


S15th Stre4»NW . Suite 928-N- + Washington, DC 20005 ¢ (202) 639-8140 Linda F. Golodner, Executive Director

January 15, 1992

Dear Editor;

Attached are a news release and report on a special survey
commissioned by The National Consumers League on vital 1issues of
workplace privacy in Alaska. The survey 1is being released in Alaska
by the Older Persons Action Group.

The vast majority of those polled 1in Alaska believe that
employers and prospective employers have no business asking
applicants and employees about religion, smoking habits, lifestyle,
outside hobbies and activities, and other personal, off-the-job
factors which have nothing to do with their ability to perform a
job. They also believe an employer has no right to force an
employee to change diet, stop smoking, or quit a second job. Those
polled in Alaska were also opposed to <credit <checks on job
applicants and monitoring of personal telephone calls.

In spite of their opposition to such intrusions on their-
personal lives, many respondents reported that they or someone they
knew had had such an experience.

Because of -the importance of this issue and the overwhelming
reaction of people in Alaska to the questions we have put to them,
we have taken the unusual step of expressing the survey results to

you.

Sincerely,
LFG;jb
Attachments

pificeri: Robert R. Nathan, Honorary Chairman ¢ Esther Peterson, Honorary President « Jack Blum, President ¢
Ruth Jordan, Vice President « Ben Seidman, Vice President « Jane King, Secretary ¢ Barbara Warden, Treasurer
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2501 Commercial Dr. . 819 Ist Ave.
Anchorage, Allasla 99501 Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

(907) 255-6284

(907)456:2030

MANO FREY GARY BROOKS
Executive President Secretary [ Treasurer

FEBRUARY 11, 1992
TO: MEMBERS OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
FROM: PAT SMUTZ, BUSINESS REPRESENTATIVE

RE: SENATE BILL 340

The Alaska State AFL-CI10 has always supported the right of privacy for
individuals. We have always believed that what an individual does on their own time is

their own business as long as itdoesn™t interfere with the rights of others or doesn™t present
a vianger to anyone.

With this inmind the Alaska State AFL-C10 would like to go on record as being in
support of Senate Bill 340. Thank you for your consideration.

K

L etters o fsupoport
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Statement by the AFL-CIO

on

February 19, 1991
Bal Harbour, FL

Employers in increasing numbers are seeking to probe— and
then to regulate— the most private aspects of their employees’
lives away from work. The AFL-CIO opposes these invasions of
employee privacy.

Employers continue to interrogate employees about their
union sympathies, political beliefs, financial status and other
personal matters,

Random drug testing policies applied without any requirement
of reasonable suspicion of wrongdoing— which are inconsistent
with a basic regard for worker dignity and autonomy— is now
endemic in American workplaces.

To shift the blame for rising health car© and compensation
costs to their employees— and to further their personal agendas—
employers are increasingly seeking to regulate workers' off-tha-
job behavior. These restrictions make use of the employer's
economic leverage to prohibit workers from engaging in perfectly
lawful activities. Employers go so far as to specify whether
employees can smoke at home and what employees can eat or drink

at their own dinner tables.

As a matter of course, employers also conduct medical exams
and genetic tests to screen out employees thought to ba at
increased risk of developing a disease in the future. Medical
screening reveals the most intimate details of employee health,
including those that have no relation to job performance.

Secret employer telephone eavesdropping on employee-custoaer
calls permitted through a little known loophole in the federal
wiretap code, 1is yet another often-used technique that has no

place in a free society.

These employer surveillance tactics undermine basic privacy
and due process rights. Yet to date, there has been only limited
legislative protection for these rights; the polygraph bill and
the Americans with Disability Act are the most conspiouous
exceptions. The AFL-CIO 1is committed to enhancing th« dignity of
working men and women arid to preventing intrusions into workers”
privacy. We support legislation that would go further than
present law to preserve and enhance worker privacy and to outlaw
management practices which intrude on those privacy interests.

tft



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
March 23, 1992
Contact: Pete Carran

STATE SENATE APPROVES EMPLOYEE RIGHTS BILL
SPONSORED BY SENATOR JIM DUNCAN

The State Senate today approved legislation sponsored by Senator Jim
Duncan of Juneau that strengthens employee rights. Senate Bill 340
forbids Alaskan employers to discriminate based on the use of legal
products in a legal manner outside the work place.

"The criteria for hiring, firing, and promotions should be based exclusively
on work performance," Senator Duncan said. The use of legal products
consumed on their own time in a legal fashion should not be a factor in
these decisions. It is a right of privacy issue. Even though our state
constitution  recognizes privacy as an ‘inherent right, | feel it also needs
to be speiied out in the appropriate state statute." The bill includes the
prohibition in Title 23 of Alaska law that deals with labor and workers'
compensation.

Senator Duncan said the legislation is in response to a nationwide trend on
the part of some employers to forbid the use of products, such as aicohol
and tobacco, outside the work place as a condition of employment. The

bill has no effect on employer's ability to establish such policies on the
work place during working hours, according to Senator Duncan.

The measure contains language preventing employers from discriminating
in this fashion "..with respect to compensation, terms, conditions or
privileges of employment.”

SB 340 now moves to the State House.

-30-



UlaSfea iE>tate 'Cegttflature COMMITTEES:

Vice Chair -
mhnance

Senator Jim D uncan Vice Chair-

State affairs

P.O. Box V Juneau, Alaska 99811-3100 Rules
Budgets Audit

(907)465-4766 Ethics Reform

MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Pat Carney and
Representative Georgianna Lincoln
Co- Chairs house Health, Education,

and rvices Committee
FROM: Sena toncan
DATE: April 6, 1992

SUBJECT:Hearing for Senate Bill 340, Prohibiting Discrimination.

| request that the Health, Education, and Social Services Committee
schedule, at your earliestconvenience, a hearing for Senate Bill 340, "An
Act prohibiting employers from discriminating against individuals who
use legal products in a legal manner outside of work."

This measure will protect employees from discrimination by an employer
because of the employee's use of a lawful product in a lawful manner

during nonworking hours and in places other than the premises or vehicles
of the employer. In addition the terms employee and employer are defined.

Attachments:



= POUCH Y .STATE CAPLTCX
-I-[-w I I Idfl I ILJ-I-M JUNEAU. ATASKA <x)d M
907.465.3800

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE LIBRARY

Copies of minutes listed below were originally included
in this file. The minutes are available on the STAIRS
database CMPF.. In order to save space copies of minutes
have not been left in the files.

