Learn More | Move to Amend Page | of 3

Learn More

From the Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission ruling:

Majority Opinton (Justice Kennedy, joined by Thomas, Roberts, Scalia and Alito) hito//bit.lv/5Vdnb8
{nite: /DL I/OVANDB)

Dissenting Opinion (Justice Stevens, joined by Sotomayor, Ginsburg, and Breyer) hitp://ol Iv/SMEPQJ
(bbb IySMEPTL)

Other Justices®’ Dissants or Concurrences atp://oil ly/6zasQH (niip:ditly/6zasOrt Justice Stevens, in dissent,
was compelled to state the obvious:

.... corporations have no consciences, no beliefs, no feelings, no thoughts, no desires.
Corporations help structure and facilitate the activities of human beings, to be sure, and
their “persorthood” often serves as a useful legal fiction. But they are not themsefves
members of “We the People” by whom and for whom our Constitution was established.

Looking to laarn more? Here are some good places to begin:

1. Corporate Pgrsonhgod in a8 Nutshgll (#snchor-one
2. History of the Corporation (#anchor-twe)

3. aed for Consgjtut Refo #anchor-llires.
4

5

. Building a Democracy Movement (=anchor-lour
. Reports and Commentary on Ciflzens United t#anchor-five)

1. Corporate Personhood in a Nutshel|

Thera are two concaptions of corporate personhood. The first simply besiows upon corporations the ability to
engage In many (egal actions (&.9. enler Into contracis. gue, be sued, elc). This is widely accepted and we do
not odject 1o this. Howaver, corporals personhood also commonly refers to the Supreme Court - crealed
precedent of corporations enjoying constitutional rights thal were Intended solely for human beings. We believe
this form of corporale personhood corcupts our Constitution ang must be corrected by amending the
Constitulion. Neither the Declaration of Ingependence nor the Constitution ever mention corporations, which
wers rare entities at oor nalion’s founding. Bul thanks 10 dscagdes of rulings by Juslices who molded the law 1o
favor alite Interests, corporations today are grantad privileges ihat empower them 1o deny citizens the right to
full self-governznce. For example, the Supreme Court has:

» prohibited rouling inspeclions of corporale properiy without @ warrant or pnor permigsion, evan though
scheduling such visits may permit 3 company to hide threats to pudlic health ang safsty. (Marshall v
Balow's itp:ysuprame pistls comius/43673071 , 1978)

= struck down stale Jaws requiring companies to disclose product origing (ntemational Dairy v Amngstoy

{hwioheww publichealthlaw, netReader/dl php?dog_[d=11082067) , (pdf) 1898), ihus crealing “negative free speech

s Mo Mwwy coctamdomooracy.ora/pecposhoodinagativs free spanch como:atiens.himh " for corporations and

preventing us from knowing what's in our focg.

prohivited citizens wanting to defend their (ocal busingsses ang community (rom corporale chains

encroachment from enacting progressive taxes on ¢hain stores. (Liggefl v. Lee

(it casenw Ip indlavw comlequbinigelcgse pl7court=uskvol=288%inval=517) , 1933)

struck down staie laws restricting corporale spending on dallol initialives and referenda. engoling

corporations to block citizen action through whai, iheoretically, is the puresi form of gemecracy. (Eirst

I Bank Rotti Hgupreme lusha. comiugiad

The notorlous 1886 case of Sanla Clara County v. Southern Pacifc Railroad

(hip:ficauiaw g [notew. comsadptgigsiense plrcoun=usdynl=11 8%nvol=34) Is jusl one i a long serles of Supreme Court
cases thal entrenched "corporate personhood” in law. Justices since have struck down hundreds of local, state
and federal laws enacled to protect people from corporate harm bassd on this illegilimate premise. Armed with
these "rights.” corporations wield ever-increasing control over jobs, natural assets, politiclans, even judges and
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the law. We believe corporations are not persons and possess only the privileges citizens and their elecied
representatives willfully grant them. Our Amendment will reverse the Courl’s invention of corporaie personhood
and limit corporations to their proper role: doing busingss.

