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INTEREST OF THE AMICUS CURIAE

The Chamber of Commerce of the United States (“the Chamber”) is the nation’s largest

federation of business companies and associations.  The Chamber represents an underlying

membership of more than three million businesses, trade and professional organizations of every

size, sector, and geographic region of the country.  The Chamber serves as the principal voice of the

American business community.  An important function of the Chamber is to represent the interests

of its members by filing amicus curiae briefs in cases involving issues of national concern to

American business.

Because the Chamber’s members and corporate affiliates include companies involved in the

sale and purchase of securities, it is particularly well situated to brief the Court on the issues raised

in this case.  The decision of the Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”) to promulgate

Regulation FD, 17 C.F.R. § 243.100, et seq., to penalize the selective disclosure of “material

nonpublic” corporate information, and to prosecute Siebel Systems, Inc. (“Siebel”), thereunder,

violates fundamental constitutional norms and undermines important business interests.  

The Chamber submits this brief to advocate protection of interests of profound importance

to its members.  Specifically, the Chamber seeks to ensure preservation of the separation-of-powers

principles established by the Constitution; safeguard vital First Amendment freedoms; and protect

the carefully constructed securities law regime governing disclosures on which the business

community has relied.  All of these interests are vital to the Chamber and its members and to a free,

robust, orderly and democratic society; all are threatened by Regulation FD.  For these reasons, the

Chamber submits this brief in support of Siebel’s Motion to Dismiss.
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

The SEC has broad but not unlimited powers under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934

(“Exchange Act”).  Purporting to exercise power given to it by Section 13 of the Exchange Act, 15

U.S.C. § 78m, the SEC adopted Regulation FD in 2000.  To ensure parity of information, the

regulation acts directly on corporate speech and requires that, “when an issuer discloses material

nonpublic information to certain persons outside the issuer . . . it must simultaneously disclose the

same information to the public.”  Ibid.  By its terms, then, Regulation FD is an equal-access-to-

information rule imposed on issuers of securities.

Regulation FD is invalid for at least two independent reasons.  First, the SEC’s promulgation

of Regulation FD – a major policy decision with profound ramifications for the investment

community – greatly exceeds its statutory authority, and endows to an administrative agency the

substantive policy choices traditionally reserved for Congress.   Second, in punishing companies for

selectively disclosing “material and nonpublic” information, Regulation FD impairs fundamental

First Amendment values.  It either compels corporate executives to engage in unwanted discourse

with the public at large, thereby inhibiting their right to freedom of speech and association, or causes

them to restrict their speech altogether to avoid violation of the regulation.

Regulation FD’s constitutional deficiencies are all the more troublesome because (as the SEC

concedes) its contours are so “difficult” to determine.  Proposing Release at 8.  In particular, the

boundless reach of the regulation (applying to whatever speech the SEC may deem to be “material”)

creates enormous uncertainty in the business community and effectively vests the SEC with the

power of selective enforcement.  The SEC’s benign assurances notwithstanding, officers of large

public companies are called upon practically every day, in an infinite variety of circumstances, to
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comment on issues that (one might argue) bear some “material” relationship to the company’s

business prospects.  Indeed, at a certain level of generality, nearly anything that a large corporation’s

CEO might have to say about the economy, politics, the weather, or the current state of his health

might be characterized (if one were so inclined) as material information.  See Def. Br. 21-24.  The

risk that Regulation FD either chills protected speech, or impermissibly compels unwanted speech,

is thus no mere theoretical concern; rather, the regulation – because of its constitutional infirmities

– has serious negative consequences for the business community and the public.

ARGUMENT

I. THE SEC LACKED AUTHORITY TO IMPOSE REGULATION FD

1.  In Chevron U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837 (1984),

the Supreme Court set forth a test for evaluating an “agency’s construction of the statute which it

administers.”  Id. at 842.   Courts must first decide “whether Congress has directly spoken to the

precise question at issue.  If the intent of Congress is clear, that is the end of the matter; for the court,

as well as the agency, must give effect to the unambiguously expressed intent of Congress.”  Id. at

842-43.   If, however, “the statute is silent or ambiguous with respect to the specific issue, the

question for the court is whether the agency’s answer is based on a permissible construction of the

statute.” Id. at 843.   Agency regulations will be invalidated if they are “arbitrary, capricious or

manifestly contrary to the statute.”  Id. at 844.   

