelled political use .of sokldrassets forthe costS of corPorate PACs be dismissed as de minimis, for when itcomes to compelled political exactions the deminii principle isi napplicable. .See Seay v. McDonnelli Dugias-cop.i, 4.. 27 .2.d 996, 100.4.In ny eve t, th co ts ofcorporate PA oerations being funded fromthe, Stockholders' assets appears to be substantial. One major cor-poration has confessed to spend ing $7 of company assets to raise $5of employee contributions to its PAC. See testimony of Atlantic
Richfield Corp. before the FEC, June 10, 1976.



why this Commission should find unlawful the, corporate PAC opera-

tion, here challienged as illegal.

0 iO



CONCLU3S ION+

For the reasons we have set forth it is urged that the car-

porate P olitical Action Committee operations, including those o~f
the eleven named corpor ations, violate federal +law and that appropriate

remedial relief should be awarded by the COmmission after investigation.

We the unde rSigned Complainants submit the foregoing Complaint.

We are not candidates for federal office nor is the Complaint filed

at the request of or ion behalf of any candidate,

Respectfully subi~itte , z

1nte/r.........A...ci.t..n.of...
M+achinists & Aerosp Le Wdrk:ers

1 300 Connecticut Aste , N r DW..2®36 720

iia .i.isie, P + eside lAM..
(Same addre ss) , +i

union co Pl a inan ts

53.27 28th Street, N.W.:
Was hington, D.C .. 20015 686-1 212

5327 28Sth. Street, N.W..
W .shington, D.C. 20:015 68.6-1212

.. . i ,, _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __"

.. ' 'r Glover ... Trustee ofPninPa

oGran: Lodge OfficerS and: Employees
1300 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Wa shi ngton, D. C. 200 36 85 7- 2200S

S tockhold er Comp ainan ts

Address: 130 N, Carolina Ave. S..... Wash .. D.C
Pho ne No. 543-5997 20003

Na me Rebebca J. Ward
Address 1735 Lake Street :#4
Phone No .. (415) 752-3962

Citizen Compainants
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VERIF ICATION

I, William Winpisinger, being first duly sworn do assert
that the foregoing. Complaint is triue.

.../ I._.-,

/

Subscribed and sworn tO: before me
this h" day of Se 1979.

[SEALI
Notary Public

My Commission expires:

VERI F ICAT! ON

I, Alan Morrison, beingq first duly Sworn do asser't that the
foregoing Complaint is t rue.

Subscribed and s',;-rrn to. be fore me
thi s / v d ay of 9-9 ..

i,-' [.4 SEAL]

My Commnission expires: /-/-fr7

jr r 7r <
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I, Judy Reardon, being first duly sworn, do assert on
information and belief that the foregqoing Complaint is true

c) A4A

Subscribed and sworn to before me

this, c day oif September, 1979.

... . . T ,K
NotaryPubli

M y C o m i s s o n e x i r e s :~
9
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APPENDIX OF CORROBORATING MATERIALS



1. DART ,SOT ICITS UPROTECTED CAREER E -iZLCYEES: Employee contrncts are rare
for ........... wh ir e-c. ar r r anage r ial empl...ioyees; .. ' 9,/4/7 9 t el ephone c unver sation wi th
Nj i ) I cer, C onsult nt, )epactren t of Labo r, Fo.rner Law r:offe:s Or, :associ a te

2 ART MiAKLS MNO L-ROVI SION TO i ROTEUT THE AOYMITY OF CO-'TRIB'UOR :OR NON-,
CONTRIBUTO:S: Th]ere :is no nodieation that Darlt makes any provisi on: in the
administration oF its iAQ to prOtect t'he anonymity of cont.ributors or

3.. IART CON4CF.>TRTE ITS FUN:IRAISI>,1G EFFORTS ON CFFICERS A 4h (.O~iORATE VI¢E..

iP.ESIDENS: This infurlnatien. wa obtained from 1978
filed with the FEC,

cont ributor s

Exec. level 123 557.5 $ 85034.00

Ua rt[ d i sclo sure repor t s

% tnt.
amt.

8C(~

Ave rage
Cont r ibu tifon
$ 691

Breakeown by exec u tive o cU pa t i omi~ I evel
Chin of Bd.,,
Corp. prE.e ,

Dlv. ires,. &
..E~ec. V ...

25%

2 2

$ 2950.00

$ 43349, 0

$ 11635,.00

4, WART RELI, :S 0>1i RO'-O s>I oLICITATION, OF ITS ELOESAND DOFS NOTPRO:HI BI T SOI.tO ITATT OJ LY I H>'I ATE sLF RvI SORS:: Eaployet' :are su bjec t t o
direct personal solicitation 'fi-:,m Justin Dart, .......Chief Exeeuteive Officer,
and fror ioumed Iate sueu or~ id Ii vdual s not co ibtj to the

~ t C re onactd y Wrthi is Ifan if tLhey "on t give, theyi, get a seli l
(:See WallI Street Joumral, 8113/78)

5.EMLYE~AR USo:hMGWTH(NTIUTTO0N4S INAMOUNTS E>JTI RELY aYOd[; t,
NG1 :NAL 1.OLITICAL CI ViIG: Theil w gi frit w as ob~tain:ed fro,: 1978
Dart .disclosure reports :fiedl with t:he ;EC ..

Cat ego ry
No,

Exec:. l evel 1 3

:i d- ] ev. uig rs :83

Lower l evel

UrJni as ,€i f ie

% total:
c;Ont r ibut ers

397.

73:

$ 85034.:00

$ 1t21i3(.,.CO

$ 13 25.0

% t ot. A e rag e
amoun t C otr i bu tiitn

Sc z $ 6,01

6 ;; $ %

28%

41%

H %

$1755

$ 764

$ 237



DART IN DUSTRI ES C(O :f , "Dl-.

6. ALTHOUJG$ MANY CONTRIBUTORS TO THE B AG ARE DEMOCRATS THE VAS PREPON'DER-

ANCE OF COR PORATE PAC MONIES GOES TO REPUBL.CAN CANDIDATES.

Ficu se

Sente

T;t a i

RUenhorl a

Lrf's '~ntribtztors to fec4 era.1
tiken fror:~ r~c 'U" Index)

35

% tot, cand,

34/.

-' I..

~ 7 ~

11%.
89,.

eri.2iO~tes b~,' Fi''us~' and Senate:

$ 77C0
$4 1 25n.C

72031 .00

$ %e850.( 0
$1132a1.0

7. MOST Tile E~L0Y ES' UON'ATiDA$ AJ: USED FOR ?'EDE... CAhIN I fiISTATES: T .. .. . .hi s inf~orrattn was cov, F ,iled .r 1q78 bnrt di sclosure eports
4 th te FEC and t he FEC'; "0 " I n dex.,

697. of the i emni~e6 rece lpts w ere obtained frr~eiap.:oyeres ......... ... in :CA FL, NJ and NY:
22/o oF cAC federal dl isburscu~aecmts ve, it to rnces:; in thes-e, states.,

S t at
AL
AK

$ 200. 0
% tot.

.2 Z

AZ $ 4850.00
AR $ 100.,00
C~A $ 3Q'719 O0
CO -
CT $ 4200.00
DE
FL $24 9500
GA $ 750,.00
'IV .300.00,
IL $ :325,0,

ia $ 100.0
lA $ 1:25.00
KS
KY $ 500.00

$ 250.00
ME $ .500 .00n
N[D $: 25.00

MA $ 2075.00

N $ 1400.0

$ 00.0

NV $ 25.00

flldt.

1%

32%

.3%

.5%

.5S%
,.02.%

I :

.$ 150.00O

,$ 500 !.00C

$ 1500.00O
$17000.02

$500,0
$ 1759.0

${ 3000,00

$ 350.00

$ 1000.00'

:$ 5000 . C0
$12009.0

$ 5009.:00

$ :500 .00

I 6 Yo

3%
97 ~/l.

8%

fi led

tot. a~rit

.1%

.8%

.4%
'7.

14%
5%

.4?.
1%

2%.

1.



DRIN DUSTRIE CO gNT D.

Sta te
NH
NJ
NM ,
NY
OH

RI
Sc
TN
TX
VA
VT
WA

If) W

UWY

$ 7425.OC

$ 1000.c,0
$ 575.00
$ 200.00
$ :250.00
$ 275.00
$ 331 5.00
$ 25.0
$ 2 5,0
$ 1,200.00

$ 3200.0

$ 150.00

7. tot. amt.

6/o

,5%

3%

Amnt otr ib t ed

$ 7OCO.0o

$ 250.00

$ 20000

$ 2000.00

$ 300 ,00O

$ ;2000.,00

$ 4009.00
$ 1000.0
$ 50(2.00

7.tot:. amt.

6%
.2%
2%
2%
.8%°

1%

1:6%

,4%

*:: 8. FMPLOYEES ARE NOT PERMITTED TO DES IGNAT, EITHER BY A RTY OR CANDI DATEr,THE RiEC!iFLT OF THEIR DONATIONS: Article IV of ,the By-Law s of Dart
L7 ~industri es, inc.. PAC states that "no contributions made to: DARTPAC
,1 shall be accepted when designated by' the contributor for a named

candi date :or party"

9., PART~ICIPATION RATE: 95% of the corpoate officers nd vice -presidents
disclosed in the 1978 Standa'rd &, Poor' s Register particip~ate in tihe
PAC. Information Is not available concerning !the: paticipation

10. THE PUBLIC RECORD DOES NOT INDICATE ANY SPECiFIC P£ATTERN OF ORCHESTRA-
TION OF ENLOYES:' DONATIONS.



EATON CO U:AIO

1. EATOI SOLICITS U'N1ROTECTED (.AREER EMfrLOYEES: Employee con~tracts ate rare fur
white-colla or manageria employeeS; 9/4/i() telephone convcrsatfon witih

.........~ultot • epart ,ent n:F 'aor fom' ..... ssrasoiae
,M,,C ,, ssoci ate s 'd!ash inogtoun, D C.

make no prov i si c i:! toe .protec t he: ~ienyv t y o.f t .hd~o uc, r:but.....oer s :or
no n- cuat ri bto ¢r s

Uvile.e a e rs and .. pr:ofoc si mail constituted 9 oftettlItriec
contribtors -'.te lA in 1 978 acontn or 71% of" the total itemized

contr ilutions. (:See 1979 Eaton :di sclosure reports: filed wi th the FEC)
Job titles faling w thin t his :ccuj, tion~a! classification:;
Con trol1l er, Adm~n i St rat ive Eng,, Ch ief Re search

, Di vi sion: ," l incp-al

Ge n. gr urc ha si ng Mgr, LruductC En.,
Gen. tigr. " Salaried ayroll

LlDiv. M ktg. Mgr., , State and :Local Taxes
Lbiv, 4igr. ,t Teaasury Serv,

, ! , ,tg. & D~i st ri b ... ., u b. Aff
C. o l c ' Sa l e s

ft.",: - Key Accoutnt scc ", betmift~ , ,,o,.Las ces

, lrca PF to[ lces ... , Chief lino~ec ict
) ....... t ~rincipVat Eng of Ee ~, t

, R... ur.es Div. Mgr. .!arnning" Info. :Serv. ...r. Trfi
,Mkt......... D evelopments

" Cotmp ut er Op. ,, udt
Utg. Res., " Govt. Relatho~ns
i '; roj. Syst. Dev. "' Stat e and Govt. RelI.

, , 1urfcha se s ' : Asst., Bu s. De.e
y.v.... Advertisi ng Identity

" l mj?. Rel. & Labor , ilnnn
l' t .... in... . Audio /Vi sual[ Comm,

)II gnineer'in ... .. r Counsel, Assmeclate
" cactor y "t Ass:ociate t'atent

" ian . ........ Sr. L ate nt A t ty."t ) rdut Asst. to P. Akcctg.
U Lrr dut Assurance. .... Mgr.., Internal Adt

' Mftg. Serv. Udgr, ......Federal income Taxes
I, -aln Ma r ket in g Accou nt[ante

L": ev... Admin....... P-arts Coord. T:ech., Sere
R etain Op. .. s. Sc

" t:aer. & Scheduling Chie i. o
0 .: rati on s Spe~... ..i al Asignom e nt'.

