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I
n 1802, Thomas Jefferson proposed a “wall of
separation between church and state,” and the
United States has had one ever since. The nation
has never had such a wall separating politics
and business. It wasn’t some Gilded Age tycoon

who said, “The business of America is business”—it
was President Calvin Coolidge.

Republicans and Democrats vie to be corporate
America’s favorite party. Candidates and officehold-
ers deliver speeches on factory floors, stage photo
ops with prominent entrepreneurs, and play golf with
top CEOs. When a presidential contender snares busi-
ness endorsements—as John Kerry did with some
two hundred executives in early August—he sends
out a press release posthaste. Legislators strive to
create a “good business environment,” and they are
re warded with campaign contributions from busi-
ness interests—individual executives as well as cor-
porate money.

Usually the system runs smoothly, and the only
ones who object—or even notice—are good-govern-
ment advocates who argue that the implicit quid pro
quo corrupts American democracy. But in this polar-
ized nation, in a presidential election year, with a great
deal at stake and record amounts of money being
raised and spent, people are paying closer attention
than usual to the corporate role in politics.

And it’s easier than ever to do so: Using online in -
formation from the Federal Election Commission and
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other sources, workers can easily look up
whether and how much their companies—
and their bosses—have donated, and to
whom. One learns, for instance, that Bill
Gates gives regularly to both Democrats
and Republicans, sometimes on the same
day; and that National Basketball Associ -
ation commissioner David Stern gives tens
of thousands of dollars to elect Democrats,
while James France, his counterpart at
In ternational Speedway Corp., gives tens
of thousands to elect Republicans.

Usually, articles discussing political
fund-raising refer to “corporate money”
and don’t distinguish whether it comes
from PACs—political action committees,

the designated vehicle for companies’ offi-
cial contributions—or from individuals
who just happen to work for corporations,
since the FEC sorts donations by em -
ployer. Some companies’ total political
contributions are nearly all from individ-
uals; others’ are nearly all from PACs; most
are somewhere in the middle.

Corporate PACs build up war chests
through executives’ and employees’ vol-

untary donations; they are
allowed to distribute up to
$10,000 per candidate per elec-
tion cycle and $15,000 annually
to any national party commit-
tee. The PACs tend to dole out
money pragmatically: to the
company’s home-state senators
and U.S. representative, to any
other officeholder with any in -
fluence on relevant legislation,
and to the political party and
presidential candidate most in
tune with its priorities.

The priorities of the corpo-
ration, of course, aren’t neces-
sarily identical to those of every
one of its executives. A plant
manager may kick in $1,000 to
his company PAC and then dis-
cover that some of that PAC

money has gone to candidates he finds
repellent. Through company PACs, the
hard-right CEO of a New York-based
energy company may end up indirectly
financing Hillary Clin ton’s re-election and
a progressive Silicon Valley VP may end up
donating to Rick Santorum’s campaign.

In dispersing PAC donations, compa-
nies are trying to stay on policymakers’
radar screens, and trying not to make ene-
mies—indeed, publicly owned firms don’t
make endorsements, even when their po -
litical allegiances are blatant. 

Sometimes those corporate allegiances
are based on perception rather than fact.
In June, something called W Ketchup

began advertising in conservative publi-
cations and websites. Its purpose: to be an
alternative to Heinz. The W Ketchup web-
site’s “About” page reads: “Choose Heinz
and you’re supporting Teresa Heinz and
her liberal causes, such as Kerry for Presi -
dent.” But the H.J. Heinz Co. states that
Teresa Heinz Kerry is not “involved in the
management or board” and does not hold
“a significant percentage of shares” in the

company. And Heinz says that over the last
seven years, the company PAC “has con-
tributed $96,000 to Repub lican candidates
and $54,000 to Demo cratic candidates.”

Occasionally, though, a corporation has
real political ties—and makes no bones
about it. Look at Outback Steakhouse, a
public company that gives more money
than any other firm in the restaurant sec-
tor—and nearly all of it to GOP causes
and candidates. Outback founder and CEO
Chris Sullivan gives money to Republicans,
his executives give money to Republicans,
and his company’s PAC gives to Republi -
cans. Much of that PAC money comes from
lower-echelon executives and employees,
who may or may not be aware of its ulti-
mate destination; Outback has come
under fire in recent years for reportedly
pressuring employees to donate to the
company PAC.