Central to the holding in Chevron is the understanding that judicial deference to an agency

decision is predicated on an express or implicit congressional delegation of interpretive authority,

since “[f]rom this congressional delegation derives the [agency]’s entitlement to judicial deference.”

Pauley v. BethEnergy Mines, Inc., 501 U.S. 680, 698 (1991).  Where, as here, an administrative
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agency enacts laws with major policy implications, courts should be hesitant to assume

congressional delegation of legislative function.  In such circumstances, the risk of “unauthorized

assumption by an agency of major policy decisions properly made by Congress” is too great.

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms v. FLRA, 464 U.S. 89, 97 (1983).  See also Industrial

Union Dept., AFL-CIO v. American Petroleum Inst., 448 U.S. 607, 685 (1980) (Rehnquist, J.,

concurring) (stressing importance of ensuring “that important choices of social policy are made by

Congress, the branch of our Government most responsive to the popular will”).

In this case, Regulation FD constitutes an administrative usurpation of congressional

prerogative.  The regulation greatly expands the obligations of corporate executives, and it abandons

the long-standing practice of imposing liability on those who fail to make contemporaneous

disclosure of material nonpublic information only where there is a fiduciary or other similar relation

of trust and confidence between the parties or where prompt disclosure is required to avoid violation

of insider trading, fraud or misrepresentation laws.  See, e.g., Dirks v. SEC, 463 U.S. 646 (1983)

(involving standards for liability under insider trading laws); Chiarella v. United States, 445 U.S.

222 (1980) (same); see Final Rule: Selective Disclosure and Insider Trading, 65 Fed. Reg. 51716,

51719 (Aug. 15, 2000) (“Adopting Release”).  Such a wholesale alteration of the securities laws is

a major policy decision properly made by Congress, not the SEC.

 The Supreme Court consistently has rejected the SEC’s prior efforts to impose an equal-

access-to-information rule, notwithstanding the agency’s assertions that such measures are needed

to create a level investment playing field.  See Dirks, 463 U.S. at 654-57 (rejecting SEC’s

construction of Section 10 as imposing a duty on analysts and others who receive material nonpublic

information from corporate insiders to abstain from trading on such information or to publicly



1  The SEC cites in a footnote several other statutory provisions.  See Op. Br. at  15 n.13.
Given the SEC’s backhand reference to these provisions, and their remoteness to Regulation FD,
the Chamber limits its discussion to Section 13(a), the statute on which the agency principally relies.
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disclose it); see id. at 657 (noting that the SEC’s theory of tippee liability erroneously “appears

rooted in the idea that the antifraud provisions require equal information among all traders”);

Chiarella, 445 U.S. at 231-33 (rejecting SEC’s attempt to construe Section 10 as authorizing the

prosecution of an employee of a financial printer who obtained and traded on material, nonpublic

information related to a corporate takeover bid).

In light of the restricted circumstances in which material corporate information must be

contemporaneously disclosed, there is simply no support for the SEC’s claim that Congress

authorized it to impose an equal-access-to-information rule.  As the Supreme Court recognized in

FDA v. Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corp., 529 U.S. 120, 133 (2000), “we must be guided to a

degree by common sense as to the manner in which Congress is likely to delegate a policy decision

of such economic and political magnitude to an administrative agency.”  So fundamental a change,

“which departs radically from the established doctrine that duty arises from a specific relationship

between two parties . . . should not be undertaken absent some explicit evidence of congressional

intent.”  Chiarella, 445 U.S. at 233.