2. History of the Corporation

Sourcewatch: Corporate Rights This page explores the Supreme Court's revolotionary and unconstitutional
declision to asserting federzl laws cannol Imit cocrporate “speach. See: nttp fsoupcewateh ora/index.phn?
ile=Poclal.Corporale Riahls (mtp:#scurcowateh orghndox pinhtie=Porte!':Corporate Righls)

Abollsh Corporate Personhood This speech, given by Molly Morgan of the Women's Inlernational Leagua for
Peace ang Freedom, follows the bistory of corporate power from the American Revolution to the present,
showing how elltes have used the Constitulion, the Courts and the corporation 1o quash the rights of We the
People. See: hllp./Mmww wilpl.ora/docs/eepicor/ACE/Personhood Talk pdf

(htto e wilpd oraidegsiccolcorp/ACP/Persornoad Yalk.poh

The Democracy Crisls In this PowerPoint presentation, Riki Ott--an Alaska marine biologist who fought Exxon
for twenty years after the Valdez oif spill-shows thai the spill was not jusi an ecological crisis, but a
manifestation of a democracy crisis. See: hitp:H/ultimatecivics.ora/spresent. himl puts Sullimalecivics osnisprasentiim iy

Corporatization: An Internal Clash of Civllizations The authors write that, “Within the framework of U.S.
constitulional law, in which personhood conveys fundamental protections against gtale action, the dubious
docirine of corporaia parsonhood has allowed corporations to gain constitutional insulatior: from demacratic
conlrol of corporaie investment in key activities, including gtectioneeang, lobbying. advenlsing, resource
exiraction, and manufacluring.” See: hitp./iwww democracysauace ocaffles publi earb05us pdf

(M- dwww democracysauars.omiflles poblle/TNIysam05us pdh

The "Rlight" to Harm the Environment Jan Edwards and Alis Valencia connect corporate personhood 10 the

destruction of the environment, citing specific instances in wilch corporations uses the Bill of Rights to harm the

planet and communities. See; hilpy; 2 califomia (acy orqg/corparaionsirasource/enviton od
(it vy califominremocracy, aRICOMmOrNON MIBEAUICH/ONYNON FAN)

Taking Care of Buslness Richard Grossman explains the history of corporate rule and explalns how stales
can use the corporale chaner power 10 abolish legitimate corporate "rignts.” See:
Dtip. Mywwve nanehs oaybiabogdy/ehrink i hml (e vy azocho.nsyingoogyichrink ), Rty

The Essence of the Corporation 8en Manski follows the (egal history of the corporation from the ancient worlg

to he early days of the Republic in order to understand its essence. See’
ptip:ivww. liberiylreeldr. orgipublicalons/manskl esgence of the corpora..

(e hentryy Libedyireefd: ofaipybiizabonsimunsy egsiance al e comparsiien)

3. The Need for Constitutional Reform

Signlficant Cases In the Evolutlon of Corporate "Rights” Reclaim Democracy has developed an excellent
corapendivm of 20th century federal coun decisions expanding federal prolection for corporations. See:
ireclalimgem: ora/pereonhood! thupnedsimdemocragy orqlpersonh

TImelfne This timeline by Jan Eawards (ays out the cases that gave corporations Ihe rights of persons and
compares it to the struggles for nghts for actual persons. See:
g A fomjagema ol tallons/resourcetimeline.

{(Ihin. fivawy, catformiagemosracy. orgicorporations/iresourcaitimeling, pgn

Establishing a Constitutional Right to Vote Don't Americans already have secure voting nghis? I a word,
no. See. htto.//oit ly/BSIRNQA (ntip A [WES1RADY

Voter 811! of Rights The Voler Bill of Righis is & document ambracad by hundreds of voting righis
organizations. il was originally a product of the 2001 Democracy Summer program, following the election
debdacle of 2000. It was amended for the 2004 and 2008 No Stolen Elections| campaigns. See

N/ Q. lgnel ns ora/fésourcesivoter bl jght
(hitp Jwwew nomorestolenclections.ora/reseurcesivotur bill of gty

Why So Many Good State Laws Are “Unconstitutional” Corporate anthropologist Jane Anne Motris writes
that, "Using the commerce clause, the "iree trade” mantra of ihe tma, they decided that staies could not ban
the manufacture, import, and sale of a substance that obviously many states wanied to ban. In olher words
[the) . . . . Supreme Courl acted as 2 legislature ™ See: http: 7/ oclad org/bwa/Sorng08 btmépinkoleo

