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Introduction 

Critics of the current system say political campaign contributions from corporations corrode democracy 

when large companies use their vast wealth to influence elected officials to further their own interests.  

Others contend restrictions on contributions by corporations are unconstitutional limits on free speech.  

The latter camp achieved a major victory on Jan. 21, 2010, when in Citizens United vs. the Federal Election 

Commission the U.S. Supreme Court threw out spending limits that had been in place for decades.  

Activist investors have been asking companies to disclose more about their spending on political 

campaigns since 2004, when the Center for Political Accountability began coordinating a campaign for 

voluntary reform.  Social investment firms, public pension funds, religious groups and labor unions have 

pursued their goals of more board oversight and spending disclosure by filing shareholder resolutions 

that investors consider at corporate annual meetings.  The activists are not contesting the legality of 

political contributions by corporations or arguing in favor of their elimination but are instead seeking to 

inject greater oversight, accountability and transparency into the process.  In 2010, average support for 

28 proposals that went to votes reached 30 percent, an unusually high benchmark for dissident 

resolutions, with high votes of 46 percent at Coventry Health Care, 42 percent at Express Scripts, and 

more than 41 percent at both CVS Caremark and Sprint Nextel.  Another 12 proposals were withdrawn 

after companies reached accords with activists to disclose more about their political spending and put in 

place better governance of it. 

Even as companies have responded with increasing alacrity to requests for changes in their oversight and 

reporting about political spending, unprecedented amounts of money are flowing into U.S. elections.  One 

recent estimate from a Washington insider says $3 billion may be spent, from all sources, in the 2010 

election cycle.1   News reports show spending by companies has increased and may play a crucial role in 

the election, but the full impact will become clear only after the dust settles in November and beyond.   

 This study therefore takes a closer look at the nature and extent of the voluntary governance reforms 

companies have made, using a broad definition of άpolitical spending,έ to see if these practices affect 

their political spending. It is both non-partisan and non-advocacy, favoring no political party nor taking 

sides in the debate over the legitimacy of corporate spending. Rather, it attempts to provide advocates, 

policy makers, corporate decision makers, shareowners and commentators a set of baseline facts to 

which they can apply their own analyses. 

Structure of this report:  The findings from {ƛнΩǎ research appear first, showing the results from a careful 

examination of what S&P 500 companies say publicly, results from an August 2010 survey sent to all 500 

companies, and federal and state campaign contribution data.  A summary of the findings and survey 

research is followed by a more detailed presentation of the underlying research.  Two case studies and a 

short primer on avenues for political spending follow.  The report also includes additional background 

explaining the context for the research: the shareholder resolution campaign, U.S. campaign finance law 

and proposed Congressional action that suggests the shape of possible new laws.     

                                                             
1 Washington Analysis LLC conference call on Sept. 27, 2010, with Evan Tracey, Campaign Media Analysis Group, Kantar Media. 
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Key Findings 

¶ Nearly 80 percent of the S&P 500 companies have disclosed political campaign spending policies.  

However, only a distinct minority has stand-alone policies that are easily found on company 

websites, with clear descriptions for how spending occurs and who oversees it.  Most often, 

companies include a short statement in their code of conduct about political contributions, 

providing little information about how spending decisions are made and overseen, and by whom.  

The public language companies use to describe their political spending is usually not precise, 

particularly with regard to indirect spending.    

¶ Less than one-quarter of S&P 500 companies require their boards to oversee political spending; 

nearly all such oversight is confined to the largest companies.  But just over half of the top 100 

companies have board oversight, which may be a leading indicator.  Health Care companies are 

the most likely to involve their boards in oversight; firms least likely to have oversight are in the 

Consumer Discretionary sector (including Autos, Consumer Durables & Apparel, Consumer 

Services, and Media & Retailing).  This is especially telling since health care reform was one of 

the most hotly contested issues in the last election cycle and contentiously debated in Congress 

leading up to passage of health care reform legislation in March 2010. 

¶ Just over half of all large companies provide some information on which company officers make 

spending decisions, but Financials firms provide the least amount of information.  This is of 

particular note since financial reform was another high-stakes debate waged in Washington 

leading to enactment of sweeping reforms in July 2010. Management transparency is most 

common among Consumer Staples companies (Food & Staples Retailing; Food, Beverage & 

Tobacco; and Household & Personal Products). 

¶ Nearly 60 percent of the largest U.S. companies spend shareholder money from the corporate 

treasury on political campaigns and two-thirds have political action committees that spend 

money contributed by corporate executives.  Utilitiesτamongst the most highly regulated 

industriesτare more likely than any other sector to support candidates, parties and interest 

ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜǎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ 

spend in these categories.   

¶ Only 100 companies in the S&P 500 do not appear to have spent any money in political 

campaignsτeither from the corporate treasury or via PACsτin the last four election cycles. 

¶ Only 52 companies have indicated they do not use άindependent expendituresέ to advocate for 

or against the election of candidates, although they now may do so at all levels of government 

because of the Citizens United decision.  Only seven companies mention this method of 

spending in their stated policies; information on the rest comes from research conducted by Si2 

and the Center for Political Accountability. 

¶ Only 14 percent of the S&P 500 has stated policies on indirect political spending funded by 

companies through their contributions to trade associations and non-profit interest groups.  

Financials firms are notably less likely than other sectors to say anything about indirect spending, 

a growing area of concern for some investors others worried about the impact and funding 

sources for well-endowed non-profit groups active in the current election. 
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¶ More than 80 percent of the S&P 500 companies do not provide information on what they 

spend and almost all companies that report are at the top end of the revenue scale.  One-third 

of Health Care companies disclose spending but only about 10 percent do in three other 

sectorsτFinancials, Telecoms and Consumer Discretionary.  

¶ The jury is still out on whether increased board oversight puts any brake on spending, but it 

clearly encourages disclosure of what companies do spend.  Further research looking at 

spending by unit of revenue is needed to establish clear connections between governance and 

the amounts companies spend in political campaigns, as well as whether greater oversight helps 

ŀƭƛƎƴ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƘŀǊŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ōŜǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΦ 

¶ For the companies that acknowledge ǊŜǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ {ǳǇǊŜƳŜ /ƻǳǊǘΩǎ Citizens United 

decision, it appears the ruling has had little influence on their spending policies, at least for now.     
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Research Approach 

Si2 examined the practices of companies in the S&P 500 index as of July 1, 2010, seeking to determine: 

¶ How companies decide whether to contribute to candidates and assess the strategic value of 
contributions and their overall political spending programs;  

¶ Who makes spending decisions (at both the board and management level); 

¶ What process companies follow to make these decisions; 

¶ What controls exist to ensure these decisions reflect the best interests of companies and their 
shareholders; and 

¶ Corporate reporting practices.   

The Center for Political Accountability (CPA) and its allies contend that political spending should be 

incorporated into enterprise risk management, and that boards must be involved in oversight to ensure 

their companies are accountable to investors.  Working with the Conference Board, the Center has 

developed a handbook of best practices that will be released shortly.   Si2 reviewed a pre-publication 

draft of the handbook in summer 2010 and conducted preliminary research to determine the extent to 

which companies conform to the ƘŀƴŘōƻƻƪΩǎ standards.  In August we also conducted an online survey, 

with email and telephone follow-up, to gather additional information.    

The results of our findings are presented in this report, with a comparison of the data by industry sector 

and revenue tier.  We used the following economic sectors established by the Global Industry 

Classification Standard (GICS):2 

¶ Energy 

¶ Materials 

¶ Industrials (including the industries of Capital Goods; Commercial & Professional Services; and 
Transportation) 

¶ Consumer Discretionary (Automobiles & Components; Consumer Durables & Apparel; Consumer 
Services; and Media & Retailing) 

¶ Consumer Staples (Food & Staples Retailing; Food, Beverage & Tobacco; and Household & 
Personal Products) 

¶ Health Care (Health Care Equipment & Services and Pharmaceuticals, Biotechnology & Life 
Sciences) 

¶ Financials (Banks; Diversified Financials; Insurance; and Real Estate) 

¶ Information Technology (Software & Services; Technology Hardware & Equipment; and 
Semiconductors & Semiconductor Equipment) 

¶ Telecommunication Services 

¶ Utilities 

                                                             
2
¢ƘŜ DL/{ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ōȅ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ϧ tƻƻǊΩǎ ŀƴŘ a{/L Barra.  See http://www.standardandpoors.com/indices/gics/en/us 
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Si2 used a very basic revenue analysis, dividing up the companies into five blocks of 100 grouped by the 

revenue reported in their most recent annual financial statements, which makes clear the huge size of 

these companies and their substantial resources.  The revenue range for the tiers was as follows: 

¶ Tier 1: $405 billion to $21.7 billion  

¶ Tier 2: $20.9 billion to $9.4 billion 

¶ Tier 3: $9.3 billion to $5.0 billion 

¶ Tier 4: $4.9 billion to $2.8 billion 

¶ Tier 5: $2.79 billion to $550 million 

Baseline Data Collected 

Si2 tried to discern the broad picture of corporate involvement in campaign spending, including any 

form of support for entities active in political campaigns, not just direct contributions to candidates or 

parties.  We did not examine lobbying, which is highly regulated, although corporations often mention 

this when they discuss campaign contributions.  {ǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /t!Ωǎ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ мул large 

publicly traded U.S. companies,3 which it shared with us, we expanded to the entire S&P 500 index, 

trying to answer the following questions: 

Policy and decision-makers 

¶ Whether the company has a policy.  We considered companies to have a policy if they 

mentioned anything about spending money in the political arena:  either through a political 

action committee (PAC) or from corporate treasury funds (άcorporate contributionsέ).   

¶ Whether the company discloses which of its officials are responsible for political spending 

decisions, including the titles of the officials and any details on their position within the 

ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŎƘŀƛƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘΦ 

¶ Whether the board is explicitly charged with oversight of political spending practices, and, if so, 

whether a specific committee is identified and how often ƛǘ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ 

practices. 

Methods of Giving 

We considered two methods through which money from companies or their executives may make its 

way either directly or indirectly into the campaign coffers of political candidates and groups: 

¶ If the company has a political action committee and its name. 