2.  The SEC’s position finds no support in the statute on which it principally relies, Section

13(a) of the Exchange Act.  See Opp. Br. at 15-16.1  The SEC asserts that Section 13(a)(1)

“authorizes the SEC to require ‘current’ reports as necessary to update public information about a

publicly traded issuer of securities,” and that “Section 13(a)(2) gives the SEC the authority to require

periodic – annual and quarterly – reports by issuers.”  Id.  at 16.  Underlying the SEC’s claims is the
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proposition that, because it could have “require[d] an issuer to disclose on Form 8-K all material

information as it occurs” (id. at 17), it therefore could have chosen the alternative of “requir[ing] that

when an issuer chooses to disclose material nonpublic information, it must do so broadly to the

investing public, not selectively to a favored few.”  Id. at 17 & n.15 (citation omitted). 

In so arguing, the SEC mixes apples and oranges.  First, it confuses SEC reporting

requirements imposed under authority of Section 13(a) with public disclosure requirements imposed

under Regulation FD.  Section 13(a)(1), on its face, requires only that SEC registrants include

specified “information and documents” in any “application or registration statement filed pursuant

to section 12” (emphasis added).   Likewise, Section 13(a)(2) is expressly limited to “annual

reports” and “quarterly reports” (emphasis added).  

Whereas Sections 13(a)(1) and (2) pertain to information required to be filed with the SEC,

Regulation FD has nothing to do with the submission of materials to the agency.  Indeed, Regulation

FD’s Adopting Release first recommends disclosure of material, nonpublic information through “a

press release”; second, through “provid[ing] adequate notice, by a press release and/or website

posting, of a scheduled conference call to discuss the announced results”; and, third, by “hold[ing]

the conference call in an open manner.”  Id. at 51724.  Submission of information to the SEC is

purely optional.  In contrast, while the public may inspect registration statements and applications

submitted under Section 13(a), 17 C.F.R. § 230.120, such documents must first be submitted to the

SEC.  That Section 13(a) is directed at information submitted to a government agency, while

Regulation FD is aimed at disclosures to the public (whether or not the SEC is informed),

underscores the vast difference between the statute and the regulation.
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Fundamental principles of statutory construction confirm that the reach of Section 13(a) is

limited to SEC filings, not to all manner of disclosures to the public.  Under the “traditional canon

of construction, noscitur a sociis . . . ‘words grouped in a list should be given related meaning.’”

Dole v. United Steelworkers of America, 494 U.S. 26, 36 (1990).  See ibid. (“[i]f ‘reporting and

recordkeeping requirements’ is understood to be analogous to the examples surrounding it, the

phrase would comprise only rules requiring information to be sent or made available to a federal

agency, not disclosure” to a third party).  Here, Section 13(a)(1)’s requirement to keep “reasonably

current the information or documents required” is grouped with language pertaining to an

application or registration statement filed pursuant to Section 12 and submitted to the SEC.  Under

the principle of noscitur a sociis, the meaning of “reasonably current” must therefore pertain to the

information required for registration statements and applications submitted to the SEC – not to

selective disclosures of corporate information that require the whole world to be informed. 

Second, Section 13(a) is no basis for the promulgation of Regulation FD, because the statute

requires only the reporting of narrow, enumerated categories of information with the SEC.  Section

12 of the Exchange Act, which is referenced in Section 13(a)(1), sets forth the twelve categories of

information required in registration statements and applications, and includes such defined

categories as “the terms, positions, rights and privileges of the different classes of securities

outstanding,” “the terms on which the securities are to be . . . offered to the public,” and the

compensation for directors, officers and underwriters.  15 U.S.C. § 781(b)(1)(b)-(d).  In contrast,

Regulation FD broadly applies to any and all information that is “material” and “nonpublic,” as



2  The regulation does not define the terms “material” and “nonpublic,” but relies on existing
definitions of these terms established in the case law.  Information is material if “there is a
substantial likelihood that a reasonable shareholder would consider it important” in making an
investment decision . . . . Information is nonpublic if it has not been disseminated in a manner
making it available to investors generally.  Adopting Release, 65 Fed. Reg. at 51721.
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those terms are described in the case law.2  The SEC’s promulgation of a rule that requires

disclosures of a different kind and magnitude than the statute on which it relies further undermines

the SEC’s position.  See Federal Maritime Comm’n v. Seatrain Line, Inc., 411 U.S. 726, 745 (1973)

(an agency may not invoke discretion to “bootstrap itself into an area in which it has no

jurisdiction”).