Mary Van Nimwegen
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WORKPLACE PRIVACY SURVEY

FEATURED IN MAJOR PUBLIC OPINION POLL
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In releasing the report, Vera Ga2away, executive director of

the older Persons Action Group, said: "The poll also reveals the
vast m ajority of workers in Alaska are adamantly opposed to
at »rapts by employers to force upon them a company-blessed
life style. Those 65 and over who were polled are in agreement with
the rest of the state's population. As far as they are concerned,
it's none of the boss's business who employees date, how much they
eat, whether they smoke, take part in a political demonstration,
hold a second job, drive a motorcycle, or have pending workers'

compensation claim s.
"As far as Alaska senior citizens and the general public are
concerned, the ability to perform the job should be the sole

criterion for winning and holding a job," she said.

NO P.IGHT TO ASK
Overwhelmingly, those interviewed in Alaska said a prospective
employer has no right to ask the following questions:

o 88 percent, about an applicant's religion;

o 87 percent, whether applicant lived with member of opposite
sex;

o 84 percent, if applicant had elderly parents;

o 82 percent, whether applicantplanned to have children;

o 77 percent, if applicant smoked after work hours;

o 59 percent, about hobbies andoutside activities ;ar.d

o 53 percent, about applicant'smarital status.

1. NO JUSTIFICATION FOR HIRING OR FIRING

Those surveyed in Alaska were presented with nine examples of
activities that employees may pursue on their own time av:ay from
work, their physical condition, and controversial opinions they may
hold. Respondents were asked if they thought it was appropriate for
the employer to base a decision to hire or fire on these <criteria:

o 98 percent said it was inappropriate for an employer

to base hiring or firing on whether an individual

dated a person of a different race.

o 98 percent said whether an individual drives a
motorcycle should not be a criterion.

o 91 percent said participating in political demonstrations
should not be a bas > for hiring or firing

2 0of k



o 91 percent said it was inappropriate for employers to
consider whether an employee participates in gambling at a
racetrack.

o 74 percent said holding an unusual second job should not be

a consideration for employers.

o 84 percent said being overweight should not be a
consideration in hiring or firing an individual.

o 95 percent said it was inappropriate to base hiring or
firing on an individual's support for abortion.

o 97 percent said it was inappropriate to base hiring or

firing on an individual's opposition to abortion.
o 94 percent said it was inappropriate to base hiring or
firing on whether an individual smoked after work hours.
NO RIGHT TO FORCE A CHANGE TV LIFESTYLE

The vast majority of Americans believe that employers have no

right to force employees to change their lifestyles.
Here's the level at w hich survey respondents in Alaska
opposed employer rights in the following categories:
o 77 percent opposed employers monitoring personal telephone
conversations.
o 86 percent opposed a prohibition of employees dating rival
firm employees.
o 81 percent opposed an employer's refusal to hire an
overweight person.
o 78 percent opposed an emoployer's refusal to hire a smoker.
o 92 percent opposed an employer's requirement that an
employee or job applicant change his or her diet.
o 85 percent opposed requiring an employee to quit smoking.
o 68 percent opposed an employer requiring an employee to quit
a second job.
o 67 percent opposed employers perforrf.ng a credit check on a
prospective employee.
TV. PERSONAL EXPERIENCE
The poll also asked Alaskans if they or anyone they knew had
ever been asked any of the types of questions they objected to from
employers. Sixty percent said they had been asked about their

m arital status;

o 45 percent, about outside hobbies and activities;

o 21 percent, about their religion;

o 15 percent about whether or not they planned to have
children;

3 of 4



o 15 percent, about whether or not
workplace;

o 7 percent, whether they had elde

o 6 percent, whether they lived wi

the opposite sex.

Seventeen percent reported personal

personal telephone conversations;

o 17 percent, credit checks on prospective employees;

-0 15 percent, required to quit a second job;

o 13 percent, refused to hire an overweight person;

o 10 percent, refused to hire a smoker;

o 7 percent, required an employee or applicant to quit

smoking;

c 6 percent, forbid an employee or applicant from dating an

employee from a rival firm ; and

o 4 percent, required an employee or applicant to change

diet.

Nine percent of those polled indicated they or someone they
knew had been denied a job or fired because of a weight problem;

- - o0 7 percent because of an unusual second job;
- 0 7 percent because of participation in a political
demonstration;
\ o 3percent for smoking away from the workplace;
o 4percent for dating a person of a different race;
"o 2percent for driving a motorcycle;

c 2percent for gambling at a racetrack; and

o lpercent for supporting or opposing abortion.

The Penn and Schoen poll, conducted in December 1991 on behalf
of the National Consumers League, was based on a random sample of
609 respondents in Alaska. The margin of error in the survey is + /-
four percent.

The National Consumers League, founded in 1899, is a private,

non-profit consumer advocacy

and marketplace issues.

-30-
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NBCSL GENERAL ASSEMBLY MEETING
DECEMBER 6, 1991
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA

RESOLUTION ON EMPLOYEE PRIVACY

WHEREAS: It his come to the attention of the National Black Caucus of State
Legislators that individuals have "sen fixed from their jobs or disadvantaged in
other employment and compensation decisions for smoking tobacco products in the
privacy of their homes; and

WHEREAS: There is a growing trend in job classificadon notices published in
daily newspapers to stipulate "smokers need not apply™ and "nonsmokers only";
and

WHEREAS: Twenty-one state legislatures have enacted legislation protecting
employee privacy; and

WHEREAS: The National
individual privacy; and

Black Caucus of State Legislators believes in

WHEREAS: The National Black Caucus of State Legislators believes that
employment decisions shouid be based solely on an individual’s job skills,
training and performance

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: The National Black Caucus of State
Legislators supports legislation that would make it unlawful for employers to
refuse to hire or to discharge any individual, or otherwise disadvantage any
individual, with respect to compensation, terms, conditions or privileges of
employment because the individual is a smoker or non-smoker; and

The National Black Caucus of State Legislators supports legislation that would
make it unlawful for an employer to require as a condition of employment that
any employee or applicant for employment abstain from smoking or using tobacco
products during nonworidng hours, provided the individual complies with
applicable laws or policies regulating smoking on the premises of the employer
during working hours.

N W. « WunmRtoo. D.C. 20001 « (202) 524-5457 « FAX (202) J0S-382I



INDIVIDUAL PRIVACY
AND EMPLOYMENT RIGHTS
IN ALASKA

A Survey by
Penn + Schoen Associates, inc.
Conducted for the National Consumers League
January 2, 1992



INTRODUCTION

Interviews were held in December 1991 with 609 residents of
Alaska for the purposes of determining citizens' attitudes toward privacy,
their knowledge of employment rights, and the extent to which employers
have acted to limit these rights. All respondents were 18 years of age or

older. The survey was commissioned by the National Consumers League.

Interviewing was done by telephone from the central telephone
facilities of Penn + Schoen Associates at the headquarters in New York
City. The margin of error for the entire sample is +/- 4.0%, but is higher

for sub-groups.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Summary of Key Finding

)
Despite the fact that the vast majority of respondents in Alaska

believe that employers do not have the right to ask questions about, make
job decisions based on, or take actions that infringe upon an individual's
right to privacy, up to two out of ten people -- and in some cases more -
report that an employer has done such things to either them or someone
they know. This finding supports the notion that while most Alaskans
believe in the right of privacy in employment, a significant number of

employers are not fully respecting these rights.