¶ If the company contributes corporate treasury funds for any political activities   

Recipients of campaign contributions 

For each of the companies, Si2 reviewed two public databases that aggregate information on political 

spending.  The Center for Responsive Politics (www.opensecrets.org) collects and reports on federal PAC 

                                                             
3 ¢ƘŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ рл άPolitical Transparency & !ŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ wŜǇƻǊǘǎέ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎŜŘ ƻƴ 
its website at http://www.politicalaccountability.net.   

http://www.opensecrets.org/
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spending reported to the Federal Election Commission (FEC).  The National Institute on Money in State 

Politics (www.followthemoney.org) aggregates data reported to state disclosure agencies about campaign 

spending.   Si2 also looked at the information provided by CƻƴƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ vǳŀǊǘŜǊƭȅΩǎ CQ Moneyline 

website (http://moneyline.cq.com), which reports on a broad range of political spending including 

contributions to political committees organized under Section 527 of the U.S. tax code.4  CQ Moneyline 

makes available its proprietary database of campaign spending information via subscription, but we 

relied only on what is available to the public free of charge.   

Using these sources, Si2 determined whether each company contributed to recipients in the following 

categories: 

¶ Federal Level ς via PACs or independent expenditures, including 

o Candidates and 

o Political parties  

¶ State Level ς via PACs, corporate contributions or independent expenditures, including 

o Political committees (ά527sέ), 

o Ballot measure committees and 

o State judicial candidates. 

Indirect Giving  

Two types of tax-exempt groups play important roles in campaign finance.  Trade associations (with 

non-profit status under section 501(c)6 of the tax code) and social welfare organizations (with non-profit 

status under section 501(c)4 of the tax code5) both receive money from companies. Investor activists 

want companies to disclose how much of their contributions these groups are used for political 

expenditures, since there are no requirements for disclosure; they argue the contributions pose risks to 

companies.6  We therefore examined the following:    

¶ If the company has articulated a policy about its payments to these groups. 

¶ If a company lists the groups it supports. 

¶ If a company discloses the political expenditure portion of its contributions. 

                                                             
4 So-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άрнт ƎǊƻǳǇǎέ ŀǊŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƴƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘƳŜƴǘ ƻǊ ŘŜŦŜŀǘ ƻŦ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ 
public office.  See 26 U.S.C. § 527. 

5 ¢ƘŜ Lw{ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ рлмόŎύп ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ŀǊŜ άƻǇŜǊŀǘŜŘ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜΦέ  {ǳch an organization άmust 
operate primarily to further the common good and general welfare of the people of the community (such as by bringing about 
ŎƛǾƛŎ ōŜǘǘŜǊƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎύΧΦ{ŜŜƪƛƴƎ legislation germane to the organization's programs is a permissible means 
of attaining social welfare purposes. Thus, a section 501(c)4 social welfare organization may further its exempt purposes 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƭƻōōȅƛƴƎ ŀǎ ƛǘǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƧŜƻǇŀǊŘƛȊƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ŜȄŜƳǇǘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΦέ  .ǳǘ ƛǘ άƳŀȅ ōŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ 
notice to itǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŘǳŜǎ ǇŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƭƻōōȅƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻǊ Ǉŀȅ ŀ ǇǊƻȄȅ ǘŀȄΦέ  Lƴ 
ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ά¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎŀƳpaigns 
on behalf of or in opposition to any candidate for public office. However, a section 501(c)4 social welfare organization may 
ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǎƻ ƭƻƴƎ ŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛǘǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦέ   
See http://www.irs.gov/charities/nonprofits/article/0,,id=96178,00.html. 

6 Bruce F. Freed and Jamie Carroll, Hidden Rivers: How Trade Associations Conceal Corporate Political Spending and Its Threat to 
Shareholders, Center for Political Accountability, 2006.  Available at 
http://www.politicalaccountability.net/index.php?ht=a/GetDocumentAction/i/932 

http://www.followthemoney.org/
http://moneyline.cq.com/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Internal_Revenue_Code
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/26/527.html
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Independent Expenditures   

Citizens United removed all limits on the amounts that may be spent by companies or other groups to 

advocate for or against the election of specific candidates to political office at any level of government in 

the United States.  These άindependent expendituresέ may not be coordinated with a candidate but can 

have a substantial impact on the course of a campaign, so the decision opens up a potential flood of 

new cash in federal elections, where such spending previously was forbidden.  (State election law varies, 

as the background section makes clear on p. 72).  We therefore looked for any mention of this approach 

in company policies.     

Spending Disclosure 

¶ If a company discloses any political campaign spending on its website.  Federal PACs and 

lobbying expenditures must be disclosed by law, and Si2 considered companies had disclosed 

only if they provided data for corporate spending and/or links to the Federal Election 

Commission for PAC reports. 

Si2 Survey 

After gathering the data noted above for all 500 firms, Si2 compiled preliminary profiles and sent them 

to each of the companies to confirm the collected information, along with a survey that sought 

additional information in several areas.   

Si2 asked companies about indirect spending: 

¶ How valuable they think political spending by trade associations and other tax-exempt politically 

active groups is to their firm and industry. 

¶ Whether a company monitors how its payments to trade associations and other politically active 

tax-exempt groups are spent for political purposes, and if the company communicates with 

these groups about their political spending. 

On decision-making, Si2 asked for: 

¶ Additional details on who at a company recommends, approves and reviews political spending 

decisions, in the following categories: 

o Full board 

o Board committee 

o CEO 

o Senior management (VP, director or above) 

o Line management 

o Internal legal counsel 

o External legal counsel 

o Public or government affairs/public relations department  

¶ Whether a company requires contributions to be justified with a business case, if it conducts a 

risk assessment (regarding legal, reputational or other factors) before making contributions, if it 
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examines the implications for different stakeholders (e.g., employees, investors or customers) of 

contributions, and if it documents the reasoning for individual contributions. 

With respect to review and oversight, Si2 asked: 

¶ How often ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ŀƴŘ ōȅ 

management; 

¶ Which board level committee is involved in political spending oversight; 

¶ Whether decisions include internal ƭŜƎŀƭ ŎƻǳƴǎŜƭΩǎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ on policy and/or on individual 

spending decisions, and if a company retains outside counsel or consultants to help analyze the 

ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ; and 

¶ If the company formally evaluates the effectiveness of its spending policy. 

Finally, Si2 asked companies about the impact of the Citizens United decision: 

¶ If the company has made any changes to its policies or practices in the wake of the decision, or 

if it may do so in the future and 

¶ If the company is making, or plans to make, independent expenditures, and why or why not. 

Response to the survey:  Companies remain wary of discussing their policies and providing information 

beyond what they have already chosen to disclose on their websites.  A total of 40 companies provided 

information in response to the request for information and not all respondents replied to all questions.  

The sample size is small, but comments provided by respondents add useful detail to the overall findings 

ǿŜ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǳǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΦ  /ƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ are in the top two 

revenue tiers were most likely to respond, but a number of smaller firms did, as well.  Two-thirds of 

those that provided detailed information asked that their responses be kept confidential, and Si2 agreed 

to identify these firms only by revenue band and industry sector.  The 11 firms that provided detailed 

public responses were: Air Products, Alcoa, American Electric Power, Campbell Soup, Coca-Cola, 

Microsoft, Pfizer, Procter & Gamble, Tellabs and Visa.  SI2 thanks them for their willingness to disclose 

and recognizes their contribution in aiding to the objective information available in the public debate 

about campaign finance. Any other statements attributed to individual companies in this report come 

from information they have posted on their websites. 

Further Review of Disclosed Decision-Making and Oversight 

Given the modest response to the survey, we augmented the initial baseline data described above by 

carefully parsing the information companies publicly disclose about their decision-making processes.  Si2 

identified (as noted above in the survey description) the types of corporate officials involved in the 

proposal, approval and review stages of political spending, captured the language companies use to 

describe this process, noted the frequency of board and management review (semi-annual, annual or 

other), and examined the reasoning companies give for spending money in political campaigns.  Si2 

found information on at least some of these questions available at 370 of the 500 companies, although 

some disclose far more than others.  The resulting dataset enabled us to reach many of the key 

governance conclusions in this report. 
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Findings 

{ƛнΩǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦƻǳƴŘ most companies in the S&P 500 disclose something 

about political spending, a minority has board oversight of their political activity, and an even smaller 

number disclose to investors and the public how much they spend.  More than 10 percent, or 52 

companies, say they do not use the άindependent expendituresέ that now can be spent on 

advertisements in federal campaigns in the wake of the Citizens United Supreme Court decision in 

January 2010. That can be seen either as a small number, or material movement in just a few months.    

Investor activists have devoted considerable effort to encourage more board oversight and disclosure of 

both direct and indirect company political spending, and a growing number of companies have 

responded to the requests.  But this report suggests the jury is still out on whether increased 

governance affects the level of spending, although it clearly encourages more transparency.       

Survey findings on Citizens United impactτSentiment about the impact of Citizens United on 
corporate spending policies was nearly unanimous; 24 of 27 companies responding on this question 
said their firms had made no changes to their policies.  Microsoft said that after the decision, it 
άǊŜŀŦŦƛǊƳŜŘ ƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŦǊŀƛƴ ŦǊƻƳΧŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴs to non-candidate or non-party political 
ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜǎΦέ  hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ōƛƎƎŜǎǘ ōŀƴƪǎ ǎŀƛŘ ƛǘǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŦǳƴƴŜƭƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ ƛǘǎ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƛǘǎ t!/ άƘŀǎ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ōǳǘ ƛǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀƴƴǳŀƭƭȅέ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ 
of courseΦ  ! ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ŦƛǊƳ ǎŀƛŘ ƛǘǎ ōƻŀǊŘ ǘƻƻƪ ŀ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ōǳǘ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ άǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ƳŀƪŜΣ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅΣ ŀƴȅ 
independent expenditures or electioneering communications to advocate the election or defeat of a 
ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻǊ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜΦέ   

We also asked companies more specifically if they plan to make independent expenditures now or in 
the future; none said this was under current consideration.  One of the biggest chemical companies 
ǎŀƛŘ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ άŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ƻǳǊ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻƴ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ǳƴŎƘŀƴƎŜŘΦέ  ! 
drug company reports it still prefers to make contributions directly to candidates.  A firm active in the 
ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ǎŀƛŘ ƛǘ άƘŀǎ ƴƻ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛǘǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ 
federal candidates and parties from its PAC and contributions to state political parties from its 
treasury.   