But the Outback example is actually
unusual: It’s not all that common for big
companies and their CEOs to direct
money to the same causes or candidates.
For instance, Costco CEO James Sinegal
donates a lot, and all to Democrats, but
Costco doesn’t even have a PAC. Likewise,
Joe Rogers of Waffle House gave $25,000
last October to the Republican National
Committee, but the company itself has
made only a single $1,000 contribution to
a candidate this election cycle. 

T
o explore the status of the busi-
ness-politics relationship, I spoke
with David Vogel, editor of Cali -

fornia Management Review, chairman of
the Haas Business and Public Policy Group
at U.C. Berkeley, and author of Kindred
Strangers: The Uneasy Relationship Be -
tween Business and Politics in America
and Fluctuating Fortunes: The Power of
Business in America.

The corporate-contribution charts are
based on figures provided by the non-
profit Center for Responsive Politics, avail-
able online at www.opensecrets.org. And
if the numbers seem high, keep in mind
that they don’t even take into account the
record amounts—some $110 million total,
up from just $8.2 million in 1992—that
corporations, unions, and individuals do -
nated to the Democratic and Republican
conventions this summer. Those contri-
butions are, somewhat dubiously, classi-
fied as civic rather than political.
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18% 82%
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PACs 
6%

Individuals
94%

Darden Restaurants 

9% 91%

$145,334 
PACs 
74%

Individuals 
26%

Brinker International 

8% 92%

$136,000 PACs 
46%

Individuals 
54%

Wendy's 

15% 85%

$99,800 
PACs 
87%

Individuals 
13%

Political Contributions: Election 2004
Restaurants

These charts show companies’ politi-
cal contributions during the 2004
election cycle. The pie charts display
the percentage of total contributions
donated by the company PAC and by
individuals affiliated with the firm.
The figures are courtesy of the Center
for Responsive Politics.

Occasionally, a corporation has real political
ties—and makes no bones about it.



DDoo  yyoouu  ggeett  tthhee  sseennssee  tthhaatt  bbuussiinneessssppeeooppllee,,  aanndd
ccoommppaanniieess,,  aarree  mmoorree  eennggaaggeedd  iinn  ppoolliittiiccss  tthhiiss
ccaammppaaiiggnn  sseeaassoonn  tthhaann  iinn  tthhee  ppaasstt??

No—I think they’re heavily engaged,
but they were heavily engaged before.

SSoo  wwhhaatt  cchhaannggeess  hhaavvee  yyoouu  sseeeenn  iinn  tthhee  wwaayy  tthhaatt
ccoorrppoorraattiioonnss——aanndd  iinnddiivviidduuaall  eexxeeccuuttiivveess——
eennggaaggee  iinn  oorr  iinntteerraacctt  wwiitthh  ppaarrttiissaann  ppoolliittiiccss??

One change is that business has be -
come more supportive of Republicans,
and I think that’s simply a reflection of
the relative dominance of the Republi -
can Party, both in Congress and in the
White House. Certainly during the Clin -
ton ad ministration, there was enormous
business support for both parties. The
president raised a lot of money, and so
did the Republicans. By and large, busi-
nesspeople give resources dispropor-
tionately to incumbents, and over the
last three years, with Republicans in
control of both branches of government,
companies have been more likely to give
to them.

HHaavvee  tthhee  aammoouunnttss  tthhaatt  ccoommppaanniieess  ggiivvee  cchhaannggeedd??
It varies a lot by industry. The general

trend is that some companies and sectors
that had relatively little political involve-
ment have increased it dramatically. Think
of Wal-Mart, of the semiconductor indus-
try, which has become much more en -
gaged in politics, and of Microsoft, which
used to ignore politics. The drug indus-
try has always been engaged, but even
more so recently because there’s so much
at stake. Eventually, most big companies
find out that they need to get committed
to politics.