3.  Where, as here, an agency’s interpretation of its statutory authority is tortured, the

Supreme Court has not hesitated to deny Chevron deference and invalidate the actions.  In MCI

Telecommunications Corp. v. American Tel. & Tel. Co., 512 U.S. 218 (1994), for example, the

Federal Communications Commission claimed that statutory language giving it the authority to

“modify any requirement made by or under the authority of this section” gave it the right to make

tariff filing optional for all nondominant long-distance carriers.   Id. at 224.  But the Court held that

a plain reading of the statutory language evinced no authority to justify the administrative agency’s

actions because the word “[m]odify . . . connotes moderate change.”  Id. at 228.  In reasoning even

more apt here, the Court concluded that “[i]t is highly unlikely that Congress would leave the

determination of whether an industry will be entirely, or even substantially, rate-regulated to agency

discretion – and even more unlikely that it would achieve that through such a subtle device as

permission to ‘modify’ rate-filing requirements.”  Id. at 231.

Likewise, in Dole, the Court declined to defer to the Office of Management and Budget’s

claim that the Paperwork Reduction Act gave it authority to review agency rules mandating
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disclosure by regulated entities to third parties.  OMB claimed that the words “obtaining or soliciting

of facts by an agency through . . . reporting or recordkeeping requirements” encompassed third-party

disclosure rules.  494 U.S. at 34.  But the Court held that “[t]he commonsense view of ‘obtaining

or soliciting facts by an agency’ is that the phrase refers to an agency’s efforts to gather facts for its

own use and that Congress used the word ‘solicit’ in addition to the word ‘obtain’ in order to cover

information requests that rely on the voluntary cooperation of information suppliers as well as rules

which make compliance mandatory.”  Id. at 35-36.  Likewise, the Court held, “data sheets . . . do

not fall within the normal meaning of ‘records,’ and a Government-imposed reporting requirement

customarily requires reports to be made to the Government, not training and labels to be given to

someone else altogether.”  Id. at 36 (emphasis added).  

 Such reasoning applies perfectly to the SEC’s attempt to construe a statute expressly limited

to SEC filings as justifying an equal-access-to-information rule governing corporate disclosures to

the public.  As in Chrysler Corp. v. Brown, 441 U.S. 281, 307-308 (1979), “[t]he thread between

these regulations and any grant of authority by the Congress is so strained that it would do violence

to established principles of separation of powers to . . . credit them with the ‘binding effect of law.’”

4.  Finally, the SEC cannot bring Regulation FD within the reach of the statute by claiming

that the regulation furthers the general purposes of the securities laws.  See Opp. Br. at 17.

According to the SEC, Regulation FD “is fully consistent with the express objectives stated by

Congress in granting the SEC its Section 13(a) rulemaking authority: ‘protection of investors’ and

‘insur[ing] fair dealing in publicly traded securities.’”  Ibid.  But the fact that the SEC purports to

act consistent with the public interest does not signify congressional delegation of legislative power.

If such general language were sufficient to trigger Chevron deference, then virtually any agency
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could justify a broad array of regulatory actions based on the generalized precatory language

routinely placed in statutes. 

To the contrary, the Court’s precedents establish that a public interest rationale, without

more, is insufficient to justify Chevron deference.  In MCI, for instance, the FCC argued that its

statutory interpretation “furthers the Communications Act’s broad purpose of promoting efficient

telephone service.”  512 U.S. at 233.  The agency “claim[ed] that although the filing requirement

prevented price discrimination and unfair practices while AT & T maintained a monopoly over long-

distance service, it frustrates those same goals now that there is greater competition in that market.”