(Ditp e, poclad.org/bwalSpnng08.htmepinkoles)
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Municipal Govarnment and Local Democracy As provided by CELDF, J. Allen Smith informed us in 1807
thal, "“The powerful corporate interesis engaged In the exploitation of municlpa) franchises are securely
entrenched behind a series of constitutional and legal checks on the majority which rmakes it extremely difflcult
for public opinion to exercise any effective control over them." See:

i/ I.ora/HomeRujeJAllenSmithMuniclpatGovetn U(abld/227/0...
(hup/rmww.cgidt amy/HomaRulaiJAllenSmithiunicioalGovemmentiana/227/Defaull aspx)

Why Regulation Alone Won't Work Regulaiory agencies are often controlled by the industries they were
formed 10 regulaie. There is even a term for the phenomenon— “regulatory capture.” And a captured regulatory
agency thal serves the interests of the corporations that are supposed 10 regulate--with the power of the
government behind them— is very often worse than ne regulation whatsoever. Corporate anthropologist Jane
Anne Morris describes the hisloly, and suggests what to do about il. See: http.//poclad.org/?

pa=By_Whal_Autherily & show=2000102.1xt (htis Jinselad.oreeg=By Wit AuthorllyBshow=a020102,tx1}

4, Building a Democracy Movement

Extending Democracy In this video, Ben Manski, Diane Farsetta and Kevin Alexandger Gray join the
Progressive Magazine in addressing the challenge of exiending demacracy in the Unded States: See:
hilg:/iwww.democracysguare.org/publicationsivideg extending democracy

(hitpSwww. demo acygguan. oralpublicationshiden_extending democracy)

How and Why the People of Humbotdt County Defended Local Democracy Katilin Sopocl-Belknap, co-
campaign manager the Measure T initialive banning corporate money in local eleclions, speaks at 3 community
forum aboul (he history of corporale power and how corporalions hijacked the ability of communities to govera
and defend themselves against abuse. ivatelocaleontrol ora/ N2, h{m (hiipfvsicloeatcantt urafsopec:
belknap, him)

5. Reports and Commentary on Citizens United

Justices Tum Minor Movie into Blockbuster Cage (hilp: vy, mylimis,com2010/01/73/us/pobies/29scolus.nimi) by Adam
Liptak Money Grubbers ihttp:imwav.state. comid/22¢22094 by Rick Hasen The Pinacrhio Project
(htto:www, slate comiy/22422084 by Dahlia Lithwick Corporations Have No Business in Elections

(a0 fheevew htimes omipswe/opiaipnlcommentanyls ca-younto:-2010ian10.0,3374783, ormi.slorv) by Monica Youn
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Timeline of Personhood Rights and Powers

People Gain or Lose Rights and Powers

Somerselt’s Case [England, 1772]

An English judge rules slavery does not exist in Engiand. A
slave becomes free by stepping on English soil. The colo-
nists wonder if slavery will soon be abolished in all English
colonies. Runaway slaves attempt to flee to England to gein
their freedom.

Bill Of Rights [1791]

The first 10 Amendments to the U.S. Constitution were
adopted to protect We the People from excesses of govern-
ment. At this time, We the People meant only white males
who owned property and were over 21 years old. The states
decided how much property must be owned to qualify to
vole or run for office. (New Jersey women who met property
and residency requirements could vote when the Constitution
was ratificd, but the state revoked that right in 1807.)

States Begin to Loosen Property

Requirements for white males to obtain voting and
citizenship rights. [1840 on]

Dred Scott v. Sanford [1857]

Supreme Court decides that slaves are property and Con-
gress cannot deprive citizens of their property. Slaves are
“not citizens of any state” and “have no rights a court must
respect.” This decision is the functional opposite of Somer-
sett’s Case.

13th Amendment [1865]

Slavery is abolished in the U.S. and any place subject to its
jurisdiction. This amendment changed the third paragraph of
Article 4, Section 2 of the Constitution.

14th Amendment [1868]

Black males are now citizens of the USA: “...nor shall any

State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property without
due process of law; nor deny to any person within its juris-
diction the equal protection of the laws.”

15th Amendment [1870]

Black males get the right to vote, “The right of citizens... to
vote shall not be denied or abridged... on account of race,
color, or previous condition of servitude.”