TThhee  iimmpplliiccaattiioonn  iiss  tthhaatt  eevveerryy  ccoommppaannyy  iinn  aann  iinn--
dduussttrryy  sshhoouulldd  hhaavvee  tthhee  ssaammee  ppaatttteerrnn  ooff  ggiivv--
iinngg——bbuutt  tthheeyy  ddoonn’’tt..  MMaannyy  mmaajjoorr  ccoommppaanniieess
ddoonn’’tt  hhaavvee  PPAACCss  aatt  aallll;;  ssoommee  ssmmaallll  ccoommppaanniieess  ggiivvee
ddiisspprrooppoorrttiioonnaatteellyy  llaarrggee  aammoouunnttss..  WWiitthhiinn  aa  ggiivveenn
iinndduussttrryy,,  ssoommee  bbaallaannccee  ggiivviinngg  bbeettwweeeenn  tthhee  ttwwoo
ppaarrttiieess;;  ootthheerrss  sskkeeww  ddrraammaattiiccaallllyy  ttoowwaarrdd  RReeppuubb  --
lliiccaannss  oorr,,  lleessss  oofftteenn,,  ttoowwaarrdd  DDeemmooccrraattss..  IIss  tthhaatt
bbaasseedd  oonn  ttrraaddiittiioonn  oorr  iinntteerreessttss??

It’s mostly interests. Yes, there are
some companies that are ideological,
but they’re rare. Different firms attach
different de grees of importance to poli-
tics, and there’s enormous variation in
terms of preference and style, as in any
aspect of business. One would expect to

see companies having different
strategies, different approaches,
different philosophies.

II  ffiinndd  iitt  iinntteerreessttiinngg  tthhaatt  bbuussiinneessss  ffaa--
vvoorrss  RReeppuubblliiccaannss  eevveenn  tthhoouugghh  tthhee
ssttoocckk  mmaarrkkeett  aanndd  tthhee  eeccoonnoommyy  iinn  ggeenn--
eerraall  hhaavvee  ccoonnssiisstteennttllyy  ffaarreedd  bbeetttteerr  uunn--
ddeerr  DDeemmooccrraattss..

Actually, historically, most
corporate money went to Demo -
crats, until fairly recently. That
was the party in charge of Con -
gress. The Republican Party al -
ways complained that it wasn’t
getting as much corporate money
as it should. Of course, the situ-
ation has been different since
the 1970s.

II  wwoonnddeerr  iiff  tthhiinnggss  wwiillll  cchhaannggee  aannyyttiimmee
ssoooonn..  PPoolliittiiccaall  ssoocciioollooggiissttss  sseeee  aa  sspplliitt
iinn  tthhee  eelleeccttoorraattee  bbeettwweeeenn  mmaannaaggeerrss,,
wwhhoo  lleeaann  RReeppuubblliiccaann,,  aanndd  pprrooffeessssiioonn--
aallss,,  wwhhoo  lleeaann  DDeemmooccrraatt..  MMaannaaggeerrss,,  ooff
ccoouurrssee,,  hhaavvee  aallwwaayyss  bbeeeenn  tthhee  oonneess  iinn
cchhaarrggee  ooff  ccoorrppoorraattiioonnss,,  ssoo  iitt  mmaakkeess  sseennssee  tthhaatt
tthhoossee  cc oommppaa nniieess   ll eeaann  RRee  ppuubbllii ccaann  aass   wweellll ..
BBuutt  wwhhaatt  aabboouutt  oorrggaanniizzaattiioonnss  wwiitthh  ddiiffffeerreenntt
ssttrruuccttuurr eess,,  lliikkee  tteecchh  ffiirrmmss ??  AAss  cc oommppaanniieess
cchhaannggee  sshhaappee  iinn  tthhee  ccoommiinngg  yyeeaarrss,,  wwiillll  wwee  bbee
sseeeeiinngg  aa  ddiiffffeerreenntt  ttyyppee  ooff  ppeerrssoonn  rruunnnniinngg  tthheemm
aanndd,,  tthheerreeffoorree,,  ddiiffffeerreenntt  ccoorrppoorraattee  aattttiittuuddeess
ttoowwaarrdd  ppoolliittiiccss??

I don’t foresee any structural shift
in the loyalty of individual business-
people to Republicans. There have al -
ways been certain segments of business
that are close to the Democratic Party,
like real estate and a lot of investment
bankers. Silicon Valley has always had a
strong Democratic theme. The segments

of the business community that are
more balanced be tween Democrats and
Republicans have changed over time,
as the economy has changed, but it’s still
mostly Republican—even though Dem -
ocrats never seem to have any trouble
raising money from companies, espe-
cially in this election cycle. Bill Clinton
raised a huge amount of money from
business.