Purpose and Format of Study

The purpose of the study is to determine the attitudes and
knowledge of the general public concerning individual rights of privacy in
employment and measure the extent to which these rights have been limited

by employers. Specifically, this survey seeks to assess how the public feels



about certain actions employers might take and questions employers might

ask as determinants of prospective or continued employment.

The public was first asked a general question concerning

individual privacy in employment. This was followed by three series of

guestions.

The first set (Section 1) were questions prospective employers
might ask a job applicant. The second set of questions (Section II)
concerned things employees might do and asked whether or not it was
appropriate to deny ajob to or fire someone for doing these things. The last
set of questions (Section Ill) asked whether or not employers have the right
to take certain actions against employees. For each set of questions,
people were first asked whether or not employers should have the right to
ask these questions or behave in this manner, and secondly, if such a
question has ever been asked or such an action has ever been taken against

either the respondent personally or someone the respondent knows.

At the end of the questionnaire (Section V), respondents were
asked whether or not businesses in Alaska should be allowed to refuse to
hire a person who has a worker compensation claim. In addition, they were
asked whether or not they worked outside the home or if they smoked.

They were also asked their age, political party affiliation, income, race,



senatorial district, the job title of the head of the household, and whether or

not they were registered to vote.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Section I: Questions Posed to Job Applicants

Generally speaking, 69% of Alasakan residents say prospective
employers should not be allowed to ask questions about the private lives of
job applicants. At the same time, two out of three (67%) people report that

either they or someone they know has been asked such questions by a

potential employer.

As for specific questions, a majority believe employers should
not have the right to ask prospective employees about their living
N
arrangements, religion, outside activities, marital status, plans for children,

age of parents, or smoking behavior.

Residents of the Northwestern district, Hispanics, and women
are all more likely to believe that employers should not have the right to ask

these specific questions. On the other hand, people 65 and over,



executives, high-level professionals, former smokers, and men are more

likely to think employers should have this right.

Occasional smokers, people aged 25 to 34, those earning
between $20,000 and $31,000, African-Americans, and Hispanics are more

likely to report that either they or someone they know has been asked some

of these specific questions.

These findings are reported in detail in Section I, beginning on

page nine.

Section Il; Employee Behavior Outside of Work

The public was then asked whether or not they thought it is
appropriate for employers to deny ajob to or fire someone for specific
activities. At least 91 % say it is inappropriate for employers to deny ajob
to someone or fire an employee for dating a person of a different race,
driving a motorcycle, participating in political demonstrations, gambling at a
racetrack, supporting or opposing abortion, or smoking away from the
workplace. More than four out of five (84%) think it is not appropriate to
deny ajob to someone or fire an employee for being overweight, and 74%

say it is inappropriate to deny a job or fire someone who holds an unusual

second job.



At the same time, almost two out of ten people (19%) report
that an employer has denied a job to or fired either them or someone they

know for one of these reasons.

High-level professionals and semi/unskilled laborers are more
likely to feel it is appropriate for employers to deny someone ajob or fire
them for some of these behaviors. Executives, high-level professionals,
salespeople, former smokers, people aged 35 to 49, Republicans, Hispanics,
and African-Americans are all more likely to report that either they or
someone they know has been denied a job or fired for exhibiting one of

these behaviors.

These findings are explained in detail in Section Il, beginning on

page seventeen.

Section Ill; Actions Taken bv Employers

People also were asked whether they believe employers have
the right to take certain actions concerning an individual’s privacy. At least
three out of four (77%) say employers do not have the right to monitor
personal telephone conversations, forbid an employee from dating someone
from a rival firm, refuse to hire someone who is overweight or a smoker, or

require an employee to quit smoking or change diets. More than two out of



three people (67%) say employers do not have the right to require an
employee to quit a second job or to do a credit check on a prospective
employee. People aged 50 to 64 are far more likely than any other sub-

group to say that employers do have the right to take such actions.

In spite of these opinions, more than one out of three
respondents (37%) reports that an employer has taken at least one of these
actions against either the respondent or someone the respondent knows.
Former smokers, Republicans, residents of the Central district, people aged
50 to 64, high-ievel professionals, salespeople, and Hispanics are all more

likely to report these things occurring.

These findings are explored in detail in Section ill, beginning on
page twenty-two.
Section 1IV: Worker Compensation Claim

Nearly three out of four respondents (73%) oppose allowing
businesses in Alaska to refuse to hire a person who has a worker

compensation claim, while 17% favor allowing them to do so.

This finding is examined in Section IV, on page twenty-seven.



Section I; Questions Posed to Job Applicants

"Should prospective employers be allowed to ask
questions about the private lives of job applicants?"

Should (%) Should not 1%) Don't Know (%)

ALL 23 69 8
AQE

18-24 22 73 6
25-34 18 73 9
35-49 23 70 7
50-64 28 58 14
65 + 39 55 5
PARTY

Democrat 15 79 6
Independent 20 72 8
Republican 33 57 10
INCOME

< $20,000 19 69 12
$20-$30,999 16 79 5
$31-$40,999 22 69 9
$41-$50,999 25 66 9
$51,000 + 27 65 8
OCCUPATION

High-level prof. 31 65 4
Mid-level prof. 18 71 11
Executive 35 61 4
Sales 20 75 5
Other white collar 15 81 4
Skilled labor 22 71 6
Semi/unskilled 14 69 17
Retired 31 62 7
RACE

White 24 68 8
African-American 33 67 0

Hispanic 11 75 14
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Respondents were asked whether prospective employers
should be allowed to ask questions about the private lives of job applicants.
More than two-thirds (69%) say they should not be allowed to probe the
private lives of job applicants, while 23% say they should and 8% are
undecided. At the same time, however, two-thirds of the people (67%)

report that a potential employer has asked either them or someone they

know one or more of these personal questions.

Those age 65 and over (29%), executives (35%), Republicans
(33%), blacks (33%), retirees (31%), and high-level professionals (31%) are
groups more likely to say employers should be allowed to ask about the

private lives of job applicants.

Among those who are mcst likely to say employers should not
be allowed to ask about job applicants' private lives are white collar workers
other than professionals or salespeople (81 %), Democrats (79%), those in
the $20,000-$30,999 income bracket (79%), regular smokers (76%),

Hispanics (75%), and salespeople (75%).

Those most likely to say that an employer has asked either
them or someone they know at least one of these questions include
occasional smokers (77%), blacks (74%), Hispanics (74%), those aged 25

to 34 (73%) and those earning between $20,000 and $31,000 (73%).