Year

1772
1776

1789
1791

1803

1819

1840

1857

1861
1865

1868

1870

rporations Gain or Lose Rights and Powers

Revolutionary War Begins [1776]

U.S. Constitution [1789]

The writers of the Constitution were very interested in pro-
tecting their propeity. Without using the words “slave” or
“slavery,” they made slavery legal and institutionalized it.
“No person held in Service or Labour in one State, under the
laws thereof, escaping into another, shall, in Consequence of
any regulation therein, be discharged from such Service or
Labour, but shall be delivered up on Claim of the Party to
whom such Service or Labour may be due.” [An. 4, Sec. 2]

Marbury v. Madison (1803)

This case established the concept of judicial review. The
Supreme Couri ruled thal they were Supreme and Congress
did not contest it. This gave them the power to make law.,

Dartmouth College v. Woodward (1819]

A corporate charter i8 ruled to be a contract and can’t be
altered by government. The word “corporation” does not
appear in the Constitution and this ruling gave the corpora-
tion a standing in the Constitution. 1t also made it difficult
for the government to control corporations, so states began
10 write controls into the charters they granted. The Supreme
Court had “found” the corporation in the Constitution.

Civil War Begins [1861]

Paul v. Virginia [1868]

Corporate lawyers argued that under the privileges and im-
munities clause, corporations are citizens, Supreme Court
ruled that corporations are not citizens under Article 1V,
Section 2. “The citizens of each State shall be entitled to all
privileges and immunities of citizens in the several States.”



Minor v. Happersett [1874]

Women argued that under the 14th Amendment equal
protection clause, the U.S, Constitution established that
their right to vote could not be denied by the state. The
Supreme Court rejected this stating that the 14th Amend-
ment was only intended to apply to black males.

Compromise of 1877

To settle a disputed presidential election, the Republicans
made a deal with the Democrats (the party of slavery) that if
the Republican Hayes became president, he would remove
the Union troops from the South, the last obstacle to the
reestablishment of white supremacy there.

Of the 14th Amendment cases
brought before the Supreme
Court between 1890 and 1910,
19 dealt with African Americans,
288 dealt with corporations.

Plessy v. Ferguson [1896)

The Supreme Court ruled that state laws enforcing segrega-
tion by race are constitutional if separate accommodations are
equal. Black males effectively lost 14th Amendment rights
and much access to the “white world.” Plessy legalized “Jim
Crow” laws.

1873

1874

1877

1882

1886

1889

1893

1896

1505

Slaughterhouse Cases [1873]

The Supreme Court said: “...the main purpose of (he last
three Amendmenis [13, 14, 15) was the freedom of the
African race, the security and perpetuation of that freedom
and their protection from the oppression of the white men
who had formerly held them in slavery.” Corporations were
not included in these protections.

Munn v. Hlinois (1877]

Supreme Court ruled that the 14th Amendment canonot be
used to protect corporations from state law. They did not
actually rule on personhood,

The Railroad Tax Cases [1882]

In one of these cases, San Mateo County v. Southern Pacific
Railroad, 1t was argued that corporations were persons and
that the committee drafting the 14th Amendment had in-
tended the word person to mean corporations as well as
natural persons, Senator Roscoe Conkling waved an un-
known document in the air and then read from it in an at-
tempt to prove that the intent of the Joint Committee was
for corporate personhood. The court did not rule on corporate
personhiood, but this is the case in which they heard the
argument,

Santa Clara County v. Southern Pacific
Railroad |1886)

“The court does not wish to hear argument on the question
whether the provision in the 14th Amendment to the Consti-
tution, which forbids a State to deny to any person within
its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws, applies to
corporations. We are all of the opinion that it does.” This
statement by the Supreme Court before the hearing began
gave corporations inclusion in the word “person” in the 14th
Amendment to the Constitution and claim to equal protec-
tion under law. (The case was decided on other grounds.)

Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad v.
Beckwith [1889)

Supreme Court rules a corporation is a “person” for both due
process and egual protection.

Noble v. Union River Logging [1893)

FFor the first time corporations have claim to the Bill of
Rights. The 5th Amendment says: “...nor be deprived of
life, liberty, or property, without due process of law.”