I, ,Manuacturi ng Eng. t ersonne Rep. H anning,



x rod uct k rog am Devel opn~e n t
Sr, Int l Analyst
Ger Forecman
General M gr. General I'roduc t S
1, g i nal Mgr., Fli d roWer

General Supeir.Cc'nsu I tant
MIgr., iroduct Control
Uni t MgL.
Finance Di rector

4.EATON, REl.IES UN LERSO4- TOQ- .PRSO SotLCITATION OF I:TS NA ' R AN DESNO.......BI SOLI..ATIO .... Y ,,, NI2DTT, SUERVISORS$ There is no rhbto

in the :Eaton Public £,oiicy Assoialton By-Laws, Ot., V)77,, on solic=itation

o:f briteenmpinyes, by sprr or ,other higher-ups. In response

• ,i i t 7 i ' . , , Eato.n Stato(I ... ... that e;ur ...... . ....face- to-face, i.;eet irvi,'; wi th or' rrafagers;,..

5. EN ':LOYrfl[S. A RE RESt ON DIN WI{ tTh C. O>qiTR i BTI ON'S :EqTI i ELY
GIVIMO: The fOI,!lo:wing in fn: at i in #ni obtained .f row v

repor ts filed with the FIX,

£,,KYUNV, NORWAL IQI:TICAL,
1 t!7 8 Eat on di Sc osure

Occupatt .
C-ategory

S:id- ,l e vel r w:5 us1 2

& -, r<

l .1q*'t If o

c"oo nt r, i bu t orc
Amrount :of
Cont ri but i t

81 .4!.,/< :

.$ 400,7 ',.

S1277.1

I. t ot,
noun t

2 R

C on:tr i but i on

$ 6 2:0
$ 20no

.$ 177

,6. A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER :OF DONATING EMP LOYEES ARE DEMOCRATS BUT THE VAST
P REIOND ERA/NCE OF CORI'ORATE PAC. MONIES I S G! VF4 TO R EP'UBLIC{3AN CANq:DIDATES.

greakdoiwn of Eaton's contributio ns to federal .candidate3a by hlouse and Senate:

(Inf .. .o,a tion taken ron : FEC "I,,"' Ind~eA)

De~no or a t s

Republ ican

Tot a I
iDernoC rar s
,{epub ! i cans

N o .,Support ed,

53

.tot. ca&nd.
227.k

'f C'

~C iQ

~

AWM n t. of Conributifon
$65 3CO

$ 1 0(5 50 . O
$CtmC Qo.(o

tot. con
12 .

e L



EATON COPORA rION T.

.......0.. T; ..hrE 1L0Y'EES DON:AT1ONS A.RE USE£D FOR FEDERAL CA4'IN I> ........... S
This informatfen wa.s ccwylled frern 19718 Eaton d iscosure repots filed with
the FEC and the FE( "0 .. n.. ..

1 , tte a £:regat e:

53;. o f the: iternized recept s woere obt ained from emplc yees i:n
8%o of LAGH federa donati~ons went to races inm this state.

4 state ag.gregate:
76/o ef= the it'emized receipts were obane ro en~pi ,yter :in
3.2% of IAC federal dionations went: to raes In these stare.

OH.,

KY, Ml,)NC and OH.,

St ate A-mt.: Rec 'd.

AL

AR $ 9168

IT $ 251.06
N .31.2

IA $ 641.4

NI $ 821252
oM,4 $ 934.479

'1T

NE ', 550 ,.51'
NJ $ 40.4

2%

.6%

.7

...

2%

.38%

,Ar unt' Coent ribute~d$ 2250.00>
$ 3750.00
$ 250.;00
$ 200
$ 4000 ,00
$ 550.00
$ 6100.00
$ 22.50.00
$ 2100.00
$ 2750 .0
$ 4000.0

$ 900o.00

$ 6000,.000

$ 2500 .00 )

$ 500.00:

$ 2050.00
.$ 3800.00
$ 77 50.00o
!$ :1100.00o
$ $500.00o
$ 3n 00.
$ 1:500:.0
$ 1700.00
$ 500.00
$5n0.00n
$4100.0.0
$ 1 250.00
$ 25nO0.00
$ 2250.0f

4%!

.2%,
2 %

6/%

25%

82%

.7%o

26o

.5%Z

2o

...... .............. ....... .. ..... . . ... . .. ... . . .. . . .... .. ... .. .... ....... ........ .
. . . .

" , ... . .. .:'- : ,. : D , " ........... i 
% , , -

* ; • . . .. i -<• .. .. • •. %,.* .......... ......... "; . ...... .. 
'

.. .. ... . . ... .. . " T' •



EATON' CO ORTON: CQNT D.

8 ...... E1OE~AEMT~M E TO,, UESlGN ATE E1lTHi~ E\ BY ARTY OR CANDIiUATE THE
REC I t tF; T OF T IEI R DON ATION S: L' ato or ra [ti n tu bli c lolic :=y Ase~oci t t n
make s no p rovi sio In the: a~mi n i St:ra t n of i t s r C f o:r particl p, tlnr g empIjoye e ;

0o FiE.'J I * ![OY LLS DECLI:4 TO GVE TO ..... FAC : I epnt oT~s ~sa

1O. FA1YiA C R4tT?,OLS TII E A IOU NT 0 F E"'OVE'VLMTR A:AtN:Em v

nind ,ail1, ermployees pairti ciptating . .. in the nyro1 I deductio plan for ....their
uol i; t I i i cont ri but ons htxd the I ir diduct ions rai dec oeeal times above
norv'al ini Febreuary, V97$, (See 5ebiirtnry, 1 7 8 Eatonm discliosure repo.rt
f iler1,: wit[h trhe FEC) 5:6' o pait ! i pi ,ing; er:ployces ,ontri but[ed i :n Ewomttnt



GEN FRAL ELECTRIC

b EEA.f'XTI OLI.CITS :U'IROTLLTED CAREER E~si'LOYEkS:: Ewployee cont racls are
rare for whftecolIlar o-r managerfa1 employees; 9i4/7 telephoe conversation
wit~h Neil Miller, Consultant, Department of Labor, former law profelssor,

as'ciaH MAC Asso, ates, Washi n ,ton, Dc

2. G,,E. MAKES NO EROVLSIQN FOR i ROTECTtNG THE AtNONYMITY OF COTRBUOR OR
NON-C0N TRtBUTO.S: Although Articole VI of the Non lar tisan toliical
Supor t Comm itt ee, Art i cle as of A s socei a ti€On as amen ded N ovem ber 17, 197 6,
s:tat[ t  co~mmittee members<, soli citors :and persons woki:ng with the Committee
In any capacity shall treat ais conf idential all information conc=erning'
the poiical contri:butiuns of individuals or thir failure to contribute "

Sthe PECA disclosure requ:irements negate such confidentiality.

3. ilELRMAR SURC O FUD 'iS CAREER MlD-LEVEL MANAGERS ANiD LROFES...IONALS:"
Mid-level nmanagers and p:rofessions consti tuted 78% of the tot al
itemized conltributors to the L.AG in 1978 accou nting for 56% of the totat
i!etnized contritin S. (See 197:8 G E. disclosure repo rts f iled with the

Job ti tl ies fall1,i ng withi n th is oc cupati onal1 c atego ry:

Ia na gin g Di:rec tour
Assoc iate Corporate Meic al Di. 
Dlv . Cen . MHgr.
Rug . Mgr.

Gun., Mgr.
" " MHobile Radio Dept.
"" Components Sale Dept
t f Speci[alit y Ma rke ti ng:
" " Moto:cr &. D;r i veos D iv.

" ' I, rog rami

If ' In tel Ap p. Se rv.

"f t In can-de scent Lamp.
"; +":Lamp Mktg.

H I Av iati [on Se rv.
" " irod. cqual., Oper.°
'+ .. " ,"k tg. Dept.
" " Range infg.

): " Oversea s App. Dept
" '+ Lamp Cr. Di v.

" ' Gas Turh. .roj. Dept.
":" " Tu-rb. Gen. Div.,
+++ " Gas Turb 1n+ t'l.
'+ " .... uch, ,, A+ppar ...... Op .

~' " Sw tchgeamr Bus. Dep~t.

" +'+ Dev .. +++ ,rod.
++ +++i +, V V .+ + og

Loct + + £+

3:g r.

ft

ft

ft

!fr

ft

ft

Lf

Mn iftg.
Mk t g.

..a..i.. Integroati On
Fi nanee
Fed., Adm. Rel, Op,
Leg., &+ Excc. Lro.,
Ae ospc Str at.
Bus. & Vent ure Anal y.
Bus. Day.
Lighting Res. an ech,.

Rd [Op.
Energy Eff. Enrg.
Gr'oup Rel.

'+ fNtg.
Natt 1.Adv. & Mr.....

Hot icint Brand

Ind. Design Op.
Grou Org ... L Man..... r
.ustowo Br ,an ,
MajS to~tr Appi L...

Union Rd.l
EmF .. Cotr. Den.

Corp+. Educ. ,T hI.e ,
Surey, O

C or.p C ,t~n

zExec . 1

iu .-'nuies", zes rm

(.f't +rp, >ib.+ ;+ :+ ....



.. .... ~ f . •, . .. . .

IiTur ' / Tad A s ' e
" M:ackt . @ I r- .n

" Sol Stat .i~,

* ' Eci.¢ ?nis a

C, f'!l.9e i'~e . Lil

..c rsonnei Acctg.:

Coai' u an t Exec ,arpOwer Staff

Dl V. L oun Seli
Co un e I

C orp A,, ff. :C o un sel

mt1 I.n se ad}nit Cone

"I Aernspace Group

" Op era ti OlS

gr. Eng. &' .n.....ng

Na;t'lI Science & ng ..
Nat'1.. Acctg. Sales

Gen. Mgr. Ses & Servy
E" u , Sales 0p,

'- SE I)ealer Sales Op.
" Ret a i i a les D i

S Elec. UtiL, Exp. Sales

StaFf Lxecutlve

4. TiiU2 ,RTICLES OF AsSOCIATION OF THiit ')NaL ARTI >,4/ t CL, rICA'L SUL LiORT (..CM>H %TTE
VO1ITSOLICITATION BY NY ..... LCY: .' SLTU E lO7), LWT LEMI f.......

SOLTCIITATIOA; Articl:e VI of the Noo-! art i svi ui tiCal Support CvoHi~ite,
Art ic es of Ass(ci ation states that 1, " no % ero, ee :shall soi t: contrvi buti ons
from~r any other er'j{lyee who reports to him or is below his level in, the
Codnn rganization: structure. However, in rtspoflse v .. to a survey . .cnnducte'd
in Apri 1, 197:q, by Tykes' Research Associatf~s, Washington, D.C,, GE .states
tha.nt pcrson-to-person: solicitation was the eu~qt eFfective method of contact
with its employees.

5. EI4LLOYEES ARE RESPONDIN WiTH CONTRIBUTIONS EI4TIR.ELY EEO NORMIAL 1-IITiCAL
GIVING: The, followilng information was obtained fromr 1978 G.E. diSc!sure
eportes filed wit:h the FEC.

C ategory

Exec, level

% :to talI
cont r ibto r s

Mid..lovel mgs.3C14

227.

78%o..

Ar~ou~it of
Con t r I bLI ton

$ 4835, O(,

$ 55 .C~(

Z,, t otal
arnouln t

44%

Clon t c ibut i on

$ 1 89

op.



,GENERA ELECTRIC CTD

6. ALTHOUGH INDIVIDUAL EMPLOYEES ARE USUALLY REGISTERED DEMOCRATS OR RE'BLICANS,
AS A COR.IORATIO RELIANT IOH GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS, (E ATTEMTS TO $AXIMIZE ITS

2OLITICAL INFLUENCE BY SPLITTING THE PAG DONATIONS EVENLY BETWEEN REPUBLICA.N

AND DEMOCRATIC CANDIDATES.

Breakdcwn ,oC
(In nformat I on

Demo rat s
Republ icans

Re pub Iic .n s

biernc ra ts
Rnp~bl cans

G.Eiscntutos to feder al
t aken frtom the FEC "D" Index )

No. supported
127
77

% tot. cand.

38Y

53%

59 %,
4°,152

10 5

c€and idat es by ocuse and Senate:

Amount of' Contrib.
$ 37C73,CC

$ 2110.00

$ 20400.00$ 3146fl.oc

$ 57475.CC

% tot. contri.

64%
36%

<61%

7. MIOST 0V TII{ E?Lk L0YEES' UO4ATi0AS AR UE ..... FE'R GA .... ......... °STAT S
Thj i nforlma tio }"Wa~ cor iled frcmi) 1q78 G.E ,adisc loasure repor [t fi ed with

th FCand the F1C "I Index

39. of the it:emized recei pts were obtaminei from epoesin CT.