NNooww,,  wwhheenn  yyoouu  ssaayy  ccoommppaanniieess  aarree  bbeeccoommiinngg
““mmoorree  eennggaaggeedd””  iinn  ppoolliittiiccss,,  ddooeess  tthhaatt  mmeeaann  iinn--
ssttaalllliinngg  aa  lloobbbbyyiisstt,,  ddoonnaattiinngg  mmoonneeyy——oorr  ssoommee--
tthhiinngg  eevveenn  mmoorree  aammbbiittiioouuss??

Increasingly, firms have their own full-
time staffs in Washington, and they all
work with lobbying firms on different
issues. Trade associations remain impor-
tant. And for many years we’ve had
ad-hoc coalitions, in which a group of
companies get together on a particular
issue—say, the outsourcing question—
and pool their resources. Companies
have gotten more sophisticated in us -
ing grass-roots pressure in developing
ad-hoc, shadow, make-believe “citizens’

groups.” They learned how to do that
from public-interest groups, and they’ve
gotten very good at it. Think of the
media campaign around the Clinton
healthcare plan.

SSppeeaakkiinngg  ooff  oorrggaanniizzaattiioonnss’’  ppoolliittiiccaall  aaccttiivviittyy,,
RReeppuubblliiccaannss  rreegguullaarrllyy  ccoommppllaaiinn  aabboouutt  uunniioonnss’’
ppoolliittiiccaall  aalllliiaanncceess,,  eennddoorrsseemmeennttss,,  aanndd  ffiinnaanncciiaall
ssuuppppoorrtt——tthheeyy  aarrgguuee  tthhaatt  tthhee  mmeemmbbeerrss  ooff
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I don’t foresee any structural shift in the loyalty 
of individual businesspeople to Republicans.
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19% 81%
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12%
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tthhoossee  uunniioonnss  ddoonn’’tt  nneecceessssaarriillyy  ssuuppppoorrtt  DDeemmoo  --
ccrraattss..  BBuutt  aarree  ccoorrppoorraattiioonnss  aannyy  mmoorree  aaccccoouunntt--
aabbllee——ssaayy,,  ttoo  eemmppllooyyeeeess??

The executives are speaking on behalf
of their shareholders, so employees don’t
have a voice. They don’t have a voice in
anything else—there’s no reason why
they should expect to have a voice in
this! The notion is that when you buy
shares, you’re basically establishing a
trustee relationship and letting these
guys do what they want. It’s different

with unions: People feel that when they
pay union dues, they should have more
accountability.

IInn  aa  ttyyppiiccaall  ccoorrppoorraattiioonn,,  wwhhoo  aarree  tthhee  ppeeooppllee
wwhhoo  aaccttuuaallllyy  mmaakkee  tthhee  ddeecciissiioonnss  oonn  ppoolliittiiccaall
iinnvvoollvveemmeenntt??

It’s like any other business decision:
There’s a committee that reviews it and
submits it to the board or the CEO. It’s
pretty high-level—executive-committee
level. The stances they take are a big deal;
these are major policy decisions. 

DDoo  yyoouu  tthhiinnkk  mmoosstt  sshhaarreehhoollddeerrss,,  oorr
eemm  ppllooyyeeeess,,  aarree  aawwaarree  ooff  tthheessee  ddee  --
cciissiioonnss??

No, not at all. 

HHooww  oofftteenn  ddoo  tthhee  CCEEOO’’ss  ppeerrssoonnaall  vviieewwss
ppllaayy  aa  rroollee??

If he’s politically engaged—
like, say, Ken Lay at Enron—
they’ll play a role. For another
instance, the word is that Lee
Raymond at ExxonMobil can’t
deal with global warming; he’s
decided that Exxon’s view is to
not want any regulations on
carbon. A lot of people at Exxon -
Mobil think that’s ridiculous
and that the company should
bite the bullet and help design
a new policy. People at Exxon -
Mobil tell me that as soon as
Raymond retires, the company
will switch its position and come
out in favor of the Kyoto Protocol
on global warming. 

Clearly, this is Raymond’s personal
view, but it’s also his personal assess-
ment of what’s in the company’s inter-
ests. It’s a business judgment, and it
could change when ExxonMobil gets a
new CEO. The CEO’s views about what’s
in the interests of the company matter,
but that’s true for every decision every
CEO makes.