Respondents were read a series of questions prospective
employers might ask a job applicant. For each, they were asked whether
employers should or should not have the right to ask that question, and

whether or not they or someone they know has ever been asked that

question.
SHOULD PROSPECTIVE EMPLOYERS HAVE THE
RIGHT TO ASK JOB APPLICANTS CERTAIN QUESTIONS
ABOUT THEIR PRIVATE LIVES?
All Respondents
Ranked by "Should Not" All numbers expressed as percentages
Should Should Not Don’t Know

About applicants' religion 12 88 0
Live with member of opposite sex 13 87 0
If applicants have elderly parents 15 84 1
Whether they plan to have children 17 82 1
If they smoke after work hours 21 77 2
About hobbies and activities 38 59 3

About applicants' marital status 46 53 0
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"Has a potential employer ever asked you or someone you know...?"

Yes (%) No (%)

About your marital status 60 40
About your outside hobbies and activities 45 55
About your religion 21 79
Whether you plan to have children 15 85
If you smoke away from the workplace 15 85
Whether you have elderly parents 7 93
Whether you live with a non-family member 6 94

of the opposite sex

NONE OF THESE 33 67

"Asking whether the job applicant lives with a non-family member of the

opposite sex."

o Eighty-seven percent (87%) say employers should not have the right to
ask this question and 13% say they should. Those over 65 (21%) are more
likely to say that employers should have the right to ask this question, while
blacks (94%), Hispanics (94%), people from the Northwestern district
(94%), and those making between $20,000 and $31,000 (94%) are more

likely to say that employers should not have the right to ask.



o Six percent (6%) of respondents report that either they or someone they
know has been asked this question. Hispanics (20%) and people in sales

(15%) are more likely to say either they or someone they know has been

asked this question.

"Asking whether the job applicant has elderly parents.”

0 84% say employers should not be allowed to ask this question; 15% say
they should. Those age 65 and over (28%), retirees (26%), and blacks
(26%) are more likely than other groups to believe employers have the right
to ask this question, while Hispanics (100%) and people from the

Northwestern district (93%) more often believe employers do not have the

right.

0 Seven percent (7%) say either they or someone they know has been

asked this question. Retirees (13%), those over 50 (11 %), and salespeople

(15%) are more likely to report this occurring.

"Asking the job applicant about their religion."

o 88% say employers should not be allowed to ask job applicants this
guestion. 12% say they should. Retirees (25%) and those age 65 and over
(22%) are more likely to say they have the right to ask. African-Americans
(25%) are more likely than whites (11%) to say employers have the right to

ask about a job applicant's religion.
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o One out of five respondents (21 %) say that either they or someone they
know has been asked about their religion by a potential employer. This

figure is generally consistent across all sub-groups.

"Asking the job applicant about whether they plan to have children.”

o More than four out of five people 'S2%) say employers should not be
allowed to ask this question, while 17% say they should. Executives
(32%), high-level professionals (26%i, semi/unskilled workers (25%), and
people 18-24 (24%) are more likely than others to think employers have the
right to ask whether job applicants plan to have children, while retirees

(91%) arid those from the Northwestern district (89%) are more likely to

feel they do not.

o Almost one out of six respondents (15%) report that either they or
someone they know has been asked whether they plan to have children.

Executives (28%) and Hispanics (26%) are more likely to report this

occurring.

"Asking the job applicant if they smoke after work hours, at home, or

otherwise away from the workplace.”

o 77% say employers should not be allowed to ask job applicants this
question, while 21 % say they should. Executives (34%), high-level

professionals (30%), and former smokers (28%) are more likely to say
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employers have the right to ask if a job applicant smokes after work hours,
while regular (91%) or occasional (87%) smokers, Hispanics (89%), and
residents of the Northwestern district (89%) are more likely to believe that

employers do not have this right.

o0 Almost one out of six respondents (15%) report that either they or
someone they know has been asked if they smoke away from the
workplace. Executives (22%), salespeople (22%), those earning between
$20,000 and $31,000 (21%), and people aged 25-34 (20%) are more likely

to say that either they or someone they know has been asked this question.

"Asking the job applicant about their off-the-job hobbies and activities."

o Almost three out of five (59%) say employers should not be allowed to
ask this question; 38% say they should be allowed to ask it. Among the
groups most likely to say employers should not be allowed to ask about
hobbies and activities outside of the job are retirees (78%), residents of the
Northwestern district, those over 65 (71%), mid-level professionals (69%),
and Hispanics (66%). Conversely, those most likely to feel employers
should be allowed to ask this question include executives (60%),
Republicans (49%), high-level professionals (48%), those earning over
$51,000 (46%), and former smokers (45%). Men (44%) are more likely

than women (32%) to believe that employers should be able to ask this

question.



16

o Nearly half the respondents (45%) say that either they or someone they
know has been asked about their off-the-job hobbies or activities by a
potential employer. Executives (60%), high-level professionals (50%), and

people aged 25-49 (51%) are most likely to report this occurring.

"Asking the job applicants about their marital status.”

o While 53% say employers should not be allowed to ask about a job
applicant's marital status, 46% say they should be allowed to ask about it.
Residents of the Northwestern district (70%), semi/unskilled workers (65%),
salespeople (63%), and other white collar workers (61%) are more likely to
feel employers should not be allowed to ask about marital status.

Executives (60%), people aged 50 to 64 (58%), and residents of the
Southeastern district (55%) are groups which tend to feel employers should
be allowed to ask this question. A majority of men (52%) think employers

should be able to ask this, but a majority of women (59%) think they should

not.

o The majority of people (60%) say that either they or someone they know
has been asked their marital status. This figure is generally consistent

across all sub-groups.

In summary, only one out of three respondents (33%) said that

neither they nor anyone they know has ever been asked any of the
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preceding questions by an employer, while two out of three (67%) said the

opposite. This occurred despite the fact that the majority of people indicate

that employers should not have the right to ask such guestions.

Section li: Employee Behavior Outside of Work

WHETHER IT IS APPROPRIATE FOR AN EMPLOYER
TO DENY SOMEONE A JOB OR FIRE AN EMPLOYEE
FOR DOING CERTAIN THINGS

All Respondents

Ranked by "Not Appropriate” All numbers expressed as percentages

Appropr. Not AoDroDr. Don

Dates a person of a different race 1 98 0
Drives a motorcycle 2 98 0
Opposes abortion 2 97 1
Supports abortion 4 95 1
Smokes after work hours 5 94 1
Gambles at a racetrack 7 91 2
Participates in political demonstrations 7 91 3
Is overweight 12 84 4

Holds an unusual second job 16 74 10
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"Have you, or has someone you know, ever been denied a job or fired
because they ...?