3Z o 1 lfe derl dntin went toraces in thi s st ate.

7i% oft thie i e;mtzed receipts wo:re ubtaiinec! fr- m employees ii,

]1% of i-tC federn! t(onatlonS went to r:aces in! these states.

St ate t, r ' t. Roc 'd.

$ 310.00
$40375 .00

$ 350.00
$ 765.00

$ 3050. 0

$ 91I40.00

$ 35 0.00

tot. amt.

3%

39%

.370

.7%

.3%

Im t. C on t ribut ed$ 40.00
$ 2300 .C0
$ 2400.00C
$ 1500.00
$ 6 200.00o
$ 2730.00C
$ 2$50.CO
$ 1700.,00

$ 7CC .. C(
$ 900.00,C
$ 5075.00
$ 150. 0

$ 2725.00
$ 1950. 0
$ 3200.00
$ 20 50,.00
$ 900.00o
$ 3775.0
$ 6000.00,
$ 5000.0
$ 1500.00
$ 3OCCC.(¢:0

$ 10.C..
$ loOoCc

%tt. an't,

2%

2%

1%
6%

2 %

3.;;

1%

1%

5%



0i

State ~i't. Roc'C.

$ 14690.00
$ 1.50. 0
$ 9400.0,0

$ 7365.00

$ 650.0
$ 650Oc'0

$ 220.00
$ 100.00

WV

WI $ 725.00
WY
WASH.,DC$ 1600.00
INT1L. $ 2770.CO

,. tOt. clint.

14%
.1%
9%

2%

.1

Aint Con t rlbutoci
$ 200.0n

$ 3350.CCi
$ 2mOO. 0C
$ 3885.0
$ 2500.00c
$ 2875.00
$400 .00
$ 2500.00
$ 1900.00o
$ 1200.00

$ 1200. 0
$28 50.00
$ 5800.00
$ 300.00
$ 1 550.00
$ 100.00

$ 1800.00

$ 00.00

X. tot., aint.
,2%

3,7.'

4%'
2%
3%

24%

2%

1%

4%

5%

1%

8.. GE PERMITS CONTRIBUTORS TO EARNAR DONATIONS, BUT THE OVE.RWh ELMING MAJORITY
OF CONTRIBUTORS DO NOT DO SO:
99 (25%) of the [ternized contr ibutors ez~rumark their donations.
$8000(8)othitmedcontributions to the E AC are eariarkeci

Li st of E riark e rs:

Fri tz Heimin
Oerhard Neumann
Robt. W, Barrie
Dogas S. Moore

John C. Der
Carl Scilenier
Wmn. C. Mackey
Eugene A. ,Harri s

Spiridon, N, Suclu
Daniel C. Kyker, Jr=

James T. Huhs
Charl e s Re ed
H. David Culley
Ralph Me dros

John W. ThurloW
Ths. K E-denf~eld

Morris A. Zi.pkin
Marc J. D'ixanrgelo

Lo~iis E. Bret

i. Arthur Adinolfi
James R. Donnel ley
Norta n TI., S chn ell

Charles. T, hail!
Edad M. Foley
T'hilliips .S.. Lete~r
Robt. J,. Gerardi
Stanley C. Gault

Win. J, Gartin
Alen. Rayfi el1d
Win. L,. Gifford

Win. B,. Frogue

Robt. COverholit ze r

1.on Gran~t
Louiis V, Tomasett i

Jack Hope
James E. Worsham
Doniald R. Lester
!Fred 0. Na~c ee

'4iiam A., Anders

James- R. Walz
Johni 0. Evans

Fred We iner
W'ill M., quinn, Jr.



0
GEEA.E~CU OTD.

Waipr o bb

C hares I i. Hole y
da r re n F. Ktn d t
Sic ha e ( , Fitnn

John C ... aLrtle
W.l George Kr ll

Lucas , H art,Jr
nThU SA D. Le nde

A .. Lawre ncee Buckliey
Ke n n eth Fa rmer
"Tie 0ore CheSsml er
lrvi ng L. Griffin
Richard 0. [Jonegan
Richard !,. Hatch
Thos. ii. Lee
Robt. J,. CanninQ
Russell itmy

John Flowers
Charles take

R.-yimondf Sch I eq~k
A! an J, ~ThafoOnld
Chri{s t opher Kos toer
B ri an Thoar

To's H. Fitzgerald
Don L. Sor no
Edward W01.I
'4i.. R.. Fen gi fo
aames J, Costello

Da vjid Wd. Iu:-rke
t, onalc N. : l ii) II

!-a roltd T. ul k pjnson
Marion :S. Rfch.nrdson
Vilncen t ia. Johtnson
A;rthur M . -Bueh
John B. Claee

Un. B.. Loithauser
Chas, R, Lynch
Orvilte R. Benne~r
Do:nal}d W, Camero:n
Stephen K. Galpin
Herbert J. Kindi
AlIf red Zavi st
Lac s iau W4arvz. eha:
Eugene A!pp le

Les :te r De tn i'a n
,.Joan S. 131ad1

. xRTIGU ATION! RAT::S: In rei~ponse it' T*Fvi,' desearch k,\. ociates s:ur,gOyApr: "i I , Il':€' , C. L G" . stated thalt 7('% oF ifts !tp manageri a anC '.:rn~essi oniJ
em~ °Y' art in pateo in the KAW . 72i. nf,1 the chief corpreate of ficer
'disvc, sed in >the 1073: Standard 2. oer', % i sl ,r rare i pate i n the ,,C,

10. Gi7 0- athJLS Th ;J i:;Cin'T OF EM'. LOYEiCS' V0,[ t:NT'F~Y LDON;ATIO:IS: 6 iX of the 1 .AC' s
i tei zd cont ributors heoldi ng ,p1 d- I" l:,o m.aager ial :and: professiona p osit iensl
co ntribnit'ed in ,amounts. within the ltanrl, ef $15fl-3fl(,. 37Z of the itenized

cotr'tMh -'o rs in thBi s ca tegory contrt t b c I i n mo;u nt s belo t n eh i s range andi
3:: contributed i:n amounts abo.ve the range.:o



AJ2AL MOTORS (.0R O~TION
0

.. ...... G> OIIhVLOE7iAEi2 , LCY E$S: m iroyee otrcv are rare. for
white-col a or vangeria~l erFie C/4/ 7) tr'l hene conver , ton with
te i ! Mil e r, C ons ultt ant, Doeaii :enat (i La .or , frir,-e r ai j. ',rofe ss'ir a s .oC:i at,
: D C A s oi a te s , Wtashii g t o D, C.

. ...........T.............. ...... ... I~ A~iO Y2IT OF l CcV ,TU[ U ORS CR{
10NOWOTM LU'TORS: AS r porte d by Tykes Research Ass ociaes), Wa sh ington),
D.C.,. all c:ontributi!ons to General Motors are sent dire~tly to a

t rustee and not to t~he c rporat on.: 1-owver,: General ;aors c: , ..... not
restri: ' ct p er sn-m t o+pcis on soIi c i tat i n o~f sub ord inat es by i mmedi at e

S$ tiV SO r S

2. vnE : l!:;-;CU RCiL+: C oL' EIJNUS ISCA.:fR '+r" t- .. ......... ~~rST4A

Jcd+ t t[ +:/le'+s Sal irin~ w' t1 Uh+n Lthi s uccu 'd .>li lq~l + i ,'~ SlCf *a

Kqual t v+ Lei rol *n: +: ,+, :++ ,dir ++

F,+rc+. Cl ...:. : Cootr rol .L , m ,arc5 Llc'tr-.oiveliv
I'++,+ i r+ ,. 'e' + Pa! 0 * Re Ii+ i Ir + .+ t L :u i :+:+ e ' +

Cofr.Cora Ofic ,ASV ++++ + Dr. G It £ec.rity

Ken Di r++ . arsOor. fg.St

" ro? n 5 .. Q t-. O:er. ,Aal. FritOair Dfv

I i. :St r i1;:+ :it io 1 (,h. e v ro 1 ;,t C-+ar Li t[ru1.T k: i onM Eu t k
1>, , ,lcd:r. r,". M nar~ A\~SL L i r + rod.+ A ssu r ane
E.;ed I r.+ Liborr ThI .: :urchip,+: Cadi ! ;.+ac +Div.

ar A(: ,er' 4 ne!,: , ,n t i a. Li v,: E,:!ec D bi r Lro u r eent /Lrod, Cot rol
Fi C(,'er, artS Div. Edit+rial W+ri:tin ER Staff
Di++r ........ : OCC .>ptance+ +Corj'p Syst[ + . .~. (ot rl Office
'kia". l Floeet O1des. Ceo Di r. tub. Rot a A+dv

D i r , , :! +:t+,, Th +onap hic+ L:,i",,. Ci vi+c + : Iovovenont ! rwi+gramn, C+ :e nt+ ra.lt Of f.

L .,!,: s quai t y As surance, Desel Eq i p,
.A~t Fr~i,.;:' o L......t2 Tech Dir.

~;r. Cork : . ti:,d & il , Admnin DL D , QMAC L .....

'3on 7im~e .::,Iri 10 Ie ! : i , ... r V. z-er~S~nfe Dev, C,:.il lac ....

,tc :" ' . ~to Dir Sales Aal/Ui,.jtrib.
2+ lc ....... Sevice Setin G LV

o *c my c~t;. Dale C + DEWtl

tifo.+, SvJ:' +' ' , ~ FMo rket la+ ng & taf c : !ier

-- s . ii r C T i-e 11o+e con .....ni
'' : '' . .. ' A I Eneg /eC I+. jrabil i

... . ... .. .; . .++ .~ A V. I et Sun'1a + , Fri +c......

- :

... . .... ...... ... .. . .. .... . . ..... .... .. . . . . . . .. .. ..... ........ .... ..... .. .... .. + ... .. .. . . . .. ... . .. .. . . ... .. ........... . .... ... ...... .... . .. . .. .... ... . .. . . ... . . .. . .... . . . .. . . ... . . .



Da" Dv. GMI

ft Fishet bodly [,lv.

G' As se mb 1<v Di v
t :heyv. Met 1 Coating

' C gentral Foundry Dlv.

... otac D iv.

Mgr AC a i jnrk tl;t'v

" Lhat i s it~a

" i u to ,G rnA phicb!

" Di, est& gqunp.

Fa l rc Cu rite Iii v::: T br!

" Cart &,, Diesla

" Reg &Rlablt

FacToZiliie b u 'tfU

AxN: I g , Spr it de d ;i v. c

R eg.t n e

" Iln~ Eng, & Cons trucet'ion
": Price Anal.,
'" East ern Reg
"U Delc o, El ec trtonic es Di v
" Staff Oper. Env. Activiies

}'Pol iie s & ir oced:u re s
Modi4; Reli,

Plant Manager, Chev, Gly

U .. Del!co Re my
n}G, ssemblty

' ' Fisher Body Div..

[1

ftl

ft

ft; .. .

fept ,

El ec t ro- Mot lyve
Fr ig idair e
(,entral Foundry ;Div.
AC Spark; ilug: Div.
Radi ator Di v.
Eng. Lint. Mgr.
Lresscd Metal Div .

2Res . En;.g

.. . .. .

0
Ma (ont rot 4 ii h

,4gr, G~kC Div,
J' Lhey, Sales Div.

" N atl. Sec¢ounts Sales
Zone

SCoot tro I brainch
"Gen er al

Staf f Op ev.
": iiattery NHarkening::

'* I rod. Fi Mehfr Ibody Div

" at. & Mitg .J Dv.
" Reg. Cadi Ilaw

" I roj!{ .!*; Ovre 5('1 ,,,,

':' Ceo: S~ i '1l(

"'ti c Retim Tn~ oc li.

" D~Truck tEI tf'e Salm
" MStuper i, er ;.

a ede rt i o Cnt

'' I artw SLpatu y
pi, !Ct, Exhiit

S taciicRg.Trc Engc Dv

S" Stai r Syt.
A Nat 'L MakesCcta
I n d u stri al HygeneLa

"R;s; Ditib &d E t Sales.

Rudes & C Cotro

Hde . ....tr. En;
SutfE Png,

S, otff En.

Raesdn Ird E
Det.: Rsarch En;.

Ce Sup t , En.
L: rod En . og n

......... I



(;::;2~.AL MOTORS GORiOR~\TION CONT' Li.