Ibid.  Although the Court had “considerable sympathy” for such arguments (ibid.), it stated that “our

estimations, and the Commission’s estimations, of desirable policy cannot alter the meaning of the

federal Communications Act of 1934.”  Id. at 234.  See also Brown & Williamson Tobacco, 529 U.S.

at 160 (rejecting the FDA’s claim that its statutory authority to regulate “drugs and devices”

extended to tobacco products, despite the agency’s “ample demon[stration] that tobacco use,

particularly among children and adolescents, poses perhaps the single most significant threat to

public health in the United States”); Pension Benefit Guaranty Corp. v. LTV Corp., 496 U.S. 633,

646-47 (1990) (quoting Rodriguez v. United States, 480 U.S. 522, 525-26 (1987)) (“[N]o legislation

pursues its purposes at all costs.  Deciding what competing values will or will not be sacrificed to

the achievement of a particular objective is the very essence of legislative choice – and it frustrates

rather than effectuates legislative intent simplistically to assume that whatever furthers the statute’s

primary objective must be the law.”).  As the Court said in Brown & Williamson, 529 U.S. at 161,

“no matter how ‘important, conspicuous, and controversial’” the issue, . . . an administrative



3  For the reasons stated by Siebel, Regulation FD is also overbroad.  See Def. Br. at 18-20;
Def. Rep. Br. at 12-13.
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agency’s power to regulate in the public interest must always be grounded in a valid grant of

authority from Congress.”

*   *   *   *   *

 “An agency’s interpretation of a statute is not entitled to deference when it goes beyond the

meaning that the statute can bear.”  MCI Telecommunications Corp., 512 U.S. at 229.  Here, the

SEC’s interpretation of its statutory authority to promulgate Regulation FD is too contorted to

warrant Chevron deference.  As shown above, neither the plain language of Section 13(a) nor the

securities law framework it undermines even remotely suggests that Congress intended to delegate

to the SEC the authority to impose an equal-access-to-information rule for corporate disclosures.

II. REGULATION FD CONTRAVENES FUNDAMENTAL FIRST AMENDMENT
PRINCIPLES

At its essence, Regulation FD requires corporate executives either to share their material

business information with no one, so as to avoid triggering the disclosure requirement, or to share

it with everyone.  The former result chills protected expression; the latter mandates unwanted

speech.  In either case, Regulation FD impermissibly violates corporate executives’ right to freedom

of expression and association.  See International Dairy Foods, Assn v. Amestoy, 92 F.3d 67 (2d Cir.

1996) (characterizing requirement for dairy manufacturers to identify cows treated with synthetic

growth hormone as compelled speech affecting First Amendment values).  The regulation cannot

survive strict scrutiny.  Further, even if the regulation is considered commercial speech, it fails the

intermediate level of scrutiny set forth in Central Hudson Gas & Elec. Corp. v. Pub. Serv. Comm’n,

447 U.S. 557, 561 (1980).3
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A. Regulation FD Is Subject To Strict Scrutiny

First Amendment jurisprudence firmly establishes that the “freedom of thought protected by

the First Amendment against state action includes both the right to speak freely and the right to

refrain from speaking at all.”  Wooley v. Maynard, 430 U.S. 705, 714 (1977).  Indeed, these rights

“are complementary components of the broader concept of ‘individual freedom of mind.’”  Ibid.

(citation omitted).  As the Court consistently has recognized, “[t]he First Amendment mandates that

we presume that speakers, not the government, know best both what they want to say and how to

say it.”  Riley v. National Fed’n of the Blind, 487 U.S. 781, 790-791 (1988).  Accordingly, “the

government, even with the purest of motives, may not substitute its judgment as to how best to speak

for that of speakers and listeners; free and robust debate cannot thrive if directed by the

government.”  Id. at 791.  See also Bd. of Managers of Soho Intern Arts Cond. Comm’n v. City of

New York, No. 01 Civ. 1226, 2004 WL 1982520 at 12 (S.D.N.Y. 2004) (“protection from compelled

speech is essential to the maintenance of a free republic”). 