Yes (%) No (%)
Were overweight 9 91
Held an unusual second job 7 93
Participated in political demonstrations 7 93
Dated a person of a different race 4 96
Smoked away from the workplace 3 97
Drove a motorcycle 2 98
Gambled at a racetrack 2 98
Supported abortion 1 99
Opposed abortion 1 99
NONE OF THESE 81 19

Respondents then were read a list of things employees might
do. For each, they were asked whether or not they think it is appropriate to
deny someone a job or fire a person because they behaved in this way, and
whether or not they or someone they know has ever been denied a job or

fired because of such behavior.

o Ninety-eight percent (98%) say it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire

someone because they are dating a person of a different race; only 1%
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think it is appropriate. Four percent (4%) of people, however, report that
either they or someone they know has been denied ajob or fired for such a

reason.

o Ninety-eight percent (98%) say it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire
someone who drives a motorcycle; only 2% think it is appropriate. One
respondent out of fifty (2%) says that either he or someone he knows has

been denied a job or fired because of this behavior.

o Ninety-one percent (91 %) think it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire
someone for participating in political demonstrations, while 7% think it is
appropriate. Executives (13%), semi/unskilled workers (13%), retirees
(13%), and occasional smokers (13%) are more inclined to feel it is
appropriate. One person out of fourteen (7%) reports that either they or
someone they know has been denied a job or fired because they
participated in a political demonstration. High-level professionals (13%) and

people aged 35-49 (11 %) are more likely to mention such an occurrence.

o Ninety-one percent (91 %) say it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire
someone for gambling at a racetrack, while 7% say it is appropriate. Two
percent (2%) of people say that either they or someone they know has been

denied ajob or fired because of this practice.
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0 While 74% say it is inappropriate to deny ajob to or fire someone for
holding an unusual second job, 16% think it is appropriate. Seven percent
(7%) of respondents report that either they or someone they know has been
denied a job or fired because they had an unusual second job. Executives
(17%) and those earning between $41,000 and $51,000 (11%) are more

likely to report such an occurrence.

o Eighty-four percent (84%) think it is inappropriate to deny ajob to or fire
someone who is overweight, while 12% say it is appropriate. Republicans
(22%) and high-level professionals (22%) are more likely to believe it is
appropriate. One person in eleven (9%) says that either he or she or

someone he nr she knows has been denied ajob or fired because the person

was overweight.

o Ninety-five percent (95%) think it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire
someone who supported abortion, while 4% say it is appropriate. Ninety-
seven percent (97%) say it is inappropriate to deny ajob to or fire someone
who opposed abortion. Only 2% say it is appropriate. Only 1% of people
say either they or someone they know has been denied a job or fired

because of their views on abortion.

o0 Ninety-four percent (94%) think it is inappropriate to deny a job to or fire
someone who smoked after work hours, at home, or otherwise away from

the workplace, while 5% say it is appropriate. Former smokers (12%),
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high-level professionals (10%), and semi/unskilled workers (10%) more
often think it is appropriate. Three percent (3%) of respondents say that

either they or someone they know has been denied ajob or fired because

they smoked away from the workplace.

In summary, almost one-fifth of people (19%) report that either
they or someone they know has been denied ajob or fired because of the
behaviors outlined above. Executives (29%), high-level professionals
(23%), salespeople (23%), former smokers (28%), people aged 35 to 49
(23%), Republicans (23%), Hispanics (42%), and African-Americans (24%)
are all more likely to report that either they or someone they know has been
denied ajob or fired for exhibiting one of these behaviors. This occurred
despite the fact that the vast majority of people think it is inappropriate to

deny someone a job or fire a person because they behaved in any of these

ways.
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Section lll: Actions Taken bv Employers

WHETHER EMPLOYERS HAVE THE
RIGHT TO DO CERTAIN THINGS

All Respondents
Ranked by "Don't Have Rightl All numbers expressed as percentages

Don't
Have riaht Have Riaht Don

Require employee to change diet 5 92 3
Forbid dating employee of rival firm 9 86 4
Require employee to quit smoking 12 85 3
Refuse to hire an overweight person i+ 81 5
Refuse to hire a smoker 19 78 4
Monitor personal phone calls 20 77 3
Require employee to quit second job 24 68 8

Check credit on prospective employee 29 67 4
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"Has an employer ever done any of the following to you
or to someone you know...?

Yes(%) No (%)

Monitor personal telephone conversations 17 83
Do a credit check on a prospective employee 17 83
Require employee or applicant to quit second job 15 85
Refuse to hire an overweight person 13 87
Refuse to hire a smoker 10 90
Require employee or applicant to quit smoking 7 93
Forbid employee or applicant from dating an 6 94
employee from a rival firm

Require employee or applicant to change diet 4 96
NONE OF THESE 63 37

Respondents were read a list of actions employers might take.
For each one, they were asked whether or not employers have the right to
take such an action, and whether or not such an action has ever been taken

against either the respondent or someone the respondent knows.

0 Seventy-seven percent (77%) believe employers do not have the right to
monitor personal telephone conversations, but one out of five (20%) say

they do have the right. Hispanics (35%), those earning between $41,000
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and $51,000 (31%). semi/unskilled workers (30%), and people aged 50 to
64 (29%) are more inclined than other groups to feel employers have the
right to monitor personal telephone calls. One in six respondents (17%)
report that an employer has monitored either their or someone they know's
personal telephone conversations. High-level professionals (26%) are the

most likely to indicate this.

o Eighty-six percent (86%) say employers do not have the right to forbid an
employee or job applicant from dating an employee from a rival firm, and
9% say they do have this right. People aged 50 to 64 (23%) are more
likely than other groups to say employers have this right. Six percent (6%)
of respondents report that an employer has forbidden either them or

someone they know from dating an employee from rival firm.

o Eighty-one percent (81 %) say employers do not have the right to refuse
to hire an overweight person; 14% say they do have the right. One out of
eight respondents (13%) says that an employer has refused to hire either
the respondent or someone he or she knows because that person was

overweight.

o0 Seventy-eight percent (78%) think employers do not have the right to
refuse to hire a smoker, whereas 19% say they do have the right to refuse
to hire a smoker. Among those more inclined to say employers have the

right to refuse to hire a smoker are people aged 50 to 64 year (29%),
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retirees (27%), and those earning over $51,000 (27%). Ten percent (10%)
of people say that an employer has refused to hire either them or someone
they know because the person was a smoker. Former smokers (14%) are

the most likely to report this occurring.

o Ninety-two percent (92%) say employers do not have the right to require
an employee or job applicant to change his or her diet, while 5% think they
do have th9 right. Four percent (4%) of people say that an employer has

required either them or someone they know to change their diet.

o While 85% say employers do not have the right to require an employee
or job applicant to quit smoking, 12% think they do have the right.
Republicans (19%), 50-64 year olds (19%), high-level professionals, and
former smokers (19%) are more likely than other groups to feel employers
have the right to require an employee to quit smoking. One out of fourteen
respondents (7%) reports that an employer has required either the
respondent or someone the respondent knows to quit smoking. Former

smokers (12%) are the most likely to report this happening.

o Although 68% think employers do not have the right to require an
employee or job applicant to quit a second job almost one out of four
Alasakans (24%) say they do have this right. High-level professionals
(34%) and people aged 50 to 64 (32%) are most likely to feel employers

have this right. Fifteen percent (15%) of people report that an employer has
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required either them or someone they know to quit a second job.
Salespeople (27%), executives (24%), high-level professionals (22%), and

people 35 to 49 (22%) are more likely to mention this occurring.

o Two out of three respondents (67%) say employers do not have the right
to do a credit check on a prospective employee, but 29% say they do have
the right. Executives (41 %) and people over 50 (41 %) are more likely to
say employers have the right to do a credit check. One in six respondents
(17%) reports that an employer has done a credit check on either the

respondent or someone that the respondent knows.