Staff [Enp , De, t roit Dies:e I

Supt o~f V'ftg, Engineering
Sup.:,, G'i hteroc t Diesel

Gv $u:t. t rocuct (.on ttro
."; ,. Supt ,.LoeslIgn
D:;iv C,, . rt to l lee

i,,;, uit or
.t>,;t. De~t. }eld, Pcseqrch Liabs

:," t, L'e, t h ef~ad
ii r ; c : , i '!g Agen t

(Iii e~,r,. ct a! 1 urgi St

I'.rl t oz.
Ch i f, I :ruduc t Relrb li 1 t y
(l ief, Syst, AnaIy~fs

'ihi. i n fo(rmat onm w~l obt niod

Mgr. Current Irod, F-ng.
sst-, Chh4e roceeS En

T, an, f r K S '*Sta g g ie

,u - :. o t gao"e c. o:; C uns rttt.i on:

Siipt .. Work Standard
Elec : ::t e roo t ive Lie .

Gevn 1) i C, .. ipt, S t aF
CSen I',.i jror

I1I:.a C ,' . I n: t Ln t' g . CO n . tL r t u I 1 2 U i V .
~i g, ri r y I tg: . ea

1 Pej 1 . GO, (.cor.iiter Seinnice

Stiff P~,:'erch Sc j cot i s
i~~t:,' :a~ Scint ist

F " Soyv, 1 rsLs Open
G,,nr !1' AWmi nis tr at or
(~hi ,' f, Tn .a A ,,e ro
Exe: . A' t., t o Vr

~rom I~)7~ Cotoril i~'tnrs disclosure

C 4. GD DOES NOT RESTRICT l ENSON- TO ' ERSO SOLILI TATION OF SUBORDINATES BY I MME DIAT...SUEVSR: Tere is no krown, prohibi tion on, sol ici tat i,, of subordin3.te
employees by supervisrs or', other sujeriu rs,; the corpora . i. n re"ieson
pe'rson* to per son :sol ic i [ttion for i ts pol iti cal fu nds.

5. E!diLOYEES A RE REgSION DING WI Th CONTRI:BUTI ONS IN AMO N, TS: ,ET:I ELY BEYOND NORMNAL
iOLITLAL GIVING: The !following i nformat ion: was~ obtained from :197!8 GM dslsr
reports Ell Ied with :the FEC,.

Occupa t I
C at egor y

Exec. level

c: prof s.,

Lower I ve i

Unclassi F fie d

No:, % t ot a
:cont ribut OrS

34

716

I .1%

Amount o f

$ 20.3 9c.0C:

$1,08-6250

$ ,5 0.00

$ 20CK C0

% total
amount

S6%

84%;

A ver age
Cen t r i ibut i on

$ 600

$ 1 5.2

:$ 5,0

.% $ 0



6. ALTHOUGH MANY CONTRIBUTORS TO Thg 1?:AC ARE DEM'OCRATS, THE VAST RE0N-
DERACE O:' CORIORATE FAC MONI ES GOES TO REIULCAN: CANDIDATES.

....' I i ,irh'c'X)

~: se
'.t*~ 'cr"t 2

') .~

~e ~ .

lflt1'

~ i c~' ti

Tot ii
jJeI:~rIC r.i I

L~
(/-

cc

tot ~r (~.I~: r I
i "r'v'7 .:('

4?t 'F

;;1 $, (

73
123

3C: /
(i 7 ,

the RL........ ~ I, rdex.

F i 7LI ;.! ,C.CC 4. ;!g T ;

... .... t... ...... '2 r~ Ct~ i .... .. ..ere :
I. V"' 01 ) Mi 0?i~ i:~ a:id NY

~. tot. ~i;t

.2 ~.

* 71 ~
~1

/0

21.
* 1';';

.4;
1;:;

4 ~

* I

.2 i,

3
5 ~ 7
* 3:,

* , t . ,(n ri 1',Ute( !

$ 4f)~. (q ,,

$ 1'6.i( ,Oi.

$ 4(0( * (V'

$ 720.n0
$ 200.eO
$ 10(0.,OC
$ 40n.00
$ 350.({,

$ 210C.Cflmr

$ 652&'f{ O

$ I C., ,*C

$ OC o

$ /, 1C" '

$ 120Cl:(".'

.J !.1j' (

3 ~.

~

24

,76

ii::, t .

~

100O. (",0

30@,, O0
1 50.00~

A 475.00

: .

SL[ :t:e

AZ

C. A
CO
(T

Li L
.

C A

:2i

I AS

,.

4/:

1 %

1%

1%

.4%

,, 07::



GEN ERAL MOTORS CONT'D,

State Anit, Rec:'d.

IIY ~

¢I $177/B,(0

I T'L ?: 2t.C

.... '.. .. ... ' n > . ,

Zto t. amt.

.01%

,o17,

*, 3/0o

. :

1 /.,

.;2

A t, Con tribu ted

(.....

$ ,, n

$ 20Q ;. '

$
$ 310uv.('O

1 %

,2 ,

I %

32.

8. EMPLOYEES ARE PERMITTED TO DESIGNATE EITHER BY? £ARTY OR CANDIDATE, THERECIPIENT OF THEIR DONATIONS: 24 (3%) of the to-tal itemized contributors
to the PAC earmarked their cotiuin. Tese contributions acc~ounted fo~r
$1780 (1%) of the total itemized PAC receipts.

List of f Ermark:r s

Loyl R Thomas,

Garrett 11. Street
James b. Stuat, Jr.
He b ert K. ste s
E,1I, Ryan
James L .. Logan
R4 , Wilson

Chri st: rakupoulos Herbert LeitzAntshony De Lor=e n o W! iiir B. : int[e r s
Carl E. Elaize Th a E. Darntion
Lee L, Turner Russell Hughes
Noah 0. arper George C: Davis
Jaines R. Hebden Lve i ape ngu th
Ewr d L. S chrei tmuell er Fr ank. J. Wol f
Rober t L. Albi n so n Mo rri s Ber=:g

i,. ARTICIi ATTON RATES: The particj}at io{n rate of[ empl oyees cont ributinagto CM's i ::C can'not he determined f'ror t:he pubic~ record.

Th. GM CON:TROLS THE AMUT O:F EFEtLOYEES': "VOLL1NTA\RY" DONATIONS: 75:% ozf
participating ,employees' contributions fel1l wilth'in' a range of $l0-2'00.
(Tihis :in:ormati on was ohtained from Q78 GMi disclosure reo rts filed
witch the FEC.)



1. RMiSLIISUtOTECTE; C ,REZR E1 L S: *rTmplovee' contracts are rare

for Whkt e-col lar or rnanagprinii employees; C/4/ 7 9 :tel.phun . conwersation

as~ ite: with iI~t. 4 ~SOCI3teS, h-iaJhing i,, .. ..

2. G U2:J~x ;AZS ['O £ ROVTION TO i. ROTiXT TF;E .:G-.'Y'MTTY orI UO>,rRrbuTORs

....N(>~RBU O S Cr.,a AC L - ~ w , ........... r... ... ov .: 21 1- 77
i• ....v sb o rLciri .wA ~ c c r: 1.p i buIo Suo en-

S~y . Dir, tof ...... Onp 9 ahr"o~ec Ledr? uprtng
Dir (.mnec Sys. np'-eeriu' c

tel' . Softare Sy C~:st 
": Se'" ... r.Drcr- .. . .
" a , ro'; S;oclp v,

" o Re tresentat.er, 
" '*

.' Lr)e ,. A i! rforceRqienn L:. re:n.Lfemi>"I~ecI , Dmt .AL~iod mnAcnI
E"" . . ' A pe rog]!.

I i 

it*

ry. :V .. . :X1. 1e VS[y t qUip. In:- , a ir i ai ]aa [ i re t . ... ' : .. .

MHanaiger~ 
-Ts. S'ehi3 Saff Ast

E, T LS Ir og. A!sat:. to Corjp... 0 ficer

, iu. rces :Tech. Eci :to.r :'( ,

,, V:1;, h: Test ress ,. Inves' t r .... l.at inS<
71: :Y ! t T eO s t 

. o)t i' ra . . . . ,, m~v 
. t i C a



S

4. l 501 i TA.1T:TI OF SUBORDINATLS L.Y I 4 ~T SUiERViS0HU Gru:~; an LiaC By-Lawsdo: not restrict selicttinby su~ervisori or: other Lqighecr~ups of ...... rd.........
emlye.(See Grumman ,C ny-Laws a amneed, throu~,h 11/77).

5. O'tEESA~i R~tODIN tI~hCON TR 'D tTIO ~ r T.IREL Y
:' !V

! GIVII: The following inE~ormat~os was ohta Ined from
clo sure reports filed wI thhe FLC

L~YCTh NORMAL £OLITICAL
l~'7R Grurnt.ian dis-

a 0 .Lat t

E~(ec . level

M!c}-level grs.
Cpr:f's.,

Lowe r le velt

Unc l as-s i *e

c~nt ri:[bt't o r

15%

7,5%121

Cont rihuti on

$ 1123220

$ 1565.00

$ 4OO.CO0

%Z total

6%

ave rage
(-ont ri but ju n

$ 468

$ 116

$ 120

$ :200

6. ALTHOUGH INDIVIDUAL EMLOYEES :ARE USUALLY DEMOCRATS OR; REIUflLICANS, ASA CORFORATION RELIANT 'ON GOVERNMNIT CONTRACTS, GUANATTEMPTS TO
MAXIMI ZE ITS POLITICAL INFLUENCE BY SPLITTING ITS PAC :DONATIONS
EVENLy B W4EEN DEMOCRATS AND REUBLICANS.

ISea j~c f Gru......... .... .... t "~ l~t ! • .c a anld s by H:o: s: and
Sejie: ... .......on..... . r....cT '~ " " Ule x)

Re~uL1 u

U

Ret. :j ~ I i cans

Tot a'

'em-c-rats
Thi~uiI cans

aOtip -rt e-
31

,, .

42 a

57Z

tXt~ou:1t cf Cr~nt ri l~ut ~ 01 4~

~ 3('2Co.oe
$ 2C~Cc.co

$ 17 r(

$3540( ,CO:

tot. V',U ..
5 c'i:

C)02



0
GRU ,:,1AN .. L.. T10N:, C-0, 1T' ...

~~. l~~uJT 'Y T ULO YLS JN.1N E SL F; N~L CAMAOS I TE

Stt A~moun t Rec' d.

CA 416.CO
Fl :306.0(
GA $ 208,On

MO
NC' $ 106.00

NJ :$: 130.0

OH

TN
TX
VA $ 1408, 00

were obt~ai ne6 ro ........ ee ... CA......
went to races in :these states.

2%
i. ;~
.8 /.
.87.

* 4;
.5j~

5%

amount Cont¢ri bu.t ed
$i 250.c*,0

S300 e.00
$ 7400.00
$ 750.00
$ .is0c~oo

$ 5 00.00.

$ 800. 0
$ 6500,00
$ 50 00.00
$, 950C.Ou(:

NY and VA.

tot.

4%

2%°

.7%

.7%,

I %

and

8 ..8. EM LO YE ARE: NOT £ERMITTED: TO IJESIGNAiT$, EITHER BY: [ARTY OR CANPTD '...... THE': ~REL " I ENT OF TH:EIR DON ATiON S: Grumman i-kAC B y-Law s ( s amend ed t:h roug:h
11/77) make n-o provision in the adnnsrtinof the i-a forpatcatn
employees to earmark their c ontributions.

-- 9. PARTICh ATION RATES: There is no Information available concerning
participation rat e:s o f PA C con t ributo rs.

10. GREUMMAN CONTROLS ThE AOUN4T OF EMPLOYEES' "VOLUNTAREY" DOATI.ONS: The
1978 Grumman PAC di sclosure: reports fi ted wit the FEC show a rmrkabl e
level of or chestration in employee contributions. According to these
reports, 70% of the total itemized contributorS. gave exactly $104.
(79% of Grumman 's total eeipts are uni temi zed,) ..



1. lMTE,,.. ........ EER SOLICITS U i OEC~ .... E Fmt, i.OYEu:S: ,;.-,,Loe, contracts
are rare ,,r white-col:lar or z,',anageri[al employees ; 9i4/79 tolephone comversation
wi th Nc' i I :., 1 ler, C.onsultant Leprtr;:enr :of Lacr forr a' r"esr
nasic'rrr, MIAC sSsnCiatos, W4ashi gt.'n, D,,C.