Because of the important First Amendment rights at stake, courts have applied strict scrutiny

to compelled-speech cases such as this.  See, e.g., Riley, 487 U.S. at 795-801 (applying strict

scrutiny in the charitable solicitation context); Miami Herald Pub. Co. v. Tornillo, 418 U.S. 241,

254-58 (1974) (applying strict scrutiny in the newspaper context); West Virginia State Bd. of Educ.

v. Barnette, 319 U.S. 624, 633-35 (1943) (applying strict scrutiny in compulsory flag context);

Pacific Gas & Elec. Co. v. Public Utils. Comm’n, 475 U.S. 1, 8-21 (1986) (plurality opinion)

(applying strict scrutiny to compelled third party messages in utility bills).  The Court has even

suggested that statutes that compel speech effect a content-based burden on First Amendment

expression.  See Riley, 487 U.S. at 795 (“[m]andating speech that a speaker would not otherwise



4  The Court has used three different tests for distinguishing commercial from noncommercial
speech.  It has most frequently defined core commercial speech as “speech that does no more than
propose a commercial transaction.”  United States v. United Foods, Inc., 533 U.S. 405, 409 (2001).
See also Virginia State Bd. of Pharm.  v. Virginia Citizens Consumer Council, Inc., 425 U.S.748,
761 (1976) (characterizing commercial speech at issue as “I will sell you the X prescription drug at
the Y price.”).  However, in Central Hudson, 447 U.S. at 561, the Court held that “expression
related solely to the economic interests of the speaker and its audience” qualifies as commercial
speech.  And in Bolger v. Youngs Drug Prods. Corp., 463 U.S. 60, 66-68 (1983), the Court held that
commercial speech is speech that (I) is an advertisement; (ii) referring to a specific product or
service; and (iii) is economically movtivated.
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make necessarily alters the content of the speech).  See also Tornillo, 418 U.S. at 256 (statute

compelling newspaper to print an editorial reply “exacts a penalty on the basis of the content of a

newspaper”).  

The SEC never even addresses the compelled-speech cases that control this case.  Instead,

it attempts to construe Regulation FD as either a time, place, and manner restriction or as

commercial speech.  See Opp. Br. at 20-21, 23.  Such transparent attempts to make an end run

around the dispositive case law requiring strict scrutiny are unavailing.

 The time, place, and manner case on which the SEC relies, Ward v. Rock Against Racism,

491 U.S. 781 (1989), is inapposite.  Ward involved city efforts to keep sound at rock concerts at a

reasonable level by providing sound equipment and an independent technician.  See id. at 787.  The

groups were given “autonomy with respect to the sound mix,” however, and were consulted before

sound was lowered.  Id. at 788.  The regulation in Ward was thus entirely different from a disclosure

requirement that removes executives’ autonomy and either chills expression or mandates it. 

The commercial speech doctrine also does not save Regulation FD from strict scrutiny.  First

of all, the doctrine is inapplicable.  Although the Supreme Court’s definition of commercial speech

has varied,4 it is clear that the wide variety of general subjects covered by Regulation FD do not
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qualify.  In its Adopting Resolution, the SEC set forth a number of topics that could be considered

material:

(1) Earnings information; (2) mergers, acquisitions, tender offers, joint ventures, or changes
in assets; (3) new products or discoveries, or developments regarding customers or suppliers
(e.g., the acquisition or loss of a contract); (4) changes in control or in management; (5)
change in auditors or auditor notification that the issuer may no longer rely on an auditor’s
audit report; (6) events regarding the issuer’s securities – e.g., defaults on senior securities,
calls of securities for redemption, repurchase plans, stock splits or changes in dividends,
changes to the rights of security holders, public or private sales of additional securities; and
(7) bankruptcies or receiverships.  65 Fed. Reg. at 51721.