In summary, more than one-third of all respondents (37%)
indicate that at least one of the above situations has happened to either
them or someone that they know. Former smokers (46%), Republicans
(44%), residents of the Central district (43%), people aged 50 to 64 (41 %),
high-level professionals (41%), salespeople (41%), and Hispanics (63%) are
ail more likely to report these things occurring. This occurred despite the
fact that at least two-thirds (67%) of the respondents say that employers do

not have the right to take such actions.
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Section IV: Worker Compensation Claim

Almost three out of four respondents (73%) oppose allowing
businesses in Alaska to refuse to hire a person who has a worker
compensation claim, while 17% favor allowing them to do so. Those
earning under $31,000 (86%) and regular smokers (84%) are most opposed

to this proposal, while executives (35%) are most in favor.
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For.".once,®&%he toba.cco lobby;is right

e..'American .tobacco firms routinely bombard the j
public .;with .transparently bogus or., self-serving
rhetoric. ¢ = = ”

"Listening'to -the industry line, you’d think that
there’s'still some doubt, smoking causes cancer/that
tobacco firms are disinterested guardians of the First..
Amendment and that smokers have made rational;
fully <informed decisions to take up their addictive ®»
and life-shortening habit.

<Blit 7there is one instance where the tobacco. =
industry.'has a legitimate point. The move by.some’
firms-to ban all smoking by all employees — not-just
at work, but off the job, too — is an illegitimate
intrusion on workers’-privacy. .

: Sorrie 6,000 firms refuse to hire smokers according '
.to The New .York Times. A case from Indiana arew
national attention earlier this year when'a woman
was fired because a random drug test showed 'she’d
been smoking cigarettes at home. YMb

Smoking-isn't, the only unhealthy habit that'-gets.-
workers in trouble-, with’ nosy employers. 3esfLock'/
Corporation'.of Indianapolis bars its workers 'from =

drinking alcohol — any'time, anywhere. The city emf
Athens, Ga., even went so far as to reject job
applicants with high cholesterol levels. e e

How do employers rationalize trying to run their
workers’ private lives? The best answer they can give
is that bad habits like smoking or drinking can drive
up their health insurance bills.

When that's the case, firms have good reason to
charge those workers higher insurance premiums. But
they don't have any grounds to tell employees how to
live their lives outside of working hours.

In the workplace, only one question should matter;
How well do workers do their jobs? As long as what
employees do on their own time doesn’t affect their
job performance, it's none of their employers’

business.
1
Tie N\ s
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-smoke off the job.

IMKES FAERGHS—IUST AAK THE TABACCOCIMPANIES

L ast spring, a Georgia State Sena-
tor introduced into committee a
“smokers'-rights" bill outlawing

discrimination against people who

In the ensuing

week, the lieutenant governor's office

got a flood of phone calls supporting
the law. So many, in fact, that the
phone system broke down.

A strong grass-roots response from
the good folk of Georgia?

Yes, to some extent But

these complaining constitu-

ents got a little help from

Philip Morris Cos. When

Georgia residents called a

toll-free hotline, they heard

a recorded message lam-

basting the Ueutenant gov-

ernor—who w”s against the

bill—for interfering with

smokers'’ rights.

prairie fire? The recording

then encouraged callers to

"stay on the line—we can

connect you to his office

right now, toD-free." Hence,

the flood of calls. A Philip'

Morris spokesperson says:

"We want to make it easier

for consumers to voice their concerns.

The Georgia bfll was ultimately with-
drawn. But 20 other states have passed
similar legislation. Antismoking and
health groups warn, however, that
these laws are not some "prairie wild-
fire among state legislators,” as Walk-
er P. Merryman, vice-president of the

Tobacco Institute, describes them.

Rather, they represent a campaign by

the deep-pocketed tobacco companies

7 0 BUSINESS WCEK/A."'JGUST 26. 1991

to counter the antismoldng movement
Replies Tobacco Institute spokesman
Thomas Lauria: "These bills are put
through by the ACLU and the /-\FLCFiO
The tobacco companies simply help
smokers’-rights groups that have al-
ready formed."”

Early this year, a bill that would pro-
hibit companies from refusing to hire
smokers or firing people who smoke

>*_ -.-VCm
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was introduced in the state legislature
of New Jersey. The tobacco industry
hired lobbyists to get lawmakers to
vote for the bill. Philip Morris
also blanketed the state with support*
the-bill letters. R.J. Reynolds Tobacco
Co. joined in, using videotapes, sample
petitions, and slide shows to help smok-
ers start activist groups. Ultimately,
the measure passed the legislature,
and the governor allowed it to become

W wetm_

law without his signature in July.

The tobacco companies also target
big businesses opposed to smokers'-
rights bills. Last year, the New York
State Legislature passed a broadly
worded law that-would have prohibited
companies from forbidding any legal
activity off the job. IBM, Eastman Xo-
dak Co., and other businesses wrote
strong letters against the bill, arguing
that it would let employees
ignore corporate conflict-of-
interest policies. Governor
Mario M. Cuomo vetoed it.

Now, another version is
- about to be presented to
Cuomo. This time, however,
there is no outcry' from |BM
and Kodak. The reason: To-
bacco companies are big
buyers of ibm computers
and materials for cigarette
filters made by Kodak.
Rather than risk their ac-

20 counts, the-companies have

withdrawn from the debate,
say state government offi-
-~ cials and sources close to
the companies. Neither Ko-
dak nor IBM will comment
on their change of heart, saying only
they take no position on the bDL
Surveys show that employees are
concerned about employers' legislating
their lifestyles. Aware of this, says Jo-
seph Marx of the American Cancer So-
ciety: "The tobacco companies are try-
ing to elevate smoking to a civil
right’—and taking care of business at

the same time.
By Hakoa Konrad in AlanLa
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D oes a com pany

trol your

B30NME COOK WAS A
hospital uitcnJdint in Rhocc Is-

lland with an excellent job {eC-

onj. Wher. she tried 10 get ajob
at a hospital where she had previous!)
worked, hewcser, she found the door
closed Because Cook weighed 315

pounds, her lormer employers ceiieveu tr.a
their worker's compensation costs mign:
nre if they rahtred ner. "1f you lose weight,

ccruiwirec,." she was told. Afar

'.iry.-ne anc failing to drop betow 3CW

Cook filed suit, now pending .n

.if?i * y roffthe joo. t-Voufr. hiring and employment

rxtzz.-r.