-. COTUTI T U t C ARE TiiEORET1CAiL' HELD IN CQF.EC~Th outr
Cont ri'.but er, For Better GCoverm,nwr rozram .Inn & Guidpl in,,s states tha~t
"I::F ar em.Th~oyec retur-ns his En " rlmen....t Card cirect ly to, his better Coveron-en~t

Spoksmanthe :Spokestman is prohibitc'd Froml dliscusising thc rmployee, S decision
'i th anyone. 2' however, the Enrol Icwnt Card r;.tst "he liiu r',d in to the Eayrol
bepartment which wilIl arrange. the wi rhhlding and t o the erarTearr
of? the progrtam who ,will file reports as reprqi red by law.," 'lbis latlter provi si-on
'egates anty anfofnity* a .cont ribtutor .or nonm-contributor may hove to secure.

.... ThE i. RIb:IA!Y OU,,CE OiF FU~q DS IS CAREER ?,IlD- 1.VEL MANAGERS AND t RO.I :ESS;IOrJALS:
W.hile 4iC% of the itciized cotri hirtors: ar*'. .not pro,.,rly i dent i fi cd
reciutred b~y the Fr~dc ral El lCt io (aar.aign :Ac' t, of thcs' p,,ro r1rv i ,e,3t fied ,
43 hold rrai d- lvel } a naceri al an,1 prnf'es:;i: orv l Dos.? t U~.;

~~~Jtb . .......titles , il; I 'F within this , ccupntiunni e!assi fiun::t €(,n:
Dj r. Eng. :& t.'ns t rlc t iotn Mg r. Landowner Aaisn.

'0StafF F'erester, Tree Re.Scci'

r, 'gr. I rojec t Mnrit, Sr.: Design E'ng.,
g'-n. I:gr. br anch Mg'r.
,,gr. FEre~st L roduct s (,,rn. Mgr. Ll'lrt

" Tech. &. Aclr. i ri. Sr. !lt erna Il t~u! it
Dept Suf~vr. Sb ppi og hvg i s!lati/v .... 'OJ<oC': iatc,

- Mgr, Forest InK. .4 ... ( orpy. i", flu :r: iei
Sui:v r. Mgr L ,,V op Aflriy
Area Su[pvr. Electrici ty Re;E *e ''~c

Over. Supv, ~ l:! r, * roduc t f,
Cousel.-'4oldlldndsq Rd. U , " Terr to~ry, .;t,

Di. ft. v.,, F J ,o,;c, , Ze I :a rt :
Sales MgZ r. '" bit

... nod I rod. Op . ' I rod uct
Supvr. Tirmber lands " 't. .... .yoo, :t ci

M :aintenance & Engi neeting " ill1
'* kLtip: " Mnf tg,
" i roduc ti on " WoodlIand s/GV

:" W'ood I roducts " Sales
,r F ib er i-lo g. " C on st r uct ion
" Wo od Account ing " Nat 'l , Account s
. M a in t enanc e " Ia t 'l. D ist ribu t ion
" Retail " Int'l. Res. Dev.

Dis-tr i ct " Makein
*' ech. Mai ntenance " Wood t roducet~s
S AR " Strategic Analysis

Coun Se 1 h Dev. Tech.
M gr. Branch " Op. iog.

': ,D Valoren "Tg " (.or'Unjty tI rograwms
lForest Res. Allo,,catio'n H Fin/Admin. Serv.

i-od Dn " C re at iv e -Mktg,
j iurchase Storag Tech. Serv. Lab'

" -o.: Reprod. " Credit
" Tranns. Serv. Gen. Mgr. L'3 Coont. Div.



0 U

INTERNkTTCNAL L A 'R CONT' D

Supv, n crv.

iDir. Fin. Seerv. DAVOL
Counsel Speilty iurch,
Gen. Mgrt. F C & I E)Iv.
Mgr. Tra.ns, Serv.
Co un se' i od . rod.

Sr. £ruj. Fortetr
Supv. Mcech/:a'...
Sr. imd. Ens.
Asst. Treas.:, Credit & Cust, Serv.
Cootd. t ub. Aair s
Dir. ibus-. Strar.: : val.

fro .,r jA

(This ir~fo:rm::,t i. :was ubtratn?,'d fru . 1:97.8 Inter.national atcer disclos:Ure reports
f ied with the FEC.)?

C.T 4, INTERN .TJO!IAL .:.A !Em DOLE$ 'OT: .R1T hDi RLCT SOLICITATON OF SUBORDINATUi ,Dr LOYK::;.
EBY IM~2AAT SU VT! S .. BUT DOES NOT .... ICT i*: .R......RSQ S...T.TO.

".7 The Voliintry (.or'tribttrs for B- ,trer Gnvprm~ent Lrogran : lan. and: Guicetlinr
Stat t h,:t 'fl Ueil budso c ur .... c " Hoevr th......
and Cuitdel irles '2 n,'t r:estric t person - to .- person ulc!tto f e; loye,;

i nfornar o-n: wa e~brtai e d frot,. 1978 I'nt: ern ati onal
with t he F)EC. ,

LtOLITI:CAL GI:ViG4: :The f:oll!o: i nripe r discl: !os.u re repor ts .fi ]e d

Occeupa t'ICatory

Exec, L~e vel!

LM:w ri I ve I

N0 . ;~ ~t.
cont ri butors

10 o:

131!

AC /.

Cont 'ri but i.Jon

$ 2.356.5

$ V75C1J4

1% tot.,

22 7~

33 4

Av rage

$ 355

.;, 57

$ 3



INENTONAL P APER CONT D.

6., A SUBS TNIAL NUMBER OF DONATING E?4PLOYEES ARE DEMOCRATS BUT THE VAST
1-REPON DERAN4CE OF COR1 ORAT:E PAC MONIES I:S GIVEN TO REPUBLICAN CANDI DATES .

an d$nzat o., (I nfroi on t aken : :f tor: FE "D" Index)

R~eubxl i Carts

Tot i

Repubi f cans

61
87

7:4
107

% tot. carid.
41%
59 ?~.

~9 4
61 ~.

41 ~.

59

,A[ount : o ("it.

$ :8 2 9 .er 0

$ :20 50. 0$ 460o75,.0

$1 29'6Y.O0

:C o t: * eon t r i V
31%Z
60%q/

21%o
797

72%Z

7. MOST OF TILE ;!, dLOQY, DONATIONS A1NE: U:2;t>! F'dR C A1N: I';O ....TAESTh.... tfn mciy e ro 172I rct At.na AI :;ye r; d:isc "1o TurESrpot

El led wirh: the FEL ... and the F:EC "D":.. 1q.nd:,.:

4 state agpreg{ate
... 65% o f !t he i teni: zed e'i p t Si We .re ob t din ed frot cen tr is i,,lt ut',y i n A L, L, N Y and T :.

16% E..... . ....... .. . ..s.w.... .. on rac s i tit ;( st ,t

REC EI tTS ANJI CONT! [ibUION:S BY STA TE 19g73_
State Ait. Re'd.
AL $ 7485.18
A'K
AR $ 1!741.86
CA $ 1387,17
CO $ 233.20:
CT
FL
GA $ 66 8, 7

IL $ 436.51

7.tot .mL

3,7.

5%

Cont , C r~ i hu tecd
$ :2328.00
$ 3500.00C
$ 8750. 0
$ 5250.00
$5:800,:00
$ 200.00O
$ 490,00
$ 4200.00
$ 1500,.00
$10576.00
$ 1 700.00

3%
3%

3%

6%
1%



RF. EUTS AN;.' L04T~ILUT~ONS L~Y STATE 1973

KY

LdA

.jy
MUal D

$ 277,09

$ 1853. 738
$ 103.7:9

760.96

12 2.7 !

4%

.2 7o

3%

$16i 221.,86

:$ 2Z35.,91

$; 881.27

$ 29.974,

$ 977.91<
4; 21z.4

aint

.2 g.

.7%:

.6%

2%

2%Zo

Am tl Cootr i b.

$ 750,.00
:$ 7918.,00
$ 7540.00:
:$ 2O CC.0

$ 0 30.,,OC

$ 60 .e
$ 20o0, .o:

$ 61i50.0.,

$ 212 3. 0
$ 2600.00
$ 4ooO0 no

$ S o:: c",On
$ 91 ]25,.00

$ 3617.Co

: o. rt

17.

2o%

2%

5%
5%,

5%

,6%

Cl.E, DIL0Y~IS A:RE 1FRiTT TO :FE$~tG4 ATE, ITHg2R [BY a:APTY .OR CAIO4TUATE., THIEREC1.L N T OF TH I D.OaATI ON: Whflc l nt erna t i n al L :ape r enpyloyee s can eaxtnark
theire eoot d butions, only 7% of the contriutors asctually did so. to soiie
extent1 and they earmarked only ,.5% oF the tot al= LAC expenditunres. ($1179. 1,4
•earmark,-d by itemized contribut:ors constituted 2%, of the total itemized
contri hut :ons to the i-AC.>
.ist oF Kar marker.s

(- ha s. Schre t z, n

John R. "i~oe
Neal ~.liningsrnit'

Robert flahlqui:st
Jerry Wi !liamns
Win. J. Russell, Jr.
Joan Mokray
W.D., Lainbe rt

J.: Staaf.rK: Zri, h

/RC. T roi si
Leo Trautman
Win., R. t icCi!ung

:S~am Scoott

z 1.'

- . . ..... ....... .......... ... ..... ...... . . . . ......... . . ... ... .... . ......... .. ... . ..... . .. . .,= ................ ... . .. ..................... . .. . .... .. ... . .... .. ........ .. . . .. . .. .. .. ..

1
f

: ; : t * "' " . :1
:

'.!



e . LARTI(IUATtON .....,ATE The part:icipation ......... rates o ntiuf enmpl.oyees cannot:
be detertJined fro0tri the public record.,

10. O?,CHESTli\TrON OF "VOLUNTARY" DON4ATIONS: The publ.............................. c reor d; do~es: not reve al
-any 1eve~ o f orchest ration of, 0 ei .,1o yee s' co n tri bi ons dur' to th e I nco mpl e t enes s
onterntioal aper' s discliosure report s fled wit :h thb, FEC,.



S , i , , L c, ' " % T , ; 5 i ( .c w ' L [ u ) .. . *
* ~ ~ S .......... ? FE2T~ .( , L: ;.M . ..~::v ... I: , yie . i rn ' '; r wh' te

.. ........ . 'rer / / 7  tci $t .

* . c•uti '~t n . i n'r ... 
errIa~' i a: ,

e: tliib* t-on u'o h As t (Tis £o~rmat(wo rcas cave H rom 1nt) 8u
Amc noC disosr : C:en eo r ( ed w:, of urhe F l ''r ,)pa o

,db:~te,,: a ' w 1~ heitC f i s ~ic 'ior'a i 2' at Th t , ' pe!s

sr. ..-c tir~n ie

Ths nivdas cup t !buttonsaccount for e 78 o te tutal it' ie

Genr ur.h (a k~r~s & Reg,.. uch gr.~
ro..dFin .ont r. rgr rt. Gp r.v

O:o. ig x i I 'i ... .,oi ie-
C'Hi...... . " gr.V Fie d 1 t

Trr.. Gi'v. Affair Ngr E- rTer,

Mgr, uc.Mt Sapec. [utnh. H Traing
Vre .. io. Asohtr. " Urtakl &~

Ope:,=.,Y:r. i o. 
" Maint .t

"it gr. e & ':d " lest ici lesr
Refnery r.:p! " Aric .. ot.. r Clu
ArearMg r. Asph it 

" nak. O:oASr. Tortn Mgr. Rep. LLo T oa d
>,:,gr, i :h strib 8oAsph, "alt e0 :

Jbrg. E F  el & d ptj1Le
As..... .. ...... ,Lar... i." Traffi c i g

Ro g, irnp: d. ?.el ' "gr.: S c areg r t vr,,l

L...... Mgr.. A rea: " r. Fin. £ log,,
• eg. "~dm. "gr! Fgr. Stnatemp:'It . nd ,el'rts

"ooj." Z)Lupply i log :& Econ.
.Di. : ...... : Ga eul a tor y St u:d.ti g r: ..r. 

'' [) i t a ~so AX~incn



.~'oco c..o:JT~D.

S Educ. lhey.
Y-;anag r
Office M :anage r
MIgr .. trog c Serv.

r irujec ts and Se rvfes
" Ac:tg', . Serv.

" A illoea'tin

" opltysel TsB:el.Lrj

b~r. roc c. '-atalyst