WWhhaatt  hhaappppeennss  wwhheenn  ppoolliittiiccaall  ppoowweerr  cchhaannggeess
hhaannddss——aass  wwhheenn,,  ssaayy,,  tthhee  SSeennaattee  sswwiittcchheedd

ffrroomm  GGOOPP  ttoo  DDeemmooccrraattiicc  ccoonnttrrooll  iinn  22000011??  DDoo  ccoorr--
ppoorraattiioonnss  sswwiittcchh  wwhhoomm  tthheeyy’’rree  ggiivviinngg  ttoo??

I think companies that care about
very particular committee issues are in -
deed likely to switch. The interesting
question is to what extent companies
have become more partisan. The phar-
maceutical in dustry, for instance, seems
to be very heavily supporting Republi -
cans during this election cycle. But I
would be surprised if that industry didn’t
give a lot of money to Clinton when he
was president.

TThheenn  yyoouu’’llll  bbee  ssuurrpprriisseedd::  IInn  11999966,,  tthhee  pphhaarrmmaa--
cceeuuttiiccaall  iinndduussttrryy  ggaavvee  $$9955,,000000  ttoo  CClliinnttoonn——bbuutt
mmoorree  tthhaann  tthhrreeee  ttiimmeess  tthhaatt  ttoo  hhiiss  RReeppuubblliiccaann
cchhaalllleennggeerrss..  AAnndd  iinn  22000000,,  iitt  ggaavvee  mmoorree  tthhaann
ffoouurr  ttiimmeess  aass  mmuucchh  ttoo  GGeeoorrggee  WW..  BBuusshh——aa  hhaallff--
mmiilllliioonn  ddoollllaarrss——tthhaann  iitt  ddiidd  ttoo  AAll  GGoorree..  TThhiiss  yyeeaarr
iitt  hhaass  ggiivveenn  BBuusshh  mmoorree  tthhaann  $$884400,,000000  ssoo  ffaarr..

They’ve obviously decided that the
Re publican positions on health care are
more to their liking. 

DDooeess  tthhee  iinndduussttrryy  rruunn  aannyy  rriisskk  iinn  sskkeewwiinngg  iittss
ssuuppppoorrtt??  HHooww  oofftteenn  ddoo  ccoommppaanniieess,,  oorr  iinndduuss--
ttrriieess,,  bbeeccoommee  lliinnkkeedd  ttoo  oonnee  ppoolliittiiccaall  ppaarrttyy,,  oorr
eevveenn  oonnee  ppoolliittiicciiaann,,  aanndd  tthheerreeffoorree  ffiinndd  tthheemm--
sseellvveess  aatt  aa  ddiissaaddvvaannttaaggee  wwhheenn  tthhaatt  ppaarrttyy  oorr
ooffffiicceehhoollddeerr  ffaallllss  ffrroomm  ppoowweerr??

Companies try hard not to become
identified with one party or the other—
they want to be risk-averse; they want to
hedge their bets. The pharmaceutical in -
dustry is atypical. But a lot of times it
doesn’t matter. Enron was very close to
the Bush administration, and I don’t think
it would have made any difference if it
hadn’t been—it didn’t do the company
any good in the end.

IIss  tthheerree  eevveerr  rreettaalliiaattiioonn??  HHooww  mmuucchh  ddooeess  HHaallllii  --
bbuurrttoonn  hhaavvee  aatt  ssttaakkee  iinn  tthhiiss  eelleeccttiioonn??

Companies worry about this, but I
don’t think there is retaliation. If John
Kerry wins, Halliburton will still be doing
stuff in Iraq. 

WWiillll  tthhee  aaddddiittiioonn  ooff  JJoohhnn  EEddwwaarrddss  ttoo  tthhee  DDeemmoo  --
ccrraattiicc  ttiicckkeett  mmaakkee  mmuucchh  ooff  aa  ddiiffffeerreennccee  ttoo  tthhee
bbuussiinneessss  ccoommmmuunniittyy??  

I don’t see many big issues or hot-but-
ton legislation on the agenda in the area
of legal reform. Despite controlling Con -
gress, the Bush administration has been
completely unsuccessful in all its efforts
at tort reform. I’m sure companies aren’t
happy about Edwards, but I don’t know
that they feel that the chances of re -
form are going to be any better if Bush
is reelected. And it helps that Edwards
seems to have defended people who
were abused.