A\

"This -is an example of Big
Brother at work.” says Steven Brown, the
executive ctattor o: the Rhode Island
Liberties Union (ACLUj.

practices.

American Civil

;507 -r,;"; which is handing Cook's suit. "They are

essentially telling Eonnic Cook that they

Car- cfwtrol her life simply because twenty

i f',;"jor thirty years from now she ntlght cost :he

state a little money "
With (he aim of lowering skyrocketing

1. Do employer* hare the right to make
fif*-*tyto demand* (such as forbidding
invoking) when workar* are on th* job?
Q Yeso -voq s don'thrtrw

2. Do employers have the right to make
lIfe-ityle dimands of worker* during their
o/Ahour*?

Q V4O Ao.g ldon'tknow

3. Hyou answered yes to number two.
which demands do you think employer*
have the right to make7

q Staying within weight guidelines
o o tniokmg ur any tune

«3 ac drinking at any time

o Ao huturduus sports

have the right to

life-style?

healtn COStS or "htdthier

workplace,” a numoer of companies have

promoting a

"insi.tuted policies :0 pcnaldi2c certain work-
for in-
The

ers Turner Broadcasting System,
stance. simply won t hue smokers.
Best Lock Corporation in Indianapolis pro-
h.cits employees from drinking alcoholic
iheu off-hotm. A!

workers who

beverages even Junng

Lilemaaenal, Inc.,

- eHaul
smoke or art ur.cerweignt or overweight
_pa> itdul S12C* for anniau health insurance.
Some companies, according to the ACLU,
ever, bar emp.ovees from nigh-risk activi-
ties sucn as r.oms motoruyclo.
Such policies are increasingly under
Twenty states have passed Laws
the r.gnts of companies to impose
lile-srv requirements on woikns But
Fred H -. president of the Society of Pro-
fessional Benefit Administrators, maintains
that companies’ policies are ins'timted for
legitimate reasons. "An employee benefit
plan should ce viewed as a contract between
employer anc employee." he says. "If "-he
employee :s paving ner own medical costs,
then she can behave any wuy she wants. If
not. lher. she :s taking something of value,

and should be expectec to oehavc respon-

4. Do employer* have th* right to

ust economic incentives to encourage

' healthy practices, sucn as

er charting overweight workers more for

health Insuranc*?

Q Vverq Awo!j |don'tknow

5. Which of tho following would YO0U be
willing to do in order to ketp your current
job? (Check as many as you want,
even tfyou're not, say, a smoker.)
3) Quit smoking
Lose or gam wtiuhi
de/ram from drinking
any ulcoliol
3 Anl participate in risky sports
3 A'0nr of the above

sibly and help minimize costs.'*

At U-Haul. corporate executives feared
they wouldn't be able to provide health care
for any employees' unless they took action
to control health costs. The company’s de-
cision to make selected employees pay wras
a logical extension of standard policy tn
homeowners or auto insurance, says Public
Information Manager Melora Foley. "If
you have a smoke detector or fire extin-
guisher. you get a rebate. In our company,
ifyou don't smoke or you're not overweight
or underweight, you don't have to pay."

Opponents of such policies feel they set a
dangerous precedent. "The ptetnise of in-
surance is a pooled nsk. Once you start
pulling out groups, it undermines the pur-
peso,” lays Sally E. Smith, executive di-
rector. National Association to Advance Fa
Acceptance. "If today it's fa people and
smokers, who will itbe tomorrow?"

Adds John Rosenthal, an ACLU spokes-
person: "Almost any personal choice can
have health insurance implications. If em-
ployers balance their books by invading our
lives, virtually VeI ispect of our personal
lives will be subjected to their control.”

Tell us what you think.

6. Hyour company wantad you to
make one of those change* end you
wom il wiffing, what would you do?
Q Quit

o Ignore the ruling and hope

| wouldn't get caught

Lodge o Jurnxal protest

o Idon'tknow

o]

Fleose fed fret to comment on any
ofthese questions in the space provided,
ilakt yourselfheard. To ensure that
YOUT answers reach w in time, please
mail them within the nest tuo weeks to:
“Tell is 1fnoi you Think," Glamour.
JSO Mad|son Jdvr., Vaun Y0rk AY

10C17. UR FAX IT!cm j MO-6922.



. OVER 90 PER-
cent of the respdn-
dents to our Novem-
ber survey think that

company should not be ai>

.»wed to prohibit its employees

*om encaging in certain types

beluvior, such as drinking,

moking and playing risky

X5u. dunng their off-hours. Almost half

: the resoendents said that they would not

nange their behavior to keep meir jcov.

.id 72 percent feel that employers con’'t

ave the right to charge "unhealthy work-

rs more tor health nsurance. ror more
<Juilo or Ji* cwrv*y, Weedon
; 'éloDaX M TTTM [XCxxx g it ik sk %
VvV
t 1. DOEMPLOYERS HAVE THE
m?>  RIGHTTO MAKE LIFE-STYLE
DEMANDS (SUCH AS FORBIWHNG
7'y SMOKING) WHEN WORKERS
.y]; AREOHTHEJOB?
85% sayvm
I'm a sales rep for a computer company,

md pan of what we sell is an image. It's
my company's right to make sure | project
hat image when 1 go out in the Held."
13% say no
"Not allowing smoking in the office is
:ne thing, but there should be designered
treas for those of us who Still wisn tc
excrcise our right to free choice!”
2% say they don't know

® 2. DOEMPLOYERS HAVE THE
RIGHT TO MAKE LIFE-STYLE
DEMANDS OF WORKERS DURING
THEIR OFF* HOURS?

9 3 % sayno

'Unless my life-style regptively affem

ny abdiiy to perform on the job. it’s none
if my company’s business what 1do.”
‘I work to support my life. | don’t live

asupport work.”

4%uy yrt
"\ company has the nght to derr.ar.o legal
md noncontrovereial benavior rrcm s
rmployces.”

3% tay they don't know

1 3. IFvraj ANSWERED YES TO
NUMBLR TWO, WHICH DEMANDS
DO YrJ THINK EMPLOYERS

\j

mfftynri

Q10Lm "o

S Wit ycutlo It

D o
th e

off-hours

93 percentsa)®no

HAVE THE RIGHT TO MAKE?