Stf, Dir.' Hvy 01 & Spec. -ro'

"' tub & Ccv, Affairs
~' Opns ..Res, g.,

" Stafe iffairs

"; F1rg Sya . ana!

" External Repl. & L0l ...

' ' Res .. Se rv.
.(hems Fe ed Strock

Tech .. Dir., Uec 1nt.,
Mgt'. Dir. NV Ac
Dir., Op&T Results Mngt!

G rou, Supv. Cop,., Sy,, t.
Supv. (.it Rp&V Arm E .Lna

" S c hed ule & Cnt i,
Tech. Su pv. DaaTeiecon,
Ss'c t Su'., Des, :& l :p,

tub. & gCcv, Af~fairs
Syst. Anal ..

Dist . ui~t
Di v. Op e r. S:up.p
Div, iurc:h. ~upt.
a~e ... A~d,-,. Ser, :Supv,

DivFtc $ ....
k g,. ... ';'t izatbon Shptt
Div. DBri:ling Supt. i2

rupv. (- u:rl Or&Regbl .s
Sujt't, Qi One&Sc¢h

Supt iv,. ( ont ri & Sftv.
Sut !)i :: vrnnt Econ & Schbed.

r c.. Tng

Staff ub. ffairs advi Sor

CoV. Affairs Rep.,

W~ah. Rv .... 1.~2
Sr ... jubi :Cfairs ,cdvitsor

l e .. i n g Co :, r 2 iO

',gr . ern'-,,u '1 rid.

S£r,. .\ty t1y

Cen . .a.x: At ty 1,/2r
Cen Claims At t'y
go' , Aty CLor {nrate

ast, Ta (u

S. ~tv ,2
Ata Gt '/~ ~ cs

~ps,( . e , ,e :

Ir, Ext' a t r  e

est, [:.j, v.

lee. r i"j. :En

rj g. "ejhscis

"es (+ni:: tat



O O'Z T%,.

Mg.: M.arih m It & Cconstr.

Ljg. 1er. .g...

ua E'i ng.

Ngr AUt ,orait:: Ion Eng,

~r tr~ojert Eng.
Stf Eng.
Eng Grou Lea der
Actg Cred 'ifg Adt Res & Sgt
Ge, Mgr. Aucitng
S'r. Audi tor
Ugr. OilRe.C 'rh
ngr, Fi.n.. ControlsE7

M)>.g.r., Gas Rev & ilnt Actg,.

{ig:r, rope-rt y Taxe.s
opec. Ta (onsultant
Sr. St f' Actg. Anal.
D ir. Tax Actg. Anal.
Ilgr, Bank ing
As st, Ttosure r IFin ani
Mgr, Syst. Anal. Cheni
Sys. Devf Majior Proj Leader
Chi1e f cnms t
Stf[ Wriye r
Spe. Consult an t
Asst Chief: :Physician
Land N egotia to r
DieS... Lanclrnan
GaS Su~pp. Coord.
Area Supt. S~augh-ter
Stif Sprec. Inds, Anal,

Tax Ry., Li.
Mgr.. (rndit & Receivable~s
1gr. R,,f ,cj. (-, uord.
fgr, I: ri cing L& Al l ocation;

Reg. Acc-{out.:tanlt
c. :rt ,p, Tax tgZr.

Acct g, Su. ,v.
Sr. St f Aud.tor
.Mpr, (oluAn Sale~s

Sr. FieX Sales ;! r Res/Jobr
SupFv. Sales Autho r iza.tion.
Coord Crude & Mg.l £ ng
Traf Spec. 1A2
Courdi Ref. Proc
Mgr. Mel! rln-. & Coord/
Coord % s lt Mbn t

Spec. #2 Ref S Oh Co: ord
Spc #2? Rotating Equip.
Area Mgr. Sales
Sate Mgr. Yarns & Fiberis
Gas .Sales Cordinator
MaFbnu factu tri ng Coord
l roj. Gnnstrant

Mft,. Sutp , & Co,,rd..
Stf Spc, L on:.
Coor:d R.ef. 1'roceqs'
Ch ieof Or~d r a tor Amo co Tx: 'f t g.
Di v, Ope r. G, tourd,
Sr. Stf Syst., Anal.
Sr. Econoiist
Di r. Insuirance
Div. I nves'to
l.Igr. Iunch Coordl.
Admi n Anial. ,
Sr. Aimi~n, Anal
Stf Landmn

Em:p. Rel, Rep,

( TuiS :i n form.a tio0n wa s obt ai n ed fr om Amoc :o ':s 19q73 di s clo su re ro :r t s fil edwi th the FEC.). . ... ".. ..

<'"iLOYEE ... IMM E DIATE 3Uk:ERViSO S: The program guideli nes for Amoco i-AC,d:: o¥ n ot ; .~syrc sv,, t irio sbrdna........b imeitesueio



AI,0C0 CONT'D:.

.. 'LOYZS ..R. RES£ 0N..4DIN:,G WlTHi C ONTRI BUTI ON S IN ,\MOUN4TS VITi RELY B EYON D
NORMAL LOLiTICAL GIViNg: The C'ollowing lnforzatiuri was obaned from 1978
.Amoco di sclosure reports filed with the FEC.

Ocoupat t'1
Cateigory

EX EC, 'L EVEL

MI D. LEVL MG RS
&, iROs.

N . % t'ot., Ao~tof

contdibutors Contrlbutlom

77.

87%506

LOWER LE'VEL.

$22054,54

$98O3q. 30

$ 5120.70

%7 t ot. Average
amtl.

78%.

Con tri but ort

$ 513

$ 194

4,% $ i6s

6 .. ALTHOUGH MANY CONTRIBUTORS TO THE ]9AC: ARE DEMOCRATS, ThE VAST PREPONDERANCEOF COPORATE PAC MONIES GOES TO REPUBLICA{ CAN DIDATES.

Bre-akdown of Amoco LAG's conributions to House and Senate :races,, 1978.
(Thi s inf orma t ion, was ob ta ined frtom ... 978 FEC "L) D,.,Index.')

1Democe r at s
Republ icans

No. Supported~ %. tot::. cand.
5'4 34.%

:10:5

Senate9

Rep u bli c an s 2"4

Tot a 1
:D emnoc a t s 63
Rep ubflc ,ans 129

66%

27%i

73%

Arnt, of Contribution % tot. contrib,
$ 26100.00 29%
$ 6 47C00.On

$ 9000.0

$ 6550O,OO

67% $130200.00

71%i

88%,

21%]



This f('raU, cnmile ..... 19 ..r~o... . r ,r= s fil ed wth
'ti neE ~'~ an d th ; "D's incde .

4 .sta te ng reg
71% ,nf the ie.c reeipts¢q were' obtlned fro eiop1;yees Int IL, IN, LA and TX,
21% of 1,.AC fedierai donations We:~ t [ raices In t:hese states.

. .. ....... T.............................. D Y . S T TL , 1.978

AL
AK

AR

$

FL $

Gd $

L

IA $

LA $
i $

Ml) $
MA
EI $

N

MOY $

NE $

NV

NC $
WAS ) , $
OHT 1 ..

am .

2E:c!:j I~ uF : THEIR DOlATb;iS: The prog-ram guidei nes of ,0C0 iAC nake
no pFrovi sion for empteyees to earr tht'i covntr!buti:ons.,

520.00

5463.35
:227.4

3696,83

60780.:94
6405.46
268,45

24:74.18

6876.98

3 352.C0
140.00

1206.36
1193.:35

1035..58

255.09

229.5 3
709. 20
308.75

4341.,54
236.01
210,52:

249.46
15113.78

130.00

91I0.00
1247.7
836. 1(

50,16.64

.47.

1%

.2:%

3%

5 1%

.2%

,27.

52%

.21o

3 %

.8%

.2%

12%
6%i" :

i27

/0a! i

=:e, A......... mt C~antrib.

$ 13200.00

$ 3250.0
$ 3500.0(

$; 32C. o

$ 3250.00O
$ 3250.00
$ 3000

$ 15150.00
$ 225 0.00

$ 4500,00o

$ 1500.00:

37 650.00O
$ 150o0.00)

$ 150.00c
$: 500.00, o
$ 82500.00
$~ 200C0

$ 37:50. 0

$: 5500.00

$ 500.00O
$ 25 0. 0
$ 2.00.0,(
$ 3250.00
:$ 5 00.o0

$ 250 0.00.
$ 150.00
$ 2250.00
$ 65200.00

$ 2000G

$ 500.:0

86%

1%

2%

I.

2%

2}

,3%

,3%

.3.



the ;Standa ird & Loort's ......e (]7) patcpate in .... ' Inlforrrmatn
,Is not av~a!b1; concer.ning t"he #arti€ci.-tin ,rates of£ iid-]eve, r managers and

pro fessi on is.

ic. A.NCOCO CO.4TR.OLS rai; TiM OF EMk-LOYE1S' "VCLU;TY" DONATIO: The CorForatilon

"rcbest~e's the-arieunt cf. the contributro, n to the ,,V: a.s ov-denced by the



0
UNION CAMis COR~ORATIOi4

f'or whlt e-col1ir or manager ial emnployee.s; c? 1 4179 t "iephone convers-ation w! th
Neil Miler, .Consultnnt., b~par~m~nt of labor, f/ormer law professor, :associate,
MAC A soc i at e , Wdsh ingt,) n D.C.

UNIjM (::L .... ; .Q\'1 ;; ,, TC W TX;'T Th ..... A;,O4 Y:'1TiTY OF cO ' ......... OR......'

3.; THE PRiAR SOURE OF FUNDS IS CARER MED-LEE MANAGERS AND 'ROF SIONALS:
Mid-level managers and professionals constitutedi 82% of the total itemized
contributors tO the kAC in 1978 accounting for 73%7 of the itemized contri-
!butions to the FAG. (See 1978 Union Camp PAG disclosUre reports filed with
the FEC,.)

Job tiesi faling within

u br!.iech

' O & H~lng.

" Eaiv. l rot:,
Jtilog. & Traffic

"~ bi st, rie t
" GeneralI

c)Go. Srrv.

) llant MGeg,

' S upt. ,1. lt i
I, l'rnsportati

T ech.. Serv.

" ; a rke t i ng

..ku r'chasinag Stc re.'

Lng Lin. vCs

41 ... f lr h ng T affi

h Ii i og. i n .

Mgr. mnd. udit
" Wood I rocu rerent
'" C ornrun Ity r e .
" tuvmber M:ill

Co rp. Sy s. Ser v.
" Oper at i ons

lDirC... Liant Tec~h,

" Elian t
" Chief,

Lo]g I ne;e r
t.g r., Re t; ait Salie s

Dv. Sal1es
' Salie s ,Adm I n.
"' Sal[e s
': Djis~t Sales
" Reg. Salcs
" C on tb5d. Salies
" Sales Sat..
S AdV. & Sales

": Qen. Sal}e s
C"Oen. Sales & Mkt g.

At 'torn ey
Asr Trea,.. TDir. Ta<
A cc t g. S.ta ff
:Di v Com pt roll er
Acc tg ... Mgr..
ASSt.,, Tre asure r
Asst. Comptrller
t4:5ts . 'to: Treasu rer

Di.vr t. Se r V
N'. Atg .' e gr.'

N at 'l. Acg Exd.,
Su p.

Asst., Latper Mill Supt.

Ge.e Supagt,

F icat ion:Ceo., Op.. Supt.
Lun)ber Supt...
MIatn te na nce ,Supt.
Supt. L aper fch.

L'ower & Recov. Supt.
1il :Supt

:W-odyard Supt.
Ass -aper Mi ll' Supt.
Laper NI'1l Supt,
Corp. Land Agen.t
Asst to Vi: and Gen Mgr.
Sect ionm Leade r
I nd, Hiygienist

Mktg. Specialidt
As:St. to Gen M ,: gr
As s t to VI'.
P lant Supt,



UNUON CLi OIOATO CONToD.

4. SOLIC!ITATION; OF SU BORDI NATES BY iNM& IATE SiERV:SORS: Uni on Camp, I ac By - Laws
('111...ii75) do no t 'restrict: sol..... i ceatlon . .. of£ subordinates hy Superviscors or ot:her

5:. ; LOYEES ARE RESI ONOING WiTH CO 4TRI BUTIONS ENqT'I ELY YOND 'IOR.......ICA

CIVINO" The following .fnformatione was obtained From 1978 Unlon Camp
disclosur-e r eports filed with the FEC:

Occupat' 1.
Category

No.
cont ri! bu to

Amount of
Co t r i hu t i on

E:×ec'¢. level[

Wid- level] mgr:s.

Lower lrevel

lUcthassi f led

B2%

2%

201

4

6

9822.48

30662: 39

$ 53.00

$ 965.15

23%

73%.

2%

$ 281

$ 153

$ 138

$ 161