II  gguueessss  iitt’’dd  bbee  wwoorrssee  iiff  hhee  hhaadd  ssppeecciiaalliizzeedd  iinn
ccllaassss--aaccttiioonn  ssuuiittss..

That’s an important point. But either
way, the trial lawyers seem to be do -

I don’t think there is retaliation. If John Kerry wins,
Halliburton will still be doing stuff in Iraq.
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ing pretty well on their own, without
having one of their people as vice
president.

HHooww  mmuucchh  mmoorree  ddoo  CCEEOOss  iinnhheerreennttllyy  ttrruusstt  ffoorrmmeerr
eexxeeccuuttiivveess  lliikkee  GGeeoorrggee  BBuusshh  aanndd  DDiicckk  CChheenneeyy??  

Well, Bush had a pretty mediocre busi-
ness career, and Cheney became an exec-
utive after politics, so they’re not really
executives in the sense of rising up
through the ranks and running various
companies.

BBuutt  tthheeiirr  oorriieennttaattiioonn  iiss  vveerryy  mmuucchh  ttoowwaarrdd  tthhee
wwoorrlldd  ooff  bbuussiinneessss..

That was true of Clinton too. I don’t
think it makes a difference. Thinking
back, there have been virtually no pres-
idents who earned their spurs through
business. Maybe Herbert Hoover was
the closest. Americans haven’t elected
businesspeople.

II  gguueessss  wwee  mmiisssseedd  oouurr  cchhaannccee——oorr  ddooddggeedd  aa
bbuulllleett——wwiitthh  RRoossss  PPeerroott..

Right—Perot would have been the one.

NNooww,,  aarrttiicclleess  tthhaatt  ddiissccuussss  ccoorrppoorraattee  ccoonnttrriibbuu--
ttiioonnss  ttoo  ccaannddiiddaatteess  tteenndd  ttoo  iiddeennttiiffyy  ccoonnttrriibbuuttoorrss
bbyy  ccoommppaannyy,,  eevveenn  tthhoouugghh  mmuucchh  ooff  tthhaatt  iiss  iinnddii--
vviidduuaall  eexxeeccuuttiivveess,,  nnoott  ccoorrppoorraattee  PPAACCss,,  hhaannddiinngg
oovveerr  ccaasshh..  WWhhyy  ddoo  tthheessee  iinnddiivviidduuaallss  mmaakkee  ppeerr--
ssoonnaall  ccoonnttrriibbuuttiioonnss  iinn  tthhee  ffiirrsstt  ppllaaccee??

Well, the company has a stake; the
company wants access to whoever’s
president. 

SSoo  ddoo  eemmppllooyyeeeess  ggiivvee  bbeeccaauussee  tthhee  ccoommppaannyy  eenn--
ccoouurraaggeess  tthheemm  ttoo??

I think it’s mostly senior people—
or the partners—and they’re giving on
be half of the company. Companies put
a lot of pressure and effort into hustling
these funds from their executives, and
presumably they tell them, “This is im -
portant to us.”

IIssnn’’tt  tthhaatt  iilllleeggaall??
Well, to coerce them is illegal. But the

disclosure laws mean that everyone
knows what everyone is giving, so exec-
utives have no protection. The company
can tell John Jones, “We encourage you
to give,” and it can look up the results—it
knows whether he’s given, and Jones

knows that the company knows.
That’s the paradox of disclosure
laws.

AAccttuuaallllyy,,  iinn  rreesseeaarrcchhiinngg  ppoolliittiiccaall  ccoonn--
ttrriibbuuttoorrss,,  II  ffoouunndd  ffeewweerr  eexxeeccuuttiivveess
tthhaann  II  eexxppeecctteedd..

A lot of political scientists ar -
gue that there’s underinvestment
in politics, that people and com-
panies should give a lot more than
they do, given the stakes involved.