Others left the door cracked slightly open to consider changes, though.  Procter & Gamble ǎŀƛŘ άǘƘŜ 
legal, regulatory and political environment surrounding the Citizens United decision is still largely 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎΣέ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ǎŀƛŘ ƛǘ άƘŀǎ ƴƻ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ŦǳƴŘǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻǊ ƻǇǇƻǎŜ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜǎ 
for federal office, nor to make contributƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƻ Řƻ ǎƻ ƻƴ ƻǳǊ ōŜƘŀƭŦΦέ  ! ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ 
ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ǎŀƛŘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘǎ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ άǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘΦέ  ¢ǿƻ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŎŀƳŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǾŜǊȅ 
different companies: Campbell Soup ǎŀƛŘΣ άOur company has not made, and has no plans to make 
independent expenditures in the foreseeable future. However, we reserve the right to do so 
consistent with our published Corporate Political Accountability guidelines and applicable state and 
ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿΦέ  {ǘǊƛƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ Ŏŀǳǘƛƻǳǎ ƴƻǘŜΣ Alcoa wrote: 

Although it is highly unlikely we would make independent expenditures, as a matter of prudence, we 
would not make a categorical statement that we would never do so in the future. We do not anticipate 
any changes in our policy prohibiting corporate expenditures to support or oppose political candidates 
resulting from the Citizens United case.   
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Policies on spending are common:  A substantial majority of S&P 500 firms have said something about 

political spending.  Policies are particularly likely to exist at the very largest companies, whatever the 

economic sector.  But the nature and specificity of these policies vary widely.  The language companies 

use to describe political spending often obfuscates the bottom lineτwhich is that the vast majority of all 

big companies contribute in some fashion to candidates or groups that are active in political campaigns.   

Acknowledging the confusing nature of discourse about άpolitical spendingέ by companies, a bank 

government relations officer observed in response to our survey, άIt would help if there was better 

definition of the various elements of corporate involvement in campaigns, elections, the public debate, 

ƭƻōōȅƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀŘǾƻŎŀŎȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭΩ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ {ƻƳŜ 

people think voter registration appeals are political.έ  He expressed hope that studies such as this one 

άcan lead to better clarity about how and what corporations do directly and indirectly in public affairs.έ 

Companies that άdo not spendέ sometimes do:  Forty companies say they do not make contributions.  

Their prohibitions vary; some say simply that they do not give political contributions, without any 

elaboration.  Others prohibit specific classes of recipientsτmost commonly candidates or parties.  Some 

also include prohibitions on unspecified άindirectέ types of contributions, without elaborating on what 

this includes.  Indirect spending can occur through trade associations, political committees or other tax-

exempt άsocial welfareέ organizations, as noted above.  Only one company has an explicit prohibition on 

contributions for 501(c)4 groups, which are playing a major role in the 2010 election cycle; the 

Washington Post reported in early October that overall interest group spending is up five-fold compared 

to the 2006 mid-term election.7   

Pledges not to give do not necessarily means companies abstain from contributing.  Seventeen 

companies that say they do not spend have PACs, for example.  Other contradictions exist, as well. For 

example, the National Institute on Money in State Politics reports that Cabot Oil & Gas gave $1,000 to 

Governor Bobby Jindal (R) in Louisiana in 2009, a year he was not running for office, but the company 

says, άIt is against Company policy to use Company funds or other assets to make political contributions 

to, or to otherwise benefit, candidates for political office or to officeholders. This policy applies even in 

states where the law may permit corporate political contributions. Likewise, Company assets, facilities 

and personnel may not be used for any political purposes.έ   

Policies aside, one-fifth of all the companies we examined do not appear to contribute to political 

campaigns; most of these abstainers are in the bottom 40 percent of the index, when measured by 

revenue.   

Why companies give:  Just under one-third of the companies that do contribute provide their investors 

and the public with explanations for why they give and explain what factors they consider when 

                                                             

7 ¢Φ²Φ CŀǊƴŀƳ ŀƴŘ 5ŀƴ 9ƎƎŜƴΣ άLƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ-Group Spending for Midterm up Fivefold from 2006; Many Sources SecretΣέ 
Washington Post, October 3, 2010, at http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2010/10/03/AR2010100303664.html?hpid=topnews&sid=ST2010100303814.  
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deciding to support individual candidates.  A minority provides broad philosophical reasons for political 

giving.  Nineteen reason that they must give as part of their obligations as participants in democratic 

society, while six of this group and 14 more also say they spend to promote the free enterprise system 

or a pro-business ethos in government.  Companies rarely spell out what they mean by this broad 

language, although 30 describe their views on particular subjects.  Out of the 130 companies that offer 

spending rationales, just 40 list the criteria they use to pick candidates for support.  By far the most 

common reason they cite is proximityτwhether the company has operations in the electoral district in 

play.  Other key strategic reasons companies cite for supporting candidates are if he or she sits on a 

legislative committee with 

jurisdiction over issues that affect 

ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜΩǎ ǾƻǘƛƴƎ 

record and his or her party 

leadership position.   

άGrassrootsέ action:  A small 

number of companies include public 

mention of the ways in which they 

try to mobilize άgrassrootsέ support 

or opposition from employees and 

others in favor of company concerns.  

It includes company-guided 

employee action based on specific 

instructions on how to contact 

legislators as concerned members of 

the public.  A few shareholder 

resolutions in 2010 tried to raise this 

point, but were turned back when 

the Securities and Exchange 

Commission said the proposals were 

too vague in describing what they 

meant by άgrassroots lobbying.έ  

(See p. 74 for more on these 

resolutions.)    

Governance 

Board oversight:  Only 113 of the S&P 500 have in place formal board oversight of political spending.  

Nearly all of this scrutiny from boards is confined to the very largest companies, which have received the 

most pressure for change in the last six years of shareholder resolutions.  Those in the Health Care 

sector are most likely to have board oversight (36 percent do), while Consumer Discretionary companies 

are the least likely (only 12 percent do).   

Survey findingsτAbout half of the survey respondents 
provided details on spending justifications. Nearly all said that 
contributions have to be justified with a business case (15 out 
of 19), and that decision-makers conduct a risk assessment 
(which may consider legal, reputational and other factors) 
before contributing (15 out of 17 who responded on this 
point).  Examining the implications for different stakeholders 
also seems to be part of the process; 14 out of 16 firms said 
they consider the impacts on employees, investors and 
customers.   

Yet when it comes to documenting reasons for contributions, 
only five companies out of 14 who replied to this question said 
they did so.  Coca-Cola is one of them, but made clear it is 
ǳƴƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǎƘŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΥ  ά²Ŝ ƻŦǘŜƴ Řƻ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ 
decision-making underlying our Company's politically-oriented 
spending to ensure that such spending is compliant with 
applicable law. Such documentation typically is generated by 
Company counsel and subject to the attorney-client legal 
ǇǊƛǾƛƭŜƎŜΦέ  Campbell Soup, which does not give to candidates 
ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ άƴƻ Ǉƭŀƴǎέ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǊǘΣ ǎŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
its federal PAC contributions are well documented.  Further, 
ά²ƘƛƭŜ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŀ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ 
business case, all our contributions, both corporate and PAC, 
include business considerations and justifications as a matter 
of standard operatiƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜΦέ  AEP explains that its giving 
ǘƻ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜǎ ƛǎ άōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƻǳǊ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ 
ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜ ƻǊ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƘƻƭŘŜǊΦέ 
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Nearly all board action on political spending consists of reviewing policy and/or receiving reports on 

what management has already spent.  A few boards set budget limits for spending and some also 

approve contributions.  For the companies that do 

conduct reviews, half say they look at the issue annually 

and eight exceptional companies conduct semi-annual 

reviews; one-third do not say how often they examine the 

issue.   

Management:  A somewhat slim majority of companies 

(57 percent) identify the types of officers involved in 

political spending decision-making.  This is more likely to 

occur among the largest companies (where it happen 

three-quarters of the time), but it is still not uncommon 

even among the smaller companiesτjust fewer than 40 

percent of the bottom revenue tier also identifies officers.  

Sector variations are minimal, but the best disclosers are 

Consumer Staples companies and the worst are Financials. 

Policies list internal legal officers, miscellaneous senior 

managers and public affairs or government relations 

personnel as those most commonly involved in political 

spending decisions.  External legal counsel becomes 

involved in the process only rarely (this is mentioned by 

only 5 percent of those who identify officers). 

Types of Spending 

Methods:  Two-thirds of S&P 500 companies have a 

political action committee; the largest are particularly 

likely to have a PAC (90 percent of the S&P 100 do).  

Companies often discuss their PAC spending in the same 

breath that they mention corporate spending, although 

investor activists focused on spending transparency 

concentrate on following treasury money, a much deeper 

well of resources and one they can argue is particularly 

subject to accountability obligations since this is 

shareholder money.  It can be difficult to independently 

determine if a company spends from the treasury or just 

through its PAC, given the ways in which campaign 

spending is reported at the state and local level, although 

all direct contributions to federal candidates can come 

only from PACs.  (This stricture remains despite Citizens 

United, although companies now can fund ads that benefit 

Independent expenditures:  New 
research compiled by the Center for 
Political Accountability and Si2 shows 
that 52 companies have committed not 
to use corporate funds for independent 
expenditures, and a few companies say 
their policies on this tactic are under 
review.  But the practices of fully 87 
percent of S&P 500 companies remain 
unclear or unknown.  Minnesota 
disclosure requirements have 
uncovered such spending by Target, 
Best Buy and 3M, but it is very likely 
that many more companies are using 
this approach, particularly in a once-
removed fashion facilitated by trade 
associations and social welfare 
organizations.  Just one of the 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ {ƛнΩǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ 
yet to use independent expenditures 
but may do so through its trade 
associations.  The oil company said that 
it does not encourage trade group 
political spending, but added: 

in light of Citizens United, trade 
associations now have the ability to 
engage in candidate independent 
expenditures. If a trade association 
proposed to engage in independent 
expenditures the company, to the 
extent it was in a position to reasonably 
influence the process, would seek to 
have the trade association only engage 
in positive campaigns (i.e., in support of 
a specific candidate and not negative 
campaigns opposing a specific 
candidate), and also would encourage 
the trade association to use funds other 
than dues or membership fees so that 
only members wishing to participate in 
funding the expenditure would do so. 
The trade association would be 
expected to comply with all laws and 
reporting applicable to the 
expenditures. 
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or attack these candidates.)  Sifting through available evidence suggests that just fewer than 60 percent 

of the S&P 500 appear to spend from their treasuries in political campaigns.   