6. A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER OF DONATING EMILOYEES ARE DEMQCRA:TS BUT TH.E VASTPRE PONDERANCE OF L'AC MONIES IS GIVEN TO REPUBLICAN CANDIDATES.

B rokd own of Itj Ojn Camp'!s contri buti£ons to foeral can didates by I[leuso eand
Senate: (Infoririation taken from: FEC "'D)" Index)

t iouse

Re pub i can s

No. Su ppo rteed
57
96

7. tot. cand.
37;,
63%

Am'unmt of Co nt ri bu tio
$ 25,650.00,

Dem orat£s 6
Repub icans 25

Total1
Uemuc'er ats 6{3
Republicans 121

34%o
667.

$54.00 O$ 31!e 50.0O0

$ 31050.0

73700.00 72%

% tot-al
airioun t

Aver age:
Co n;t ri bu t

64%

147. ,



7. .. MOST OF THE E:, lyEs' OAI>SAEUZ FcJ R L CaAIONS IN. OTHERSTATES: This i~rmaio was O~pi led froi the~l 78 L'nion (.bmp dsls
rep.ortis fi led with the FEC and: the FIXJ ",bD' Index.

4t st ie ae =rea te:

37%i of b-AC federal cion tons w e't to races

Amount Re;;'"d.$ 4638.lo

$ 1440.93
$ 10:396.92

3-.

25%

$ 067,.93

1 65.00
1411.23 .4%

3%

$O 1015.36

$ 117 .00$ 11692.91

420.00
500.04

$ 429.24

$6456,77

S3%

2:8%

5%

15%

State
aL
AK
AZ

a

a

$

a
$
a
a
a
a

8500.00

2150.00
3900.0¢,
35.50 .0
350.0'0
500 .00

3050.00
700.0

3950.00
2600 .00

40,00

110.00

S50.C0

CA,£ NJ and VA,

AMfou t Con t ribu te d
$ 12950.00

$ 1000.00
$ 70O0CO0

$ 500.00
$ 2800 .CC
$ 500. 0
$ 3750.00
$ 10550 .00
a 750,00
$ 51!0( ;. C
$1200. CO
$ 750.00
$ 1750.00
$ 250.00
$ 1 350. 00

$ 2200.00
$ 300.00
$ 6300 ,00
$ 1400.00
$ 350.0
$ 24.50,C0
$ 1000.0
$ 500.00

% o.amnt.
i12%

.4%

3%
4,%

.7%

5%,

.7%

.

.2%

1%
2%

.2%
3g%

3%
24%

9 %
4%

.4%.
2%
4%

3%

3%

,4%

NH
N'J
N M
N Y
NC
011
OK
OR

SD
Sc
TN
TX
'UT
VA

WV
WI
WY



UN ION CAME C ONT' D.

8,. EI4 LOYEES ARE NOT PERMIITTED TO DEfINATE, EIYHER ,BY 1 ARTY OR CANDIDATE,
ThE REC:iIEN 5T OF THEIR DONATIONS:= Union Camp, PAC By-Laws make no

provi sio in the admi ni strat ion of the PAC f or partici pati ng employees
to earmark thei£ r cont riluti on s

9. PXRTiC IhATION RATES: In format ion is no t ava iab le c once rning partl £ci-
pation rates ,of mild-l evel .managerial and professio nal[ empl1oyees. Of
the 35 publicly di scl 1osed orpor ate ,o f f ice rs and vi c e- pre s idents i sted

in the 1978 Standard & Poor':s Regi:ster, 7l7% par tici pate in the PAC.
12 specific Job titl es, general manager and manager of0 nuatuig
cntttdapproxiniately 207. of the conltributors in the mild-level
m'atage ria and eS prof es sionalI oc cupatio ns.

10. UNIO0N CA$1 CONTROLS T.....E OUNT OF EM LOYEES' ..."VOLUNTARY" DONATIONS:'
All contributors using the payroll! deduction plan during July,: 1978,
had their monthly E'AC deduc tion doubled during that month, (See
July, 1978, Union Camp disclosure reports filed with :the FEC.)



8e 1i' or of o's teile Uco/1tbU, tors Laor Phe I hold m.rt'fI.! , asagei ~

2. e24Ied AC fete!C' . (hU sUC £n£o2t:.o7 Twas o:btCIn1V.d ( fro TD9TB Cn?. 1Oi-
d~CosuLV2e repors ed wi~ =hie i FEC.) n~i ) Iiks ry&r

Jo itips, fal lin w~thin tids UmCCL !tiofla[

" Re. 4S{).
II C E$

Cnn, i: ,gr, NATL

" Gen., ::ktg.,

," Di v.

Lian t Na napc:er
; ,r.P I{Y L )ng/i Bldg.

"OS lc- id s
" LamJs [iS
" Oper, Div.
" AIR,,LN/IbLS

" LiEO SV

'" p-er soneli Ser v

" Refiery

" Coirro ni Ser v.

''o 
1  g k!;' .

" Labo .,- t.

t ro ..... & e

U!gr. Refinery Couord.,
M!gr. Special lIterests

'" Deveo ojmen t

Asst L, Gei. (, ounse l

Ass'c. Tax Counsel

Con Audi tor
Co rp orate C ori yroll]e r
Div. Comproller

Mgr AcounoatnAg on
" Corrte Accounts
Ad~n, t. Gaus

Acmgins. Actg Gas

Ngur.h aEjo. Ig [lOSe
Strc, ig e nt
SUpr. -Sgi nEn g

Servis HIngARi
ASng. iln! A
Esso. Reingr. ie
Eng. Renery hES
Sujiv. ieng. RF.SV
Supv. Engineeng
Mgr., 0 Engern

:ng,. Supv, . trod,.
S upv. Sal es
Mgr. Sales Div.
Sr. Geophysic s~t
GCeophysici- st:
Assoc. Researche~r
Geulogi st
iSupV., Work :Co r d.
Gro!up Supv.
Supv. 1 ?J3TEVA
"~ 'i n.:ae :

" Utr"i/CNSV
Iroduc t Supv.

.. . .......r.er Sr



UAU' O IL CON T' D,

Supt. R/C
St p t. SL-OY/C.RLT

Supt t-roduc t
Supv. flaw Matn en.~cr
Supv. Fuel Research
IDP d.
Asst. Purchasing

Supiz. GEQULL
Sup t E DCT/ ROD

Supt. IL Field
Supt, VLK Opec
iSupv. Lroa.d Aft

Cconsul t arnt
Geolo1 oi st Expltora on

4. iNFORMATION IS NOT ,AVAILA1gLE CO4OCERNIAG RF.TICTIONS O'A SOLICITATIONI OF
SU RDNATL Mi LOYEF BY iI[LUIATE SW. ERVISORS,

5. EMILOYElES ARLE 'ES£LONDING WIT[H COi4TRTBUTI!ONs IA AMUTSiNTIREI.Y 13tYONB
OML LOLITICAL GIVING; The foliowi nn informati on w as obtained from 1-978

Union Oi l dl.qc~osure repors riled with the FEC.

Occupat'l.
Ca tegory

Nic,-l evel ingrs.
re & prof s .:

Lower level

No.

177

2. t

16% i

Un ci ia, S Si f [i rd

Cant ci b~tf lon

$ 1721.00,O

$ 32719.21

$ 170o.0

$; 630.00O

Z t ot., Ave rag e
am . Cont ri bujLm

'34%

6,4 %

,$ 49,2

a 185,

$ 1,70

1%, $ 315

6. A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER OF DONATING ElILOYEES ARE DEMOCRATS BUT THE 'VASTDERA2NCE OF CORPORATE PAC M4ONIES GOES TO REPUBLICAN CANDIDATES.

~r e akdown of Uniton; Of i cun ttri bu t ions to f. e dera ISe nat e4 ( Inf#orvia i on. t aken f ro m FECi;L' " .n....) ca ardies by House and

)enec ra t S

T otal
L.eo rat s
Repub l ic arus

:,4n, Su.ppor t~c
19

1 8

142

tOt, cand.
14%
86-;;

4-,

75;

162.
84

.uctnt ,of Contri ,.

$ I63OiC

$ 6300.e0

$'2sC0o.on

$1g 2IRJ 0r,'o :

% tt cont r ib.

20%
80%

1~4
~36%

PREPOI4-



UN I0 OI lL CON4T8. ....

7. OS Oi ~L' .QYiEES' CON'ATI ONS ARE U J FO'R 'CAMh UGN S 11 0TE STAT..S:

the FEC and f:rom FEC '" 1nd.

92% of the ien1Zod contrlbut~tons wete obtained fro employees in CA&1L TX and L, .

30%, of i. C federal onatons to races in these states.

AL

Mt
(AR

CO
CT

- _ 320.... .

$35167.:31

IL $ 6679.00,

KS -

KY ,
LA $ 1035.0

MN $ 14(.00

$: 150.00$ 280.00
$ 420.00

69%I

.

2%

.3%

3%
.5%
.8%

$ 4156 . oTh

$16.00 ((
$ ;286.0

WASH . UC
lilT' L.

465.00
520.00
500.00

1%

~$ 2200.00
S2100.00

$ 1000.00

$ 1900.00
$: 500.00

$ 2500.0
$ 450.00O

$ 1500.00
$ 185.0

$200C .00
$ 700.00
$ :2460.0
$ 1500.QO
$ 500.0o0
$ 5400.0
$ 3750,0
$ 2100.00:

$ 500.00
$ 200.0
$ 1 00.00-
$ :2300.00:

$ 1550.0
$ 240:0. 0
$ 1700.00
$ 500.00
$ 500.00;

$ 1500O.00

$ 23 50,0(0
$ 1700.0
$ 2200.00
$ 7850.00

$ 10(;0. 0
$ 1 50,0()

2%
2%

I 3

2%

2%
2%

2%
2%.

6%°
2%

2%

2%
.7%
37.

2%

6%

2%

2%:a



UNONOI CNTfl

..... ... ............ .... .....ARE NOT LER UTED TO DESIG1ATE EITHER X £ ARTY OR CAN~' DI DATE, TH1
RE~ihIENT OF TH:EIR bOMATiONS: Union O i makes r,,o provi si on in the adrmi st rat on
of its kL fo;,r etmployees to earmark their contrib, ttioo:s.

9. LA:RTIcUt j oN RATE: Employee lparticipatlon, rate ! s ot po:sible to deterriin e
from tepublic r eeori

the I AC's ite %cdf cont ributors hvlC;ng t id-le.vel {.-aflgerial or, prof£essinl

t .... ..n.th.s ca eg r ....trib .t.. in...un.... ........ ra an ,7 . of the It
itemized cotiutr ave i~n amounts exceedinp thi~s ranUe. (This 1nfnr ,,:a:ion
was obtained from 1.978 Union 01.1 disclosure reports fiincd wih the FEC.)



1::~~ ;~ TEChNOLOGIES COR~OR~TION

1. U ITE TECH-'NOLQGIL SOLICI TS UNiLROTECTED CAREER EMLOYES Erloeecotrct
are rare for[ white-coll ar or ranagerial emln~oyees; /4/79 telephone conversati on
wit'h Nieil Mi ller, Lonsu: tant% Department oE Labor, forme'r ;law professor,
associfa te , MAC taSsoc i ates , Washingtn, D.C.

2. NITU ECHOLOI , XAK ES NO 1. R0VISI.ON FOR i. ROTZCTING TH E *.NONMYMITY CF
CONiTRIBUTORS OR NO4CNRBT~:UT makes no povision In th dm:n~stra-
tI n om .i ts £A(. to ,protect the anon~lty of contrlbutrs or non-contrbutos
See Un i ted Techn o -,gi es, 1 itIct j : ' 1 ti nn Commri tt e, "Fac ' About t he

.. TH RIUAhRY SOURCE OF F;U.IS IS ..... IV LEEIE S .... Althug

e :ecu tive -level p erts('nne .con tri bu t e the bui; >..~o olia

:constitute .the: majority (GI%) of: the total i emize' conlLrbutors,.
(This i n f rmatio n was *,' ta i e6 f ro m 10 78 U~n ite d Ter~hn o ogi e S di sclo sur#e reports ;
filed with the FEC.)

...T......IS .. .......... ERI CTIO N O N I R .. S.IC..IO.O.. ..... 4TE EM LO EE

BY II2DITE~3I EVI~a ORO~ERSULE.:,RIORS. UT jA C' S 'cS: About the