Lochner v. New York [1905]

“Lochner” became shorthand for using the Constitution to
invaligate government regulation of the corporation, It
embodies the doctrine of “substantive due process.” From
1905 until the mid 1930s the Court invalidated approxi-
mately 200 economic regulations, usually under the due
process clause of the 14th Amendment,



Slavery is the legal fiction
that a Person is Property.
Corporate Personhood is the legal
fiction that Property is a Person.

17th Amendment [1913]
The U.S. Senate is now elected by the people, instead of
appointed by state governments.

19th Amendment [1920]

Women finally get the vote after 75 years of struggle. “The
right of citizens of the Unifed States to vote shall not be
denied or abridged by the United States or by any State on
account of sex.”

Louis K. Liggett Co. v, Lee [1933]

Justice Brandeis dissents: “The Prevalence of the corporation
in America has led men of this generation to act, at times, as
if the privilege of doing business in corporate form were
inherent in the citizen; and has led them 1o accept the evils
attendant upon the free and unrestricted use of the corporate
mechanism as if these evils were the inescapable price of
civilized life, and hence to be borne with resignation.
Throughout the greater part of our history a different view
prevailed.”

National Labor Relations Act of 1935

The National Labor Relations Board required employer neu-
trality when it came to the self organization of workers. It
was a violation of the act if an employer interfered in any
way with a union organizing drive.

Conn. General Life Ins. v. Johnson [1938]

Justice Black digsents; “I do not believe the word ‘person’ in
the Fourteenth Amendment includes corporations.”

Hague v. C.1.0.[1939)

The Court denies an incorporated labor union Ist Amend-
ment rights. Only the individual plaintiffs, not the labor
union or the ACLU, could invoke 1st Amendment protec-
tions. “[A corporation] cannot be said to be deprived of free-
dom of speech ang of assembly, for the liberty guaranteed by
the due process clause is the liberty of natural, not artificial
persons.”

1506

1908

1913

1617

1919

1920

1922

1933

1935

1936

1938

1939

1941
1947

Hale v. Henkel [1906])

Corporations get 4th Amendment "“search and seizure” pro-
tection. Justice Harlan disagreed on this point: “...the power
of the government, by its representatives, to look into the
books, records and papers of a corporation of its own crea-
tion, to ascertain whether that corporation has obeyed or is
defying the law, will be greatly curtailed, if not destroyed.”

Armour Packing Co. v. U.S. [1508]
Corporations get 6th Amendment right o jury trial in a
criminal case. A corporate defendant was considered an
“accused” for 6th Amendment purposes.

U.S. enters World War I[1917]

Dodge v. Ford Motor Co. [1919]

Michigan Supreme Court says, “A business corporation is
organized and carried on primarily for the profit of the stock-
holders. The powers of the directors are to be employed for
that end.” “Stockholder primacy™ is established. This is still
the leading case on corporate purpose.

Pennsylvania Coal Co. v. Mahon [1922)
Corporations get Sth Amendment ‘“1akings clauge™: “...nor
shall private property be taken for public use, without just
compensation.” A regulation is deemed a takings.

Louis K. Liggett Co. v. Lee[1933]
The people of Florida passed a law that levied higher taxes
on chain stores. The Sopreme Court overturned the law cit-
ing the due process and equal protection clause of the 14th
Amendment and the Interstale Commerce clause.

Grosjean v. American Press Co. [1936])

A newspaper corporation has a 1st Amendment liberty right
to freedom of speech that would be applied to the states
through the 14th Amendment, The Court ruled that the cor-
poration was free to sell advertising in newspapers without
being taxed. This is the first 1st Amendment protection for
corporations.

U.S. enters World War I1[1941}

Taft-Hartley Act [1947]

Corporasions are granted “free speech” in the vnion certifi-
cation process, usurping the worker’s right to “freedom of
association” and greatly weakening the Labor Relations Act
of 1935,



Wheeling Steel Corp. v. Glander [1949)]
Justice Douglas dissents. Regarding the ruling that corpora-
tions are given rights as persons under the 14th Amendment,
he said, “There was no history, logic or reason given to
support that view nor was the result so obvious that expo-
sition was unnecessary.”

Brown v. Board of Educ. of Topeka [1954]
Public schools cannot be racially segregaied. Often said to
have overturned Plessy. The Supreme Court recognized that
separate was not equal.