Such topics include an array of corporate business matters, the vast majority of which have nothing

to do with “propos[ing] a commercial transaction.”  United Foods, 533 U.S. at 409.  Changes in an

auditor, defaults on senior securities or management restructuring are not “advertisements,” or

references to a “specific product” (Bolger, 463 U.S. at 66-67), and the dissemination of such

information is often not “economically motivate[ed].” Id. at 67. That some listeners may

subsequently decide to purchase securities does not mean that the information itself is proposing a

sale.  Moreover, where, as here, the speech at issue involves at most both commercial and

noncommercial expression, strict scrutiny is warranted.  As the Court recognized in Riley (487 U.S.

at 796), speech does not “retain[] its commercial character when it is inextricably intertwined with

otherwise fully protected speech.” 

That Regulation FD does not involve commercial speech is evident from the harms the

doctrine was designed to address.  See City of Cincinnati v. Discovery Network, Inc., 507 U.S. 410,

426 (1993) (state’s interest in protecting consumers from “commercial harm . . . is, of course,  the

typical reason why commercial speech can be subject to greater governmental regulation than

noncommercial speech”); Lorillard Tobacco Co. v. Reilly, 533 U.S. 525, 576 (2001) (Thomas, J.

concurring in part and in the judgment) (government’s leeway in regulating commercial speech “is



5  The Supreme Court itself has noted that its “standards . . . accord[ing] less protection to
commercial speech than to other expression . . . have been subject to some criticism.”  United Foods,
533 U.S. at 409 (citing Glickman v. Wileman Bros. & Elliott, Inc., 521 U.S. 457, 504 (1997)
(Thomas, J., dissenting), 44 Liquormart, Inc. v. Rhode Island, 517 U.S. 484, 518 (1996) (Thomas,
J., concurring in part and concurring in judgment), and Rubin v. Coors Brewing Co., 514 U.S. 476,
493 (1995) (Stevens, J., concurring in judgment)).  To uphold a doubtful restriction on speech on
the ground that it is “commercial,” at the very time the Supreme Court appears to be reconsidering
its doctrine limiting the protection afforded commercial speech, would be unwise.  In any event, the
restriction in this case can be struck down under existing Supreme Court doctrine.
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limited to the peculiarly commercial harms that commercial speech can threaten – i.e., the risk of

deceptive or misleading advertising”).  In this case, Regulation FD is not aimed at curbing

misleading statements about a product or service; rather, it seeks to expand the number of persons

who have access to corporate information, whether or not such information is misleading.   In other

words, if the information a company disseminates is misleading, under Regulation FD, more, not

fewer, people will be harmed.  The regulation thus has no bearing on the harms the commercial

speech doctrine was designed to reduce.

Second, compelled speech is constitutionally suspect whether the speech is commercial or

not.5  In United Foods, for example, the Court invalidated a government mandate that it construed

as a compulsion of speech, observing along the way that “[t]he fact that the speech is in aid of a

commercial purpose does not deprive respondent of all First Amendment protection.”  533 U.S. at

410.  The Court further observed that “speech need not be characterized as political before it

receives First Amendment protection.”  Id. at 413.  And the Court then proceeded to apply, without

apparent modification, the very compelled-speech precedents that make strict scrutiny necessary in

the first place.

B. Regulation FD Advances Interests That Are Not Compelling by Means That
Are Not Narrowly Tailored
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The SEC seeks to justify Regulation FD based on its twin goals of “preventing the use of

inside information for trading of securities” and “preserving confidence in the markets.” Opp. Br.

at 24.  Those broad statements sound weighty, but the question is not whether the general purposes

of securities law are compelling; rather, it is whether the purposes of this regulation are.  So one

must start by identifying the problem the SEC claims it was addressing, and the magnitude of that

supposed problem.

The SEC claims that selective disclosures are frequent and detrimental to the public, but its

empirical support for that statement is thin.  It relies on selected news reports and staff perceptions,

(see Adopting Resolution, 65 Fed. Reg. at 51717), while discounting contrary evidence that the

number of companies opening up conference calls to the public has increased (id. at 51717-51718).