Recipients:  Companies are most likely to give directly to candidates, either via company PACs at the 

federal level or through a mixture of PAC and corporate money in state and local races; just over three-

Survey findingsτSi2 asked company officials if they thought political spending by their trade 
associations and by other politically active tax-exempt groups was beneficial to their companies and 
industry.  Nearly two-thirds of respondents to this question (17 out of 27) either agreed or strongly 
agreed in the case of trade groups.  But officials were considerably less sure about how helpful 
political spending from other groups is; nearly all (23 out of 27) were either unsure or disagreed 
ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳΦ 

A solid majority of survey respondents (two-thirds in each case) said that for trade groups they both 
monitor how their payments are used for political purposes as well as communicate with them about 
the spending.  Just one company, a leading pharmaceutical firm, said it did so with respect to both 
types of groups, however, noting, 

We do not have a company policy on monitoring and communications, but monitoring and 
communications do occur between the leadership of our federal affairs DC office and the trade 
association or other groups, as well as from the Senior Director of State Government Affairs with state 
affiliated organizations or state branches of national organizations.  

At Campbell Soup, ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘΣ άWe have no specific policies, but we do monitor their 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜǎ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ǘǊŀŘŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦέ  Lƴ 
similar fashion, Alcoa ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎΣ άWe monitor on an annual basis the portion of our dues to trade 
associations that are attributable to political lobbying and we post that information on our website. 
²Ŝ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜ ƻǳǊ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜ ōŜƭƻƴƎΦέ  Pfizer goes 
one step further, ƴƻǘƛƴƎΣ ά²Ŝ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎŜ ƻƴ tŦƛȊŜǊΦŎƻƳ ŀƴȅ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ǘǊŀŘŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŘǳŜǎ 
ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎΦΦΦǿŜ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǎƛȄ ƳƻƴǘƘǎΦέ  Bemis, which eschews all political giving 
ŦǊƻƳ t!/ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŜŀǎǳǊȅΣ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŀȅǎ ƛǘǎ άƳƻƴƛǘƻǊǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀnces of inadvertent indirect 
ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎΦέ  

Air Products, which gives only through its PAC, plans to step up its monitoring of trade associations 
that use independent expenditures: 

Starting in January 2011 or before Air Products plans to communicate with its Business and Trade 
Associations that are known to report non deductible dues income to its members, that no Air 
Products corporate treasury funds are to be used for political purposesτto directly or indirectly 
advocate the support or defeat of any candidate for elected office.    Dues payments for purposes of 
lobbying will continue to be a permissible activity by the company. 

hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǳǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǳǎŜǎ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ άTrade associations and other 
groups are directed to segregate funds such that our membership dues etc. are not used for political 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦέ  ! ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ŀƎǊŜŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ ǘǊŀŘŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ t!/ǎ 
ƘŜƭǇ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜ ƻǳǊ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅϥǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎέ ōǳǘ ǎŀȅǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ άǇǊƻƘƛōƛǘǎ ŀƴȅ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛts dues to be 
ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎΦέ 

While noting that it keeps track of what its trade groups do, American Electric Power ǎŀƛŘΣ άAEP is 
aware of how trade associations it contributes to are involved politically and recognizes that we will 
not alwayǎ ōŜ ƛƴ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ŜǾŜǊȅ ƛǎǎǳŜΦ ²Ŝ ōŀǎŜ ƻǳǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦέ 
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ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ϧt рлл ƎƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜǎΣ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ {ƛнΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ Řŀǘŀ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊ 

for Responsive Politics and the National Institute on Money in State Politics.  Companies spend to a 

lesser extent on political parties (57 percent do so), and just half give to political committees organized 

under Section 527 of the tax code.  Ballot initiatives bring up the rear, being supported by just 44 

percent of companies.   

Two sectors stand out, for opposite reasons.  Utilities firms are the most likely to support candidates, 

parties and committees and the second most likely sector to support ballot initiatives.  In contrast, 

Information Technology companies are the least likely to give money to candidates, parties and 

committees, and also the second least likely to support ballot measures.   

The differences in spending between the largest and smallest 100 companies in the index are least 

dramatic for candidates and much more substantial for other categories of recipients, particularly ballot 

measures, where just 17 percent of the bottom revenue tier gives, compared to 78 percent in the S&P 

100. 

Indirect spending:  Only 14 percent of the S&P 500 index companies have stated policies on their 

relationships with trade associations and other politically active tax-exempt groups; almost all of these 

are in the top 200.  Financials firms are notably less likely to have trade group policies, while Consumer 

Staples companies are the most likely to have them. 

Even in the relatively uncommon cases where companies disclose policies about tax-exempt groups 

(trade and other groups), they set widely varying reporting thresholds.  Only three companies appear to 

disclose all their relationships and spending, most set triggers of total contributions at $50,000 or 

$25,000, and a few say they will only report on groups that receive from them at least $100,000.  The 

question of what constitutes appropriate and meaningful disclosure for trade group giving therefore 

appears to be far from settled, and may warrant further scrutiny.  In all, only 9 percent of the S&P 500 

makes public what they contribute to tax-exempt groups of any stripe. 

While little is known about how much corporate money is going into the current election, news reports 

suggest that some companies may be playing an important role.  The changes in campaign finance law in 

the wake of Citizens United make it impossible to track how much companies are giving, however, as The 

New York Times pointed out in a mid-September analysis of ad purchases.8  Democrats concerned that 

their opponents are using non-profit groups to inappropriately conceal donors filed a complaint with the 

Internal Revenue Service on October 4, 2010, contending that American Crossroads Grassroots Policy 

Strategies, an organization set up by Republican strategist Karl Rove, is violating the terms of its non-

profit statusΦ  ! ǎǇƻƪŜǎƳŀƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǘƻƭŘ ¦tL ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŀƛƴǘ ƛǎ άōŀǎŜƭŜǎǎΦέ 9   

Spending disclosure overall:  Fully 83 percent of the index does not report on its political spending.  

Almost all companies that report are at the top end of the revenue scale; almost none on the bottom 

                                                             
8 aƛŎƘŀŜƭ [ǳƻΣ άDΦhΦtΦ !ƭƭƛŜǎ 5ǊƛǾŜ !Ř {ǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ 5ƛǎǇŀǊƛǘȅΣέ The New York Times, September 13, 2010, at 
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/09/14/us/politics/14money.html?_r=1&scp=16&sq=corporate campaign contributions&st=cse.  
9 άLw{ /ƻƳǇƭŀƛƴǘ CƛƭŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ wƻǾŜ DǊƻǳǇΣέ United Press International, October 5, 2010, at 
http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2010/10/05/IRS-complaint-filed-against-Rove-group/UPI-57511286325674/. 
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end report, even though these smaller companies still spend in most categories.  Companies that report 

on the amounts they give typically do so only for corporate treasury contributions, although sometimes 

they include PAC spending in their reports.  They usually do not list on their websites any disclosures 

related to lobbying expenditures, which they must report to the Senate Office of Public Records.  One-

third of the companies in the Health Care and Consumer Staples sectors report on their spending, but 

only about 10 percent do among Financials, Telecommunications Services and Consumer Discretionary 

companies.     

Relationship between Governance and Spending Patterns 

One presumption of at least some campaign finance reformers and many investor activists concerned 

with the subject is that more oversight and disclosure of company spending will produce not just more 

accountability to shareowners.  The idea is that additional transparency also may apply at least some 

brake on the ever-increasing amount of money funneled into political campaigns.  That may be 

debatable; it could just as easily increase political spending.  Nonetheless, that is the dominant belief 

amongst those campaigning for transparency. To determine whether there is any evidence for this 

presumption, we looked at the ways in which companies spend money alongside their governance and 

disclosure practices.   

 

Since larger companies have more to spend and are more likely to have oversight, it should come as no 

surprise that we found they do spend in more categories than those that have no oversight.  In every 

category of spending we examined, the oversight companies were more likely to contribute.  This 

undercuts somewhat the presumption that more sunshine may curb expenditures.  In fact, more stated 
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oversight seems to have very little impact at all on where companies spend money.  But when 

companies also disclose their spending, they are slightly less likely to support candidates and slightly less 

likely to give from the treasury compared to the index as a whole, as the table illustrates.   

Looking at the data another way does suggest a clear relationship between disclosure, oversight and 

transparency, however.  Companies that report on their spending are three times more likely to have 

board oversight than the overall index and considerably more likely to disclose which officers make 

spending decisions (83 percent versus 57 percent). 

More research needed:  Si2 looked only at the different categories of spending, not the amounts 

companies spend, the parties they support or election outcomes.  Further research that compares 

spending by unit of revenue, in all these categories, is needed to draw more definitive conclusions about 

the impact of governance practices on contribution amounts.  Such an analysis would take away the big-

company bias in our sample and better uncover the putative connections.    
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Patterns of Governance, Spending and Disclosure 

This section of the report presents the detailed results from our analysis of governance practices, 

spending methods and recipients, and disclosureτthe basis for the findings presented above.  Research 

results for the entire S&P 500 appear first, followed by results for two subgroups of companiesτthose 

with board oversight in place (113 companies) and those that disclose their political spending (93 

companies).    

Policies 

About four-fifths of S&P 500 firms have 

disclosed political spending policies, with the 

largest companies more likely to make their 

policies public.  Only nine firms in the top 100 

do not have a stated policyτAllstate, 

Amazon.com, Berkshire Hathaway, Costco 

Wholesale, Google, Macy's, Sears Holdings, 

Sunoco and Supervaluτwhile in the second 

tier of companies, only 11 companies do not 

disclose any policyτConsolidated Edison, 

DeVry, Jabil Circuit, Kimberly-Clark, Loews, 

National Oilwell Varco, Progress Energy, 

Qwest Communications International, R. R. 

Donnelley & Sons, Southwest Airlines and 

United States Steel.  Policy disclosure rates 

drop further commensurate with revenues, 

and only about two-thirds of the firms in the 

bottom two revenue tiers disclose a policy.   

Companies in the Consumer Staples and Materials sectors were the most likely to have a stated policy, 

with sector policy disclosure approaching 90 percent, while those in the Financials and Energy sectors are 

least likely to do so, with only around 70 percent of these types of companies making their policies public. 

The nature of these policies varies substantially, from limited ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ 

participation in public policy formulation to detailed explanations for how the firm comes up with its public 

policy positions, decision-making processes for contributions, and detailed reports on all forms of giving.   
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Prohibitions on Spending   

Forty companies out of the S&P 500 indicate on their websites that they do not make any political 

contributions.  The nature and specificity of these prohibitions varies significantly, and companies that 

make such statements do not necessarily abstain from all political campaign spending. 