Civil Rights Act [1964]

This act ended voting discrimination and literacy testing as
a qualification for voting, established the Commission on
Equal Employment Opportunity, and ended discrimination
in public facilities.

24th Amendment [1964]

Poll taxes, which were used to keep Blacks and others from
voting in some states, were abolished, “The right... to vote
... shall not be denied... by reason of failure to pay any poll
tax or other tax.”

26th Amendment [1971)

Voting age changed from 21 to 18 years of age. Passed to
recognize that if 18-year-olds could be drafied into military
service, they should be allowed to vote.

Reedv. Reed [1971]

Women get the 14th Amendment. There were earlier cases
where it was assumed that women had equal protection. This

was the case in which the 14¢h was ruled to apply to women.

Roe v. Wade [1973]

The Supreme Court rues that state statutes against abortion
are vague and infringe on a woman’s 9th and 14th Amend-
ment rights (to privacy). Abortion is legalized in the first
trimester of pregnancy.

1949

1954

1963
1964

1967

1970

1971

1973

1976

Judge-made law
is not democracy.

U.S. ground troops in Vietnam War
[1963]

See v. City of Seattle [1967]

Supreme Court grants corporations 4th Amendment protec-
tion from random inspection by fire department. The Court
framed the guestion in terms of “business enterprises,” cor-
porate or otherwise. An administrative warrant is necessary
to enter and inspect commercial premises.

Ross v. Bernhard [1970]

Corporations get 7¢th Amendment right to jury tria) in a civil
case. The Court implies that the corporation has this right
because a shareholder in a derivative suit would have that
right,

Buckley v. Valeo [1976)

The Supreme Court rules that political money is equivalent
to speech. This ruling expanded the First Amendment’s pro-
tections to include financial contribations to candidates or
parties.

U.S. v. Martin Linen Supply (1976)

A corporation successfully uses the Sth Amendment to
protect itself against double jeopardy to avoid retrial in an
anti-trust case.

Virginia Board of Pharmacy v. Virginia

Consumer Council [1976]
The Supreme Court protects commercial speech. Advertizing
is now fTee speech.




First National Bank of Boston v. Bellotti
1977]

Dissent by Justices White, Brennan, Marshall: *“...the spe-
cial status of corporations has placed them in a position to
control vast amounts of economic power which may, if not
regulated, dominate not only our economy bul the very heart
of our democracy, the electoral process... The State need not
allow its own creation (o consume it.” Rehnquist also dis-
sented: “The blessings of perpetual life and limited liability
... 0 beneficial in the economic sphere, pose special dangers
in the political sphere.”

Pacific Gas & Electric Co. v. Public

Utilities Commission [1986)

Dissent by Justices Rehnquist, White, Stevens: “To ascribe
to0 such entities an ‘intellect’ or ‘mind’ for freedom of con-
science purposes, is to confuse metaphor with reality.”

1977

1978

1986

1990

1996

First National Bank of Boston v. Bellotti
[1977]

The First Amendment is used to overtum state restrictions
on corporate spending on political referenda. The Court
reverses its tongstanding policy of denying such rights to
non-media business corporations. This precedent is used,
with Buckley v. Valeo, (o thwart attempts (o remove corpo-
rate money from politics.

Marshall v. Barlow [1978]

This case gave corporations the 4th Amendment right to
require OSHA to produce a warrant to check for safety
violations.

Pacific Gas and Electric Co. v. Public

Utilities Commission [1986]

Supreme Court decided that PG&E was not required to
allow a consumer advocacy group to use the extra space in
their billing envelope, upholding the corporation’s right not
to speak and profecting the corporation's “freedom of mind.”

Austin vy, Michigan Chamber of

Commerce [1990]

Supreme Couri upholds limitations on corporate spending in
candidate elections. First Amendmeut rights can be infringed
if the state has a compelling interest,

International Dairy Foods Association v.
Amestoy [1996]

Supreme Court overturns a Vermont law requiring the label-
ing of all products containing bovine growth hormone. The

right not to speak inheres in political and commercial speech
alike and extends to statements of fact as well as statements

of opinion.

This timeline was compiled by Jan Edwards with much help
from Doug Hammerstrom, Bill Meyers, Molly Morgan,
Mary Zepernick, Virginia Rasmussen, Thomas Linzey, Jane
Anne Morris, and Richard Grossman.

(revised June 2002)