BBuutt  ccoommppaanniieess  ggiivvee  aa  lloott,,  aanndd  mmoorree
eevveerryy  eelleeccttiioonn..  NNooww,,  wwhheenn  iitt  ccoommeess  ttoo
ppaarrttiicciippaattiinngg  iinn  tthhee  ppoolliittiiccaall  pprroocceessss,,
ccoorrppoorraattiioonnss  aacctt  lliikkee  ssiinnggllee--iissssuuee  vvoott--
eerrss::  TThheeyy’’rree  iinntteerreesstteedd  iinn  ttaaxxeess  aanndd
rreegguullaattiioonnss  aanndd  ttrraaddee  ppoolliicciieess,,  aanndd
tthheeyy  ddoonn’’tt  ccaarree  aabboouutt  mm oosstt  ssoocciiaall
iissssuueess..

Or, say, foreign policy.

BBuutt  ddoonn’’tt  ccoorrppoorraattee  aanndd  ppeerrssoonnaall  iinn--
tteerreessttss  ssoommeettiimmeess  ddiivveerrggee??  PPrreessuumm  --
aabbllyy,,  tthhee  iinnddiivviidduuaallss  wwhhoo  ddeecciiddee  wwhheerree  ttoo  ddiirreecctt
PPAACC  mmoonneeyy  ddoo  ccaarree  aabboouutt  ssoocciiaall  iissssuueess  aass  wweellll  aass
eeccoonnoommiicc  oonneess..  HHooww  oofftteenn  ddoo  eexxeeccuuttiivveess  wwiinndd
uupp  ssuuppppoorrttiinngg  ccaannddiiddaatteess  wwhhoossee  ppoolliicciieess  aanndd
eevveenn  ppeerrssoonnaalliittiieess  tthheeyy  ddeessppiissee??

Firms vary a lot in how they deal with
it. I don’t think it’s common for execu-
tives to have active personal political
agendas that differ a lot from their com-
panies’ interests. You can imagine, for
instance, Jewish executives doing a lot
on Israeli stuff, but I don’t think there
would be any tension there.

BBuutt  tthhaatt’’ss  bbeeccaauussee  tthhaatt’’ss  ssoo  ffaarr  rreemmoovveedd  ffrroomm
ccoommppaannyy  bbuussiinneessss..  TThheerree  aarree  ffaammoouuss,,  oorr  iinnffaa--
mmoouuss,,  ccaasseess  lliikkee  TThhoommaass  MMoonnaagghhaann  ooff  DDoommiinnoo’’ss
PPiizzzzaa  aanndd  CCaarrll  KKaarrcchheerr  ooff  CCaarrll’’ss  JJrr..,,  wwhhoo  aarree  bbootthh

oouuttssppookkeenn  aannttii--aabboorrttiioonn  aaccttiivviissttss..  BBuutt  iitt’’ss  nnoott
aass  tthhoouugghh  DDoommiinnoo’’ss  oorr  CCaarrll’’ss  JJrr..  hhaass  eevveerr  hhaadd  aann
ooffffiicciiaall  ppoolliiccyy  oonn  aabboorrttiioonn..

Right—there are different sets of issues.

BBuutt  wwhhaatt  iiff  yyoouu’’rree  TToomm  MMoonnaagghhaann,,  aanndd  wwaanntt
yyoouurr  ccoommppaannyy  ttoo  hhaavvee  aacccceessss  ttoo  tthhee  hheeaadd  ooff  aa

ppaarrttiiccuullaarr  SSeennaattee  ccoommmmiitttteeee——bbuutt  aass  iitt  hhaapp--
ppeennss,,  tthhaatt  sseennaattoorr  iiss  aa  pprroo--cchhooiiccee  ccrruussaaddeerr??

Well, Monaghan would give his own
personal funds to whomever he wants,
of course, but I think Domino’s contribu-
tions would still go to things that were
important to the company. Those con-
flicts are not terribly common—an issue
in which a politician had a preference on
a policy issue that agreed with that of the
executive and disagreed with the inter-
ests of the company. It’s not obvious that
someone who is against abortion would
also be likely to have policy preferences
that differ from Domino’s on some other
issue. Maybe there’s someone out there
who wants to raise the minimum wage
and is against abortion. But it’s more likely

that you’d find someone who’s against
both abortion and the minimum wage.
There’s always been a tension in the busi-
ness community between exec utives’
hearts and their more pragmatic pocket-
books, and to the extent that Republicans
are in power, that tension is diminished. ♦
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There have been virtually no presidents
who earned their spurs through business.
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