In general, the policy prohibitions relate to the use of corporate treasury money, and do not cover the 

spending company political action committees make, disbursing the pooled contributions of company 
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employees and other individuals in the restricted group that may support a PAC.10  Just three of the 40 

companies note that their political spending is confined to the company PAC, although just under half 

(18) have PACs, whose spending is directed by PAC committees made up of senior corporate officials.  

This means that some companies say they make no political donations on the one hand (usually 

indicating no support for candidates or parties), and on the other, they specify which officials at the 

company must approve political spending (encompassing the PAC method and non-candidate recipients 

of electoral spending).  One good example is US Bancorp, which says: 

¦Φ{Φ .ŀƴŎƻǊǇΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ is not to make contributions to candidates for political office, political parties or 
committees, or political committees organized for the advancement of political candidates. Furthermore, 
U.S. Bancorp does not make contributions to other political actions organized under Section 527 of the 
Internal Revenue Code or to special interest lobbying groups organized under Section 501(c)(4) of the 
Internal Revenue Code, even when legally permissible.11 

The company also says, however, that it άmakes corporate contributions in connection with state and 

local ballot initiatives and referenda on important policy issues that are likely to impact our business and 

our stakeholders.έ  The company has a PAC, and reports on its website about all its contributions.   

 

Most often, companies say they do not contribute to candidates (27 firms) or parties (25 firms), and 

nearly as many firms say their prohibition includes άindirectέ or άin-kindέ support (22 companies).  

Fewer than 10 also say they specifically abstain from supporting political committees and just a half 

dozen simply say they do not make άpolitical contributionsέ without indicating what they mean.  For 

nearly all, it is not clear if the policies forbid spending on ballot measures; only oneτCB Richard Ellisτ

says it does not give money to groups organized to support or oppose such measures.   It is also not 

                                                             
10 A company-sponsored political action committee, also known as a special segregated fund or SSF, must include the 
ǎǇƻƴǎƻǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ƴŀƳŜ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ǘƛǘƭŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀȅ ƻƴƭȅ ǎƻƭƛŎƛǘ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ƻŦ ŘƻƴƻǊǎΣ ǿƘƻ Ƴŀȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ άǘƘŜ 
ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǘƻŎƪƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΣ ŜȄŜŎǳǘƛǾe and administrative personnel and the families of both groupsΣέ according to ά{{Cǎ ŀƴŘ 
bƻƴŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ t!/ǎΣέ C9/ CŀŎǘ {ƘŜŜǘΣ aŀȅ нллу ŀǘ ƘǘǘǇΥκκǿǿǿΦŦŜŎΦƎƻǾκǇŀƎŜǎκōǊƻŎƘǳǊŜǎκǎǎŦǾƴƻƴŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘΦǎƘǘƳƭ. 
11 άU.S. Bancorp tƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ /ƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ tƻƭƛŎȅέ at http://phx.corporate-
ir.net/External.File?item=UGFyZW50SUQ9MzkzOXxDaGlsZElEPS0xfFR5cGU9Mw==&t=1. 
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clear that companies consider support for non-profit social welfare organizations is covered by their 

prohibitions on political spending; just one companyτUS Bancorpτmentions this type of recipient. 

No Spending   

Whatever they do or do not say about prohibited forms of political contributions, just 100 companies 

did not appear to give any money to candidates, parties, political committees registered with the FEC or 

ballot measure in the last four election cycles (2003 to the present), according to the records aggregated 

by the Center for Responsive Politics and the National Institute on Money in State Politics.  The 

relationship between revenue and spending is directly proportional; just two of the S&P 100 did not 

make contributionsτIBM and Schlumberger and only seven in the second tier abstainedτAlcoa, Baker 

Hughes, Carnival, Colgate-Palmolive, Jabil Circuit, Omnicom Group, Sara Lee and TJX.  The number of 

non-spending companies increased steadily to nearly 40 in the bottom 100 companies of the index.  

¢ŀƪƛƴƎ ŀƴ ǳƴǳǎǳŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎΣ /ƻǎǘŎƻΩǎ /9hΣ WŀƳŜǎ Sinegal, told Business Week 

in 2006, άWe don't believe a public company should take shareholders' money and support political 

candidates or causes.έ12  It makes no corporate contributions and does not have a PAC, although Sinegal 

and company chairman Jeffrey Brotman both contribute on their own   

 

Reasons for Giving 

Not all companies provide information on why they give and how they pick candidates or issues to 

support.  But Si2 found that 130 companies did explain their political spending philosophies; half the 

S&P 100 provide reasons, one-quarter of the second revenue tier, 16 percent of the third tier, and only 

five percent of the bottom two tiers.  A third or more of companies in the Consumer Staples, Health 

Care, Energy and Utilities sectors provide justifications, but less than 20 percent of those in Information 

Technology, Consumer Discretionary and Financials sectors explain their criteria for spending money.   

                                                             
12 wƛŎƘŀǊŘ {Φ 5ǳƴƘŀƳΣ !ŘǊƛŜƴƴŜ /ŀǊǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀƴƭŜȅ IƻƭƳŜǎΣ ά/ƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ǊƻǎǎŦƛǊŜΣέ Business Week, April 17, 2006, at 
http://www.businessweek.com/magazine/content/06_16/b3980051.htm. 
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/ƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ include lofty invocations to democratic ideals and expressions of 

support for the free market system.  When they discuss the reasons for their political involvement, 

companies also usually say that government policy has such a profound impact on their businesses and 

ability to operate that they must try ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƭŀǿƳŀƪŜǊǎΩ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜƳ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜir 

particular circumstances.  Most often, companies say they consider a candidateΩs general support for 

issues of concern to them and their industry, often without specifying precisely what they mean.   

Around 30 companies provide very detailed explanations about their views on current public policy 

issues that affect them.  3M clearly stands out in providing one of the most transparent explanations on 

how it strategically analyzes issues that will then form part of its 10-point action list, taking into account 

an ƛǎǎǳŜΩǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ Ƙƻǿ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ 

impact might be, if the company is άuniquely advantages or disadvantagedέ by the subjects, and its 

άimportance based on instinct and/or history.έ  Microsoft also has one of the most detailed policies 

explaining its positions and justifications for them, which are posted on its website.  

Giving as a democratic duty:  A number of companies say they give as part of their citizenship 

obligations, citing support for the democratic system of government in general and good civics, 

emphasizing their άrights and responsibilitiesέ to be engaged in politics:  

Consumer Discretionary 

Ford Motor ά...participation in the democratic process is required if we are to fulfill our 
responsibilities to our employees, suppliers and shareholders.έ 

Target ά...engaging in civic activities is an important and necessary element in 
operating a national retailing business.έ 

Whirlpool άWhirlpool Corporation believes that active participation and engagement in 
the public policy arena is an important part of being a responsible corporate 
ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΣ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƻǳǊ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ 
success.έ 

Consumer Staples 

Altria Group  άAltria Group and its operating companies believe that political participation 
at all levels of government is vital to our business and to our democracy.έ 

PepsiCo άWe believe that providing financial support to responsible pro-business 
candidates is an important means by which we help improve the business 
ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜΣ ƻǳǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜ ƭƛǾŜΧέ 

Safeway ά²Ŝ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǊƛƎƘǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
participate in the political process.έ 

Energy 

Chevron άPublic policy decisions often have significant implications for Chevron's 
current operations and future direction. Accordingly, Chevron exercises its 
fundamental right and responsibility to participate in the political process.έ  

Halliburton άThe Company believes strongly in the democratic political process and that 
its Directors, Employees and agents should take an active interest in fostering 
principles of good government in the nations, states and communities in 
which they live.έ 
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Financials 

Bank of America άBank of America must be and is committed to participation in the political 
process in a manner that is consistent with solid corporate governance 
practices and in compliance with legal requirements. It is in this spirit that we 
encourage our associates to be active in our democratic society...έ 

JP Morgan Chase άJPMorgan Chase believes that responsible corporate citizenship demands a 
strong commitment to a healthy and informed democracy through civic and 
community involvement. Meaningful involvement requires JPMorgan Chase 
to be an effective participant in the legislative and regulatory process and to 
support the electoral process by making prudent political contributions. ά 

Morgan Stanley άEvery day, governments make policy decisions that affect Morgan Stanley 
and its business operations. We, therefore, recognize our right and 
responsibility to participate in the political process.έ 

Prudential Financial άPolitical contributions made by Prudential PACs serve the purpose of 
providing a voice for Prudential employees so that they may participate in the 
American democratic process.έ 

Health Care 

Johnson & Johnson άAt Johnson & Johnson, we believe that it is important to encourage the 
development of sound public policy. With good policy, we can better serve 
doctors, nurses and patients, our employees and our communities.έ 

WellPoint άElected officials make decisions that directly affect our ability to make quality 
health care coverage affordable and to improve the health of the 
communities we serve. Our active participation in the political process is 
essential to ensure that we have a voice in those decisions.έ 

Industrials 

Northrop Grumman άNorthrop Grumman Corporation, a leading provider of solutions that protect 
our democracy, is also engaged in the democratic process to elect leaders and 
participate in the political environment at the federal, state and local level.έ 

Republic Services άWe also believe that it is our responsibility as a good corporate citizen to 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΧέ 

Information Technology 

Advanced Micro Devices ά...we believe corporate responsibility includes being an informed, active 
participant in the development of public policies that affect our business and 
our industry in the countries and communities in which we operate. Good 
public policy begins with diverse stakeholders participating in open and 
transparent proceedings to carefully examine issues and offer different 
perspectives that promote effective solutions.έ 

Materials 

Monsanto  άWe believe that well-informed decision-makers are the basis for good 
government.έ 

Telecommunications Services 

Verizon Communications άPolitical contributions are one way we support the democratic electoral 
process and participate in the policy dialogue.έ 

άFree enterpriseέ and άpro-businessέ reasons:  Running neck and neck with support for democracy is 

sentiment in favor of the free enterprise system and a άpro-businessέ approach in general.  Oddly 

enough, none of the Financials companiesτthe most quintessential of capitalistsτgive these reasons. 
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Consumer Discretionary 

Comcast  gives to candidates in favor of άa free-market, deregulated economy in general.έ 

Whirlpool evaluates a candidate's άpro-business philosophyέ as one of six characteristics 
that determine support. 