*30%

weight guideline*

say staying within

m’' ee sTTcgg/co wuh rr.v weight and know 1

K-v, r*n.,nr.rKkKw henrn cstiM orooeriy
ma exercising regmariy. A healtluer person

i f T *

M X .«,5d,
A .y*ut people do during ofr-houn Cadll
:eci thequality of theirwork. My co-work
i."i onnking proolcm has an impact on
everyone in the office.”

16% say no amohin* at any tim*
"I you smoke, Kou’re going to get sick.
With ouds like that, all employers should
demand their employees quit.”

5% My no fcazardou* sports

$ 4. DO EMPLOYERS HAVETHE
RIGHT TO USE ECONOMIC
INCENTIVES TO ENCOURAGE
HEALTHY PRACTICES, SUCH AS
CHARGING OVERWEIGHT
WORKERS MORE FOR HEALTH
INSURANCE?

72% sayno
"I'suncr from an inactive thyroid gland ana
czn'l help that I'm a few pounds over-
weight. | waich my cholesterol and fai in-
tare. why snouid | have to pay caua ror
heaitn insurance?”

18% Myyw
" I'd ratncr mv employer offer incentives
‘0 encourage neajlhy practices than not
rrrerinsurance ocnerits at all.”

10% My ih«T don't know

* 5. WHICH CF THE FOLLOWING
WOULD yOU BE WILLING
TO DO IN ORDER TO KEEP
fOUR CURRENT 1087

43 %

.Tie cnokros iist*d below

say nora of

com pan

right to

»W nc«.n,t™ \"

ies have

dictate

behavior?

1 don't need my company telling tr
what'swrong with my penonil habits.”
"At roy former company, the smoking an
weight policy applied to employees an
spouses. Who are they to tell us what w
can and can’tdo in our own home?" |
I1tK MrrwrmJ(n -rinUB# IVf
"l don‘ldrink bwstue of com ply pol
cy. lh.vulfcllthil goodinyunl",*
15% nyqnttsarokia* . .n-M’Js>fé
"1've been trying to stop smoking fc
months. If my employer gave me an ulc
maium. it would be just the thing | need.’
1S teynot parddpctakrWgrpart
“ldon’'t see why people feel the Deed t
Bungee jump off bridges. Especially if:
means higher insurance rites.” =
10% say loco or gain Might
“1fmycompany wanted me to mainuin.
certain weight for better health. 1I'd do it
But if it was because of my looks, thz
would be discaminxtioa.” = -

$ 6. IF TOURCOMPANY WANTED
YOU TO MAKE ONE OF THOSE
CHANCES AND YOUWERENT
WILLING, WHAT WOULD YOU DO?

55%uylod$e«

formal protest
"It’s a short hop from 'Don’t smoke at
home’ to "Whoare you sleeping with?’ ic
‘Doo't have more than three kids.” "

16% My fcucre th* mint and

hop* they don't frt caught
"I'd like to think that I'd protest, but |
really fear losing my job."

12% uy quit
"I'd quit and move to Europe where, as
far -is | know, they’re not is stuck on
moralizing ina controlling.”

17% My tF#y do«l know

rUagttum tfi* pege/or icimoth®i >
vty—Ruw much do you leant to know
jcool polilicioru’praau beat/



FISCAL NOTE No. /
STATE OF ALASKA
1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

»,ill Version: US"<&

(S) Publish Date: 3 ~ ~ ~ [ .
Revision Date: Department Affected: Administration
Title: Prohibiting discrimination lor use of legal products outside BRU: Personnel/OEEO
of work Component: Personnel/OEEO
Sponsor: Duncan
Requestor: S. Judiciary COMPONENT SERIAL NO.
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 93 FY 4 FY 95 FY 96 FYy 97 FY 98
PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0
TRAVEL 0 0 0 0 0 0
CONTRACTUAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUPPLIES 0 0 0 0 0 0
EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0 0 0 0 0 0
MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0 0
CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
REVENUE
FUND SOURCE: 0 0 0 0 0 0
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 0 0 0 0 0
FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
FUND SOURCE: 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY
Estimate of current year impact: _0_ Changes in C* 3j0 ( > )
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.) reflect NO FISCAL CHANGE from the original
SB 340 will not require an additional appropriation for this division. fiscal note. This fiscal note is appropriate.
3
date Comte Aide (initial)
Prepared by: R. H King, Director Phone: 465-4430
Division:  Personnel/OEEO pate:  (Fat
Approved by Commissioner: Nancy Bear Usera
Agency: Administration Date:

Distribution (by preparer): Leg. Fin,, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB/DBR, Gov. Legis. Ofc., & Impacted Agency(ies).
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STATE OF ALASKA
1992 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:
Title:

discriminating against individuals..."
Sponsor:

Requestor:  Senate Judiciary

FISCAL NOTE

"An Act prohibiting employers from

Senators Duncan, Eliason, et.al.

OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND&STRUCTURES
GRANTS,CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQUS
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0

FY 93

CAPITAL

REVENUE
FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dol ars)
GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL 0.0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year impact:

FY 94

0.0

0.0

None

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)
22£2
'j / L-£.rs-
Carr.
Division: Labor Standards & Safety® » A

Approved by Commissioner?
Agency: Departmen”of Uabor

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

FY 95

> _ <9

BILL NO : Bill Version:

(S) Publish Date:
Department Affected: Labor

3 _

BRU:  Labor Standards & Safety

Component:

Wage & Hour

345

FY 96 FY 97 FY 98

0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0

Changesin CS ~  jjA; Unpo )
reflect NO FISCAL CHANGE from the original
fiscal note. This fiscal note is appropriate.

bslfnerJtfttr § Commissioner

3/W A J<Em—

date Comte Aide (initial)
Phone : 264-2452
Date : 1/17/92
Date: 1/17/92

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, & Impacted Agency(ies).

Rev 10/7/91
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W) .OUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

Date Referred: March 25, 1992

Date of Committee Action: 4' ££ - 9\]

The HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES Committee considered:

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 340 (JUD)

"An Act prohibiting employers from discriminating against individuals who use legal products in a legal manner

outside of work."

FURTHER REFERRALS: Labor & Commerce
Judiciary

RIGHT TO USE LAWFUL PRODUCTS

f HThe same title

RECOMMENDATIONS: .
be replaced with H 5 Q 34b (_UES) 1 ] a new title

[ ] have attached amendments(s)
[ pass

[ ] do not pass

[ 1 no recommendations

[ 1 individual recommendations

[ ] additional referral to the

ADOPTS:

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s):

[ ] fiscal impact

Committee

letter of Intent

Ox) APPROVES PREVIOUS: (Dept/Dale)

[ ] fiscal note(s)

[ zero fiscal note Aci

[ H”zero fiscal note(s)

SIGNING DO PASS

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

CSSB 340(JUD)