tCom. iu e ',: exj:resses no pro~:hiiin ,c supervi s)r' ;directLly so ic "t io

O....' N....Z tot al Amounat of % ot l A veraF e
Citegry co nt ri butors C on trifbut ion amount C Eont r ibut[in

Ex. levol 57 370$36(.O 6 ,

:c prrfs.9 ;6l $ 22.S:ef'.,CC'3 $: 241



6. ALTHOUGH MANY CON TRI BUTORS ARE REG ISTERED DEMOCRATS THE VAST P REPOND ERANCE
OF COR.fATE tPAC MONIES GOES TO REPUBLICAN CANDIDATES.

Breakdowna of Unit ed Technoliog e s fede ra con ribu ti ons by House and Senat e :(lnformation taken from 1978 FEC " D" index) ............

Democrats
Re publIi carts

Lleinoc r( t
Repub i cans

Derioc cra ts
Revu zb l i ca: s

N , Spor te d

102

5

24

60
226

% tot. canci.
357'.
65

83%

687°

Amount Contr€ibuti on
$' 18600.00

$3500.00

a 76875,.0,0

tot. contrib.
29%
71%

22 %
787'.

7 ....S OF THF FMLY~ D0, ATIo(Ns ARThis iortonwas :ompil ed from
reports filed with the FEC and it he

{E usau FOR CAM.-AIGNS iN OTHER STATES:1978 Unifted TechnolIogi es d iscl osu re
FEC "D",, i nd¢ex.

] state agre~te58%; of t'he it:emized receipts were obta..i~naned from empoyes" in ... CT.5% of LAO .federal donations went t:o races in t:his state.

4 sta te a regate
89% of th tmieeceipts were obtained from employes in C,, C CT, IN and Was., 113%a of' AC federal do.nations went to races 'in these stts(xldsDC)



RIECEIUTS ,AD C LONTR!BUT!O S BY STATE '1978
State Armt, Rec:'d. % to~t.: arnt. Amt. Co ntributed % t ot. amt.

AL $ 200.00 .3 $ 4000.0(C 4%
AK ..... $ 11I00.00O 1%
AZ ....... 1400.00 17.
AR -- $ 300,00 .3%
CA $ 2350.0O 4% $: 4800.0 57.
CO - $ :3500.0 0 3%
CT $36795.00 58% $ 5300.00 57.

-E.. $ 700.00 7 %
£1, $ 1800,00 3%. $ 3850.00 4%

ILh $ :2800.00 37.
IN $1]2! 50.00 19% $ 2.00c 3%,

IA- $750.0 .8%
KS ..... $ 1450.0 1% i
KY ... $ 1500.00O 2%
LA- $ 2825.00n 3%

ME ... $ 750L.00 .8%,
MD : $ n,-5 $ i7o000 2%
MA - $ 200.00 32%

$ 125.0 2% $ 9750.00 10%

MO$30.0;7 $ 1700.002%
NE - $ 200n.0 .2%

NH ... $ 1750 .00.. 2%

OH $ 325.00O .5%, $ 2750,0 #0 34%
- -A $ 35CC0 4%O*

SSC ... $: 5200g.00 5%
so-$ ......,1600.0,e 2%
TN -$ 275: 00 ,3%
TX $ 4 .... .. ... %...
UT¢ ... $ 400o:.00 .4%"
VA --. $ 27 50,.00 3%

-... $ 1 550.:00: 27.,
w ... $ 2100.00 2%.

] ..- ,$ 600.00 ..6'%
-Y..., $ 100.00 .1%

iNT' L. $ 1330.0,0 2%
U' K;40YJ:, $: 175.00 .3%o...

. .. ..... EL0YZS A:L' MOT £ EP~flTTED 'TO PE.S1C.Th, .......... b, ... Y L.,2TqY 0,, OMOT D:DATE, 'fhE
R [CI , ,La OF TfiE i;. b0:kP 'rONS: Unite Techirs!ogie A C, 'Fac s About the.

Com'r,.i t toe": stat es tha-t "f.... . .. unds col, ,cted by the <*mi ttee wi 1 1 be cont r i buted
:to .. rec' ilnt:,a , s. selected ... b\', . the ...... il ',i:p. .. : C o:r..x;.. i... toe in t eir U m i c et on.



UNITED TECHNOLOGIE COTD

9. IPA!RTiCiPATION RATES: In response to Tykes' Research Associates' survey,
April, 1979, United Technologies 1?AC stated that 247. of Its solicited
home office employees responded wit h cotiuin o t=he PAC. All
subsidiaries are solicite with a 16% response rate. Sim~larly, a41
plant locations are Sl ited yilding a response ratre of 9%. TotaL!
priiainby eigible employees Is approximately 11%. 95% of
95% of the corporate officeers and vi¢e-president s di sc losed in the 1978
Standard & Poor,'s R egister partic~ipate in the IAC.. The average con tri-.
bu ton f or the se ndi!vi dual!s i s < 1O7 1.

10. UNITED TECHNOLOGIES CO..........¢NTROLS THE AMO0UNT OF E LQY'EES' DONATIONS:' 87%
of the P'AC's :itemiz:ed contributors holding mid-level managerial and ..
profes si onal posti ons cont ributed i n aonsWi thin the range of
$150-300 137. of the itemi!zed cotiutr n this ocptoa
classification ,contributed In amounts above< th~s range. ThiS inifora-,
ti on was obtained from 1978 Uni ted Technologie:s di sc osure rpts
f i led Wi th the FEC.



WINN-DIXIE STORES, INC.,

14 w>... N iX SOLIC ITS UROTEC TED, CARE ER Eti: LOYEES: rp loyee contr=act s ar erar~e for whi t e- coll ar or ranage ria ier. ployee s; 9/4/79 t epho ne c onver sat ion
wi th N el ill Ier, Consulitan't , De~a rttnent of Labo r, fourme r law professor,

a ssociate with MAC Associates, Washington, D.,(.

2.. ... .....~I AKS 'o~VSIAT ~OhTTE N~MT OF CONTRIBUTORS OR
i4NCHRBTR:There is no indication that Winn-DIxe makes any provision
in the, admlnistratrn, of ,ts LAC to protect the anonymity of contribtors

., ThE .... .. 1'......... ... ............. ' SOURCE Q, FUNDuS IS CAR E i.:l LL VED MA:NACG rhS ANDi ... a :OFES SIQ.O ALS:'

employees; t hese emp~uyees criprise 56L of the I teir~ized contributoras to
the £,L .. Jo ite a1l in9 within thi s ;¢ccup tiunal classification:
Dir Store i lanni n:: Supt

. airy Mnf t g , " Dait a .1 r:ecessi [ng
S rodJuce Oper. Mea .,:ririani ser.

Daa~ ro e s siri Con,. Nerc vha n di set:
": Wa rehous e i ing. Toa M ;g r.

Safe ty , Secur it y & Inas, Tax Of'fi cer
: :a t M.e rch .. Di v., LCon.v ; ro i lr-r

i" :Or senne At tor n y

r' Nktg. i lants

"r '.A r ehou:ing
" : vert i si n

ri 'Work Meth od s
Er ;o - Food
*' intcria1 ,Audi torgs

Livisicn M~gr,
Distri:ct :gr
A cc ~u: tan nt

'Tr aaapcrr tat ion m
Froz,,:n E'o ', ,Buyer
Hanu f actu r ing

Hf, Work 1etheal
Mn f g{. Upetr.
Security Offir
.Urchla s-I ng
Sec u riJt y & Safet y
£to re Supe[,r vi sor

(Ths inforcvation was taken from 1978 'W inn-Sixie MAC reports filed .... ...ith the EECF.)

4. INFoRMIATI O.N IS NOT AVAI LABLE CONCERaNN RESTR'ICTIONS ON SOLIC iTTIONS OF
,SUB:ORD£INATE EM1LOYEES BY SUI-ERVISORS OR OTHER HgH-U.

5. D'iIOYEES ARE/ RES£'O:4DNG WITH CONTRIBUTIONS$ ENTIRELYGIVING: The Following informnation was obandfrom
dieclusure reports filed ,with thte FEC..

Ca tegory

Exc. lerve i

Mid-level rngrs, 60
& pro f s

Lower levelI

0 ne lassi fled,

Z tot.
coot r i buto'rs

33%'

Amoun t o f
Cen t ribhut i on

$85737 .50

$20232 .OG

$ 1050.00

$1]990o0. 0

B.EYO D NOR iAL LOLITICAL
1978 Wino-Di x i e

;% to0t.
amt .

6;8%

1:6%

Ave rage
Cont r!b u t ion

$ 25 2'2:

$ 338

$ 262

167. $ 211i

No.



WINN-DIXIE STORES, INC. ~NT' D.

6. THouGH MANY E21L0YES AR . REPUBLICANIS, W1:NN-DXI CONTRIBUTES THEsMAJORITY OF ITS E24LOYEES' PAC DONATIONS TO DEMOCRATIC CANDIDATES.

breakdnw of 4nnDixfe~s contributions to federal candidates >by H'ouse and
Senat e: (Ifraintaken from FEC "D' Index)

Re pub] !cans

Sen<c atS

Demuc rat s
Republicans

N1o,. Support ed
3 7
19

% tot. cand.,
66%
34...

59%
41%

64%
36%

tAro~tnt E (.onr bution$34850.00
$ 130oo), o

$41842.Oo
$ 21250.00

$ 76692.00
$ 36250 o0.

66%
34%

32%

"7. , I0ST OF THE E~iaLOYEEs' DO'AT1O:S ARE USED FOR FEDE!{AL CA..fr AIGNs IN ()T'.Rki S]TT.S ...Th is i nf u rma tifon wa c omFil1ed fi om I 7 8 W in n-D i x >e disc losu r < reots file-d
With the FEC' and the FLC "U ' In.dex.

I ,state a gre~a ,

79%, of L i & feal c onatir's . .n...rce.i..i.. ttp

23% of L,; L fee,<eral dunatis .went to rac -es in t~h .,se stats.

(-1

70%



fl4- xt T,+ES, INC. CO T.

RECE TS AUh C ONTRI BNTI ONS BY STATE 1 978

S tat e
L'

c.+mt. Re ' d.
$ 12400.00O

:$1t061 9.50
$ 1000.00

KY $ 4O0..00LA $ 3300.00

%tct.
10%

83%

.3%

NC $ 4.550.00

$? 1750.C()+

TX $ 1550.00

UN KN OWdN
1400 0,00i

.Amt. ( on ribu ted

$ 8000.00
.$ 300+C.0

,$ 2500e. C,
,$ 2000 .00o
$ 1000.00O
$ 2000.00O
.$10&GO.CC
$ 35oe .00
$ 200.C'Q
$ 3500.00

$ 550o0,00
$ 3000.0
$ 40O0+0(;
$ 1000., 0

$ 8342.00O
$ 1000.+00
$ 200C .0O0

$ 1+000 .0n¢
$ 30C0diC,

$ 1000.00c

$ 1000.00

$ 10,00.0o7

$ 6 250.0,0(
$ 5750.0
$ 6000.00
$2 '00, 0C
$ 10o0.00
$ 2000 .
$ 500.00
$ 4000.00,

:RECI1+I:L T O;7 THEIR IQ0:bTtONs: Win n-Do i:".... .e do:es not ,permi... ..t Iar t iei pat'ng emp l oyee+ ..s
of the t0:, to earrark( theircntiutos

amt.% ot.
7%

3%
+8%

2%

+8%

2%

S3%

28%

*3%

,8%

.!8%

4:%'



. .- t f t -1 ve na ra1 4 vc r f s i i .. .... r ....... . 'kweeg, S '71 +

t, [ th e c-: i te c tF cor ......... s& c'e ..... 5t rdr ... . . r 't ' " , cg t~ l~~

35% contribte L i n~ a[ mounts aboi) the rnge4  (This insfoirmation was obta~nedfi ,rom
1.978 Winn.$x'ie di~scliosure reports f;iled wit~h t:he FEC.)
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