 

Consumer Staples 

Archer Daniels Midland supports those who share the company's άpro-growth vision.έ 

Dr. Pepper Snapple Grp says support for άpro-business candidates allows us to help improve the business 
ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜΧέ 

Energy 

Chevron supports candidates, groups or ballot initiatives άcommitted to economic 
development, free enterprise and good government.έ 

ConocoPhillips considers candidates' views and record on άissues affecting the relationship of 
ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΧέ 

Devon Energy supports parties and candidates άwho support pro-business and pro-energy 
issues.έ 

Marathon Oil says, άWe promote pro-business public policies that encourage responsible 
energy development and allow Marathon to build a sustainable business.έ  

Health Care 

Aetna considers άunderstanding of and support for the free enterprise system.έ 

Allergan and  

Johnson & Johnson 

both say, άa fair, free market system provides the best atmosphere for continued 
innovation.έ 

CIGNA supports candidates who άbelieve in market based solutions.έ  

WellPoint promotes άprivate competition, choice and free markets in the delivery and 
financing of health care.έ 

Industrials 

Cooper Industries encourages employees contributing to its PAC άto support pro-business 
candidates.έ 

Information Technology 

Advanced Micro Devices says support for άfair and open competitionέ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ key public 
policy priorities. 

Cisco Systems says, άIt is imperative that the markets in which we operate across the world be 
free and open. Future global economic growth will be driven by the markets that 
are allowed to operate freely in the economy, including the elimination of 
regulatory policies that limit the use and expansion of IP technology.έ 

Xerox Corp reports that its PAC considers a άŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŜŜ 
enterprise system and U.S. competitiveness.έ 

Materials 

International Paper gives to tax-exempt groups that support άhealthy, competitive national and 
international business environment.έ 

Telecommunications Services 

AT&T  supports άa strong private sectorέ and those with a άfree-enterprise philosophy.έ 

Verizon Communications believes, άWe owe it to our shareowners, employees and customers to advocate 
public policies that will enable us to compete fairly and freely in the 
marketplace.έ 
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Picking candidates:  A relative small numberτ40 companiesτset out very clear checklists of the factors 

they consider before cutting checks to those involved in political campaigns.  Sixteen companies stress 

that they give on a non-partisan or bi-partisan basis.  Nearly all those who give reasons say they consider 

whether the candidate is in a district where the company has operations, but other popular grounds 

include if the candidate sits on a legislative committee that has jurisdiction over a matter of concern to 

ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǾƻǘƛƴƎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ŀƴŘ ƛŦ ƘŜ ƻǊ ǎƘŜ ƘƻƭŘǎ ŀƴ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǇŀǊǘȅ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ 

ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΦ  [Ŝǎǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜΩǎ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ 

and/or the potential impact of a contribution on the race, judgment about electability, rank on a 

committee, or the type of other endorsements a candidate has attained.    

 

Support for άGrassroots Activityέ   

A small number of companies explain how they try to mobilize employees to work for company goals in 

the political arena, sometimes but not always via PAC contributions: 

3M άThe Top-10 list of Public Policy Issues serves as a roadmap for company activities to 
include lobbying, trade association work, executive involvement, political 
contributions, grassroots communications and advocacy involving employees and 
retirees, as well as meetings with federal and state government officials.έ 

Altria Group  άWe actively advocate on public policy issues relevant to our companies by engaging 
responsibly with government officials, retailers, wholesalers, suppliers, consumers, 
employees, and many other stakeholders.  As part of this engagement, we provide 
our stakeholders with materials that describe our position on issues and with 
suggestions for how to contact government officials. When appropriate, we ask our 
stakeholders to share their views with government officials on proposed legislation.έ 
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Bank of America άΧǿŜ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ƻǳǊ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ ǎociety and provide 
them opportunities to do so through the Bank of America Political Action Committee 
program and other volunteer activities.έ 

ConocoPhillips άGrassroots activities are designed to supplement lobbying efforts in influencing 
officials to take favorable action on legislation important to the company. Actions 
typically include the development and distribution of information and mobilization 
of stakeholders to contact officials. ConocoPhillips will participate in grassroots 
activity on a case-by-case basis based on collaboration between appropriate 
DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ !ŦŦŀƛǊǎ ŀƴŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǳƴƛǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭΧΦ 

Issue advocacy may also include support of an initiative that would defeat anti-
energy and/or anti-business measures. Actions typically include development and 
distribution/broadcasting of information either jointly or solely, and may include 
signature gathering on initiative petitions which the company has expressly 
supported. ConocoPhillips will be active in such issues, provided: there is a 
compelling ConocoPhillips business rationale; there is an agreement to participate 
between the affected business units and Government Affairs personnel and 
management; and where there is distribution/broadcasting of information, 
significant ConocoPhillips and/or energy industry involvement, input and approval of 
the message development and the tactics taken in the initiative process.έ 

Deere & Co. άThe Public Affairs Worldwide group offers employee-involvement programs, 
including the John Deere Political Action Committee (JDPAC), a voluntary employee 
political contributions program in the United States, and the John Deere 
Government Action Information Network (JDGAIN). The latter program asks 
employees to contact elected officials about pending legislation of interest to the 
company.έ 

Duke Energy άFrom time to time, the company provides information on its political activities and 
shares its viewpoint with employees, customers and the general public.έ 

ITT ά...political activity must take place on employees' own time unless they are 
participating in a company-managed grassroots initiative involving issues of 
importance to ITT.έ 

Marathon Oil άBy communicating with elected officials and voting in elections, employees can 
influence policymaking that affects Marathon, our industry and the general climate 
for business.  We maintain employee awareness on key business issues to allow 
employees to make informed decisions. In 2009, we created a public issues 
advocacy program and developed an interactive website that makes information 
easily accessible to employees and other stakeholders.έ 
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Governance 

Board Oversight 

Just 23 percent of S&P 500 companies explicitly acknowledge in their board committee charters or in 

policies posted on their websites that the board, in some capacity, has oversight responsibility for the 

ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ true number with board oversight is probably slightly 

higher than this as a number of companiesτparticularly the very biggestτas many have board level 

committees that oversee public affairs.  Si2 considered that a board had oversight only when the 

company said the board received reports on political spending or if a particular committee charter 

mentioned policy oversight or review of such spending.  Fourteen more companies among the 500 Si2 

examined have public affairs board committees, and they may well review political expenditures.  One 

other cohort is likely to have at least some board oversight:  At least another 40 firms have board 

committee charters that expressly include ƻǾŜǊǎƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ŎƻŘŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ƻǊ ŜǘƘƛŎǎ, the 

place where a political spending policy is most commonly found.  (These 54 companies therefore are 

included in the άno oversightέ category in the accompanying charts.  If these firms were included in the 

άoversightέ group, it would push the 

proportion for the index overall up to one-

third).  

Board oversight most common at the top:  

Board oversight of political spending has 

increased substantially among the largest 

companies in the last five years, a clear and 

significant response to shareholder pressure 

on the subject.  (See pp. 73-76 for more on 

the shareholder campaign and recent results.)  

Going back just a few years, the Center for 

Political Accountability found that among the 

120 big companies it surveyed in 2005, only 

two required board approval of political 

donations; it found this figure jumped to 34 

out of the S&P 100 by 2007.  Today, Si2 found 

that just over half (52 companies) among the 

top 100 firms have board oversight in place.  

But this type of top-level oversight of political expenditures still remains largely confined to the biggest 

companies.  Just 28 among the next 100 companies of the index have board oversight, and the numbers 

drop precipitously after that, falling to only three firms in the bottom revenue tierτHCP, Massey Energy 

and Plum Creek Timber.   
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Sector variation:  Board oversight also varies significantly by sector.  Companies in the Health Care 

sector are three times as likely (36 percent) to have board oversight as those with Consumer 

Discretionary firms (12 percent).  Bucking the trend for their sector, 10 Consumer Discretionary 

companies have board oversight of some kindτBed Bath & Beyond, Comcast, Goodyear Tire & Rubber, 

Home DeǇƻǘΣ aŎ5ƻƴŀƭŘΩǎΣ bŜǿŜƭƭ wǳōōŜǊƳŀƛŘΣ {ǘŀǇƭŜǎΣ {ǘŀǊōǳŎƪǎΣ ¢ŀǊƎŜǘ and Whirlpool.  Other 

sectors least likely to have board oversight in place are Materials (only five in 30 companies) and 

Financials (only 14 among 79). 
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Types of oversight:  Si2 also dug deeper to learn whether boards recommend contributions, approve or 

review them.  Looking more closely at the type of board oversight among the 113 firms that have it 

shows that no companies indicate board members recommend contributions.  Most often, companies 

retrospectively review responsibilities in a specific committee (82 firms), while another 18 mention 

board-level review without indicating whether a particular committee or the full board is responsible.  A 

handful of companies said that boards approve contributions, either in a specific committee (12 

companies) or in some other unspecified manner (10 companies).   (At some companies, the board both 

approves and reviews spending, so the total adds to more than the number of companies that have 

board-level oversight.) 

Coca-Cola has a well-developed set of public policies; it explains how management feeds information to 

the board: 

Corporate political contributions are reviewed retroactively by the Public Issues and Diversity Review 
Committee to ensure alignment with Company policy and our overall values. In addition, the Public Issues 
ŀƴŘ 5ƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ wŜǾƛŜǿ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ tǳōƭƛŎ tƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ /ƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ 
Council, periodically review Company policy regarding political contributions and also corresponding 
Company practices.13   

Frequency of oversight:  One key element emphasized by investor activists seeking greater 

accountability from companies with respect to political spending concerns the frequency with which 

boards examine their spending.  It is one thing to specify that the board reviews political spending at 

some point in some fashion, but these investors believe that meaningful board oversight only comes 

when companies commit to at least annual reviews.  We therefore examined stated review frequency, 

and found that 98 companies indicated how often it occurs.  Thirty-six companies said their boards 

reviewed political spending but did not say how often.  Just over half of those who mentioned review in 

their public disclosures said it occurred annually, and eight companies indicated they have semi-annual 

reviews of policy or spending.  The latter group includes !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ 9ȄǇǊŜǎǎΣ /ŀƳǇōŜƭƭ {ƻǳǇΣ aŎ5ƻƴŀƭŘΩǎΣ 

Pfizer, Tellabs, United Health Group, United Parcel Service and US Bancorp.    

Stated board review drops off significantly as companies get smaller, mirroring the trend line for overall 

oversight and policy incidence.   While half the companies in the top tier that discuss review frequency 

indicate it occurs annually, only a dozen revisit the issue every year among the second tier and just one 

does so annually in the bottom tier.  

 

                                                             
13 άtƻƭƛŎȅ ƻŦ ¢ƘŜ /ƻŎŀ-/ƻƭŀ /ƻƳǇŀƴȅΥ  /ƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ tƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ /ƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎΣέ ŀǘ ƘǘǘǇΥκκǿǿǿΦǘƘŜŎƻŎŀ-
colacompany.com/investors/governance/Corporate_Contribution_Policy.pdf. 
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Management Involvement 

Three-fifths of the 500 companies tell 

investors which management officers are 

responsible for political spending.  But in line 

with the rest of our findings, while 70 percent 

of the top 100 companies do so, just fewer 

than 40 percent of the bottom revenue tier 

provided information on officers.  Disclosure 

also varied among sectors, with companies in 

the Consumer Staples (83 percent) and Health 

Care (80 percent) sectors most likely to 

provide information.  Companies least likely 

to disclose which officers make decisions 

about political spending are in the Financials 

and Energy sectors, where such disclosure 

occurs only about half the time.  
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Types of officers:  Si2 also looked more closely at the nearly 300 companies that provide information on 

the officials who make decisions on political spendingτexamining who companies say recommends, 

approves and reviews contributions.  Companies provided more information on final approvers and are 

less likely to describe who makes recommendations for contributions or reviews them. 
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Companies that identify officials mention involvement by internal legal counsel most often (148 firms, 

about half the time), and attorneys usually approve suggestions made by others (more than 80 percent 

of the mentions were for approvals).  External legal counsel involvement in political spending decision-

making remains rare, however; only 14 companies mention the practice (5 percent of those who identify 

officials).  Senior management was a close second for άtouchέ on political spending decisions, with an 

even larger proportion who make approvals (93 percent of these mentions).  A little more than one-

third of the companies identifying officials point to unspecified public affairs or government relations 

officers, while they acknowledge CEOs as being in the picture just 20 percent of the time when officials 

are identifiedτin both cases nearly 

always to make approvals.  Very few 

mention a role for line management; 

when it does come, it usually is for 

recommendations. 

 Senior management 

positions:  When companies provided 

the titles for involved senior 

managers, they most often 

mentioned specific government 

relations positions, although they also 

noted participation by compliance 

officers, finance officials and specific 

legal officers.  Other types (20 

percent of the senior managers 

mentioned) were unspecified 

executives or senior officers. 
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Hewlett-Packard provides one of the most detailed explanations for how it forms its public policy 

positions and who makes decisions about its political spending.  The company gives a laundry list of 

ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎΩ ǘƛǘƭŜǎτeveryone who sits on the HP PAC board of directors, its Political Contributions 

Committee and a separate Political Contributions Advisory Council.  It also explains its process:   

A committee of HP managers annually reviews eligible recipients of funds for both the HP PAC 
contributions and corporate contributions and develops an HP PAC contributions plan and a corporate 
contributions plan. The HP PAC plan is presented to the HP PAC Board of Directors, which reviews, revises 
and approves the plan. Both the HP PAC plan and the corporate contributions plan are then presented to 
the CEO for review and approval. Once approved by the CEO the plan is presented to the Audit 
Committee of the HP Board. 

Upon approval of the plans, the HP Political Contributions Committee, comprised of HP government 
affairs managers, implements the plans by reviewing all specific political contributions requests and 
events requiring corporate and HP PAC funding and makes recommendations to the Political 
Contributions Advisory Council. Once the Political Contributions Advisory Council approves the requests, 
the funds are disbursed.

14
 

Another company with a particularly transparent spending process is Monsanto.  Its Good Government 

Fund Advisory Panel (GGFAP), ŎƘŀƛǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎƻǳƴǎŜƭΣ is άto oversee and guideέ 

permitted state political contributions.  The company makes available an exhaustive listing ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀƴŜƭΩǎ 

policies and procedures explaining how decisions are made and monitored.15    

Methods of Giving 

This section first presents information on the methods companies use to spend moneyτvia a PAC, the 

treasury, or the subcategory of independent expenditures.  Next, we look at the types of recipients of 

ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƴƻǘƛƴƎ 

how this varies with company size and 

industry sector.  Finally, we compare these 

spending patterns to those of companies that 

have board oversight in place, and to the 

patterns at the smaller group of companies 

that discloses spending.   

Political Action Committees 

The debate in corporate governance circles 

and the social investing community largely 

bypasses corporate political action committee 

spending, since this is not investor money but 

rather cash contributed by executives and 

others in the restricted class allowed to 

contribute to a PAC.  PAC spending also is 

                                                             
14 άIt tƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ /ƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎέ ŀǘ ƘǘǘǇΥκκǿǿǿΦƘǇΦŎƻƳκƘǇƛƴŦƻκŀōƻǳǘƘǇκƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘκǳǎκŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘκǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΦƘǘƳƭ. 
15 Monsanto Good Government Fund Advisory Panel Operating Policies and Procedures, at 
http://www.monsanto.com/Documents/good-government-fund-operating-policies.pdf. 
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highly regulated under campaign finance law and disclosure in regular reports to the Federal Election 

Commission is routine.  But omitting discussion of PAC money punches a hole in the full picture of 

corporate influence on political campaigns.  As the discussion above on policies about political spending 

shows, companies talk about both methods of spending when they discuss their support for political 

campaigns and issues, even though they, too, often treat PAC spending separately.  The officials 

responsible for making decisions about corporate contributions are very often the same ones that 

determine how PAC money is spent.  Additional research on the relationship between treasury and PAC 

spending, corporate decision-makers and government relations strategies is beyond the scope of this 

report but clearly is integral to understanding the total impact corporations have on political campaigns 

and government.   

Given the investor accountability angle pursued by campaign finance reformers and investor activists, 

this report does focus primarily on the use of corporate funds.  But it is worth noting that two-thirds of 

the S&P 500 has established corporate PACs.  Bigger companies are much more likely to have a PAC, 

with more than 90 percent of S&P 100 firms having one in contrast to fewer than 40 percent among the 

bottom 100 companies of the S&P 500.  Utilities sector companies are far and away the most likely to 

have a PAC; only EQT does not.16  In contrast, less than half of the Information Technology firms have a 

PAC. 

 

                                                             
16The PAC-intensive nature of the Utilities sector may be explained by the federal ban until recently on any corporate 
contributions by public utilities, leaving PACs as their only way to influence legislation.  The Public Utility Holding Company Act 
of 1935 (PUHCA), which included the ban, was repealed in February 2006.  This started electricity deregulation and a scramble 
that continuesτwith considerable political jockeyingτon how these services are delivered and priced around the country.   
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Corporate Treasury  

Investor activists want companies to disclose 

how they spend corporate treasury money on 

politics not only because at least some of this 

money is theirs, but also because of their 

generally-held belief that political spending 

can pose risks to shareholder value.17  Now 

that companies can spend unlimited sums 

from their treasuries on ads that promote or 

oppose specific candidates, right up to 

election day because of the changes 

prompted by the Citizens United ruling, these 

investors believe the case for full disclosure of 

all types of corporate spending is made even 

more urgent, since the amounts of money in 

play can be far larger and disclosure is less 

certain.  Political spending is not done 

without reason, though, and the 

opportunities presented to companies who help elect candidates sympathetic to their viewpoints clearly 

                                                             
17 Bruce F. Freed and John C. Richardson, The Green Canary:  Alerting Shareholders and Protecting Their Investments, Center for 
Political Accountability, 2005.  Available at http://www.politicalaccountability.net/index.php?ht=a/GetDocumentAction/i/920. 
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make many executives believe that the risks dissident shareholders raise might be less significant than 

activists suggest.  How much might a change in tax policy benefit a company and its investors, for 

instance?  If a legislator comes to office with support from a friendly company, and then has some sense 

ƻŦ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƘŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ƭƻōōȅƛǎǘǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ legislation after the election, 

certainly campaign spending can be a good investment.  

Publicly available campaign contributions records for state spending put together by the Institute on 

Money in State Politics do not always make clear if the spending comes from a company treasury or a 

PAC.  While direct contributions to federal candidates and parties must come from PACs to be legal, 

even in the post Citizens United landscape, giving at the state level can come from both treasuries and 

PACs.  In combing through corporate policies, Si2 tried to determine which methods companies use.  As 

noted above, one-fifth of the S&P 500 say they do not make political contributions at all, although this 

may or may not mean corporate money is spent on campaigns.  Another fifth do not indicate one way or 

the other if they spend from the treasury, while just eight firms say corporate money does not go to 

candidates or parties but may be spent in some other fashion in campaigns.  We concluded that fully 58 

percent appear to acknowledge that corporate money is spent in political campaigns.  

A breakdown by revenue tier shows the proportion of those with unknown political spending remains 

relatively constant (16 to 24 companies in each tier), and reveals that the biggest companies are most 

likely to spend from the treasury (78 in the top revenue tier and just 43 in the bottom tier).  

Disaggregating by sector shows three sectors stand out for treasury spendingτTelecommunications 

Services, Utilities and Consumer Staples.  In each of these sectors, more than 70 percent of the 

companies spend from their treasuries, while such spending in the remaining sectors hovers between 50 

and 60 percent of each groupΩǎ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳŜƴǘǎ.  
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Independent Expenditures 

Companies by and large have yet to acknowledge how Citizens United has affected their spending.  

While Si2 looked for mention of independent expenditures, which are now legal, we found specific 

references to this type of spending posted on the websites of only seven companies.  Three said they 

generally do not use this method but leave themselves some wiggle room: 

¶ ConocoPhillips says its policy άis to specifically not incur independent political expenditures. However, if a 
compelling business purpose exists, an exception to this policy may be granted with the consent of 
Government Affairs, business unit personnel and Legal. Approval of the Public Policy Committee is also 
required.έ 

¶ Gilead Sciences says, άRecently, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that independent corporate expenditures 
on behalf of federal candidates are permissible.  We do not expect to make significant amounts of such 
expenditures in the near future.έ 

¶ Goldman Sachs says it άdoes not spend corporate funds directly on electioneering communications.έ 

Four others make more explicit public pledges: 

¶ CitigroupτέCitigroup does not use corporate funds for independent expenditure political ads.έ 

¶ Ford MotorτέFord Motor Company does not make contributions to political candidates or political 
organizations nor otherwise employ Company resources for the purpose of helping elect candidates to 
public office, even when permitted by law. Nor do we take positions for partisan political purposes ς that 
is, specifically for the purpose of advancing the interest of a political party or candidate for public office. 
These policies remain unchanged, notwithstanding the U.S. Supreme Court's January 2010 decision that 
loosened restrictions on corporate independent expenditures.έ 

¶ KrogerτέThe Kroger Co. does not permit spending corporate funds to air advertisements or finance 
specific activities in favor or opposition to a particular candidate.έ 
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¶ MicrosoftτέBeginning July 1, 
2010, Microsoft will not pay for 
any independent expenditure or 
electioneering communication 
as those terms are defined by 
applicable law.έ (The company 
notes this prohibition extends to 
its member trade associations.) 

Lƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ {ƛнΩǎ ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅΣ ǘƘǊŜŜ 

companies also wrote to say they do 

not employ this method: 

¶ Discover Financial Servicesτ
έWe have not made 
independent expenditures in the 
past and have no plans to do so 
in the future.έ 

¶ Harley-DavidsonτέΧƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ 
been the practice of Harley-
Davidson, Inc. to expend 
corporate funds in political 
campaigns.  Furthermore, we 
have no plans to do so, despite 
the Supreme Court's recent decision in the Citizens United case.έ 

¶ Texas InstrumentsτέTI has not and does not intend to make independent expenditures.έ 

As noted above in the discussion of prohibited types of spending, 22 companies indicate that they forbid 

indirect or in-kind contributions, which may include independent expenditures.  In contrast to those 

prohibitions, Southern says that while it does not give directly to candidates, it does allow corporate 

money to be used for independent expenditures: 

In certain circumstances, where permitted by law, Southern Company, but not its subsidiaries, shall be 
permitted under this policy to use corporate funds to make contributions to 527 organizations that make 
contributions to candidates or political parties on the state or local level.  Additionally, Southern Company, 
but not its subsidiaries, is permitted under this policy to use corporate funds to make independent 
expenditures, and to contribute to organizations making independent expenditures, at the federal, state 
or local level as permitted by law. 

CPA survey on policy:  At the same time Si2 was conducting its research on companies, the Center for 

Political Accountability wrote to the CEOs of the S&P 500, in July 2010.  Trying to pinpoint the use of 

both direct and indirect independent expenditures, CPA asked the following questions: 

1. Does the company have a position on whether it will make independent political expenditures?  
2. Lǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎƭȅΚ  
3. Does the company intend to use independent expenditures as a part of its political spending program?  
4. Will the board of directors oversee independent political expenditures?  
5. Does the company intend to monitor and review how trade associations and other tax-exempt groups to which it 
ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜǎΚ  

6. Does the company intend to put any conditions on the use of its payments to trade associations and other tax-exempt 
organizations limiting them to political activities that it expressly approves?  
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a. Will the company require trade associations or tax-exempt groups to receive its express approval before 
using its funds for independent expenditures? 

b. Will the company require trade associations or tax-exempt organizations to report within a given time 
period any independent expenditures financed in whole or part by its payments? 

7. Does the company intend to publicly report on its position, approaches and performance on the issue of independent 
political expenditure in the future?  If so, where will this information be found? 

Fifty-five companies responded to CPA, and 31 said they did not plan to engage in independent 

expenditures.  But they took a hands-off approach to trade association independent expenditures, a 

matter of some concern to the CPA.  Fourteen said they would monitor and review the use of their trade 

association payments, but just seven said they intended to put any conditions on these payments; only 

one said it would require company approval for trade association political expenditures, while two said 

they require trade associations to disclose their independent expenditures.  As the Center concluded in 

mid-September, άA majority of the responders said that they do not plan to engage directly in any 

independent expenditure activity. However, few companies committed to scrutinize their trade 

ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƛƳǇƻǎŜ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘΦέ  (A more 

ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /t!Ωǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ in the organizaǘƛƻƴΩǎ September 2010 newsletter.18)  

¢ƘŜ ŀŎŎƻƳǇŀƴȅƛƴƎ ŎƘŀǊǘ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ /t!Ωǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ on independent expenditures ǿƛǘƘ {ƛнΩǎΣ 

showing that just 10 percent of the S&P 500τ52 firmsτdo not currently use independent expenditures, 

while another three (ConocoPhillips, Gilead Sciences and Goldman Sachs, as noted above) generally do 

not.  Four companiesτBest Buy, Deere & Co., Exxon Mobil and aŎ5ƻƴŀƭŘΩǎτtold the CPA their policies 

on this subject are under review.  News reports from Minnesota show that both Target and 3M have 

made independent expenditures, in addition to {ƻǳǘƘŜǊƴΩǎ acknowledgement noted here.  (See pp. 69-

70 for an examination of the controversy 

ŀōƻǳǘ ¢ŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ϷмрлΣллл ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

Minnesota Forward, a 501(c)4 tax-exempt 

group that supports Minnesota Republican 

gubernatorial candidate Tom Emmer.) 

Recipients 

This section describes the various recipients 

of company political spending.   Just fewer 

than three-quarters of corporations spend 

money to support individual candidates, 

nearly three-fifths give to political parties, 

half contribute to political committees (527s) 

and about 45 percent give to ballot initiatives.  

In each category of spending, support drops 

as revenue falls.  Support for different types 

of recipients varies substantially by sector.   

                                                             
18 See http://www.politicalaccountability.net/index.php?ht=a/GetDocumentAction/i/3918. 
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Candidates 

Individual candidates for public office are by far the most popular choice for company support.  Just 

one-ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊ ƻŦ {ϧt рлл ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜǎΩ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎΦ  ! ǎƳŀƭƭ 

sliceτjust 5 percentτindicates only their PACs support candidates.   

All but four companies in the S&P 100 give directly to candidates through some method, with support 

dropping off regularly in the second and third tiers and substantially in the last two.  PAC support is 

mostly likely to come from the biggest companies.  In the 2010 election cycle, for instance, as of mid-

September according to data from the Center for Responsive Politics, Wal-aŀǊǘΩǎ t!/ ŦƻǊ wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ 

Government had contributed $853,050 to 210 candidates for the U.S. House of Representatives and 

$180,000 to 31 U.S. Senate candidates.   

Three sectors stand out for candidate giving.  All but one company in the Utilities sector gives to 

candidates, compared with only two-thirds of Consumer Discretionary and less than less than three-

fifths of Information Technology companies.  The other sectors give roughly 80 percent of the time to 

candidates. 
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Political Parties 

Corporate supportτeither through PACs at the national level or from PACs and company treasuries at 

the state levelτfor political parties is considerably more lukewarm than it is for individual candidates.  

Overall, 40 percent of the S&P 500 does not give money to party organizations at all.   

Consistent with all the other findings in this 

study, the biggest companies are the most 

likely to give and the smaller ones most likely 

to withhold support, with a rather dramatic 

flip-flop:  90 percent support among the top 

100 companies, and about 20 percent support 

among the bottom 100 companies. 

Support broken down by sector shows 

considerably more variance than with 

candidates.  Utilities are again the most likely 

to give money to parties (85 percent do so), 

followed by Consumer Staples companies (74 

percent).  On the bottom end of the scale, 

Information Technology companies are much 

less likely than other sectors to give to 

partiesτjust 42 percent do so. 
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Political Committees (527s) 

About half the companies in the S&P 500 

contribute monetary support to political 

committees.  A few of the very largest 

companies take pains to note that they only 

give to party-affiliated 527 organizations, such 

ŀǎ ǘƘŜ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎŀƴ ƻǊ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊǎΩ 

Associations, as opposed to issue-specific 

groups with this status.  The companies that 

make this distinction include Campbell Soup, 

Dell, FedEx, Hewlett-Packard, Lockheed Martin 

and Microsoft. As in the other categories of 

recipients, the biggest companies are the 

most likely to give.  Sector-wise, Utilities again 

stand out as most likely to give to political 

committees, and Consumer Discretionary and 

Information Technology companies are the 

least likely to give.  Baxter International 

explains that its contributions to social welfare organizations and political committees are simply 

άanother avenue through which the Government Affairs and Public Policy (GAPP) team engages to 

ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǇŀǘƛŜƴǘǎΦέ 
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Ballot Initiatives 

Companies are less likely to spend money on 

ballot initiatives than in any of the other 

categories we examined.   Most company 

support for ballot measures is from the very 

largest companies (just under 80 percent in 

the S&P 100), with the opposite being true for 

the smallest 100 firms in the index where just 

over 80 percent do not lend their support.  

The three sectors most likely to spend on 

ballot measure are Consumer Staples, Utilities 

and Energy companies, while standouts for 

least support are Information Technology and 

Health Care firms.   

Since there are no limits on what companies 

may spend on ballot initiatives, the amounts 

can be substantial.  Energy companies gave 

$22.4 million to Californians for Energy Independence, a ballot measure committee that tried 

unsuccessfully in 2008 to pass Proposition 10, which would have authorized $5 billion in bonds to 

support alternative fuel vehicles and renewable energy research; Chesapeake Energy was the second 

largest contributor to this committee, giving $3 million.  In another example, Energy companies 
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mobilized against a proposed oil and gas severance tax increase in Colorado in 2008; they gave to 

Coloradans for a Stable Economy, a ballot measure committee that raised nearly $12 million and helped 

defeat the proposal.  Contributors from the S&P 500 contributors that each gave more than $1 million 

were Anadarko Petroleum, Chevron, ConocoPhillips, Exxon Mobil, Noble Energy, Williams Cos. and 

Pioneer Natural Resources.     
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Indirect Spending 

Investor activists proposing shareholder 

resolutions on political spending disclosure 

emphasize their view that companies should 

disclose not only their direct contributions to 

candidates, parties, committees and ballot 

initiatives, but also indirect spending.  As this 

study shows, the campaign has pushed a 

growing number of companies to state some 

kind of policies on political spending, and to 

put in place more explicit sorts of oversight at 

both the board and management levelτ

increasing overall transparency for the 

process of how and why companies 

participate in the political area.  Most 

progress has been among the very largest 

companies, however, no matter how the 

results are sliced.  In addition, considerably fewer companies are receptive to detailed disclosure about 

their trade association relationships and political spending by these groups.  This reluctance to go one 

ǎǘŜǇ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛǎ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ wariness about taking action on independent expenditures by 

trade associations, as noted above.     

Overall, only 14 percent of S&P 500 companies (68 firms) have a published policy on trade associations.  

Most that do are in the upper revenue ranks:  30 in the top 100, 21 in the next rank and only half a 

dozen in the bottom two tiers.  Consumer Staples companies are far and away the most likely to have a 

trade association policy (one-quarter do) but Financials have particularly poor disclosureτonly five out 

of 79 firms say anything on the subject.    
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