  See Riley, 487 U.S. at 798  (“Although we do not wish to denigrate the State’s interest in full

disclosure, the danger the State posits is not as great as might initially appear.”); Talley v.

California, 362 U.S. 60, 66-67 (1960) (Harlan, J., concurring) (“In the absence of a more substantial

showing . . . such a generality is . . . too remote to furnish a constitutionally acceptable justification

for the deterrent effect on free speech which this all-embracing ordinance is likely to have.”). 

Even if one assumes arguendo that the SEC’s interests are compelling, Regulation FD is not

narrowly tailored.  As Siebel points out (see Def. Rep. Br. at 12), the insider trading laws adequately

protect the public and preserve the integrity of the market by ensuring that insiders do not exploit

their positions for pecuniary gain.  In addition, because the regulation requires disclosure of general

business information, whether or not such information actually stimulates a securities transaction,

it burdens more speech than is necessary to achieve its ends. 



6  Tornillo is not limited to restrictions on the press but “has been applied to cases involving
expression generally.”  Riley, 487 U.S. at 797.
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The Court’s holding in Miami Herald Pub. Co. v. Tornillo, 418 U.S. 241 (1974), is

controlling.  In Tornillo, the Court held unconstitutional a “right-of-access” statute placing an

affirmative duty on newspapers to publish the replies of political candidates whom they had

criticized.  Id. at 257.  As in this case, the government was motivated by its desire to ensure that the

greatest amount on information reached the public.  See id. at 247-48.  The Court nonetheless held

that “any such compulsion to publish that which ‘reason’ tells them should not be published” is

unconstitutional.  Id. at 256 (citation omitted).  While the Court acknowledged that “[a] responsible

press is an undoubtedly desirable goal, . . . press responsibility is not mandated by the Constitution

and like many other virtues it cannot be legislated.”  Ibid.  Such a conclusion is equally applicable

here, where the SEC’s desire to ensure a level investment playing field, whether or not laudable,

“cannot be legislated,” consistent with the First Amendment, by such a heavy-handed regulation of

speech as Regulation FD.

Significantly, Tornillo rejected the government’s argument that the statute did not restrict

the Miami Herald’s right to speak because it “has not prevented the Miami Herald from saying

anything it wished.”  Ibid.  Acknowledging that “this begs the core question,” the Court ruled that

“the Florida statute operates as a command in the same sense as a statute or regulation forbidding

appellant to publish specified matter.”  Ibid.6

This analysis thoroughly discredits the SEC’s claim (see Opp. Br. at 25-26) that, because

Regulation FD excludes material nonpublic speech where the recipient agrees to keep the

information confidential, it does not significantly encroach on First Amendment freedoms.  Such
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contorted logic ignores the very real burdens on protected expression that come from having to

decide routinely what speech is material, as well as the awkwardness of having to secure a listener’s

agreement to keep such information confidential.  In the face of such requirements, corporate

executives, like the editors in Tornillo, “might well conclude that the safe course is to avoid

controversy” by restricting their expression.  Id. at 257.  See ibid. (“Government-enforced right of

access inescapably ‘dampens the vigor and limits the variety of public debate’”) (quoting New York

Times v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254, 279 (1964)).

In other cases factually analogous to this one, the Court has invalidated disclosure

requirements that curtail protected activity.  In Talley, 362 U.S. at 66, the Court held

unconstitutional a city ordinance prohibiting distribution of handbills that did not have printed on

them the names and addresses of persons who prepared, distributed, or sponsored them.  Although

the government claimed that the ordinance was “aimed at providing a way to identify those

responsible for fraud, false advertising and libel,” the Court rejected such rationales since “the

ordinance is in no manner so limited.”  Id. at 64.  The Court held that the disclosure rule could deter

pamphleteers’ protected activity since “identification and fear of reprisal might deter perfectly

peaceful discussions of public matters of importance.”  Id. at 65.

Likewise, in Riley, 487 U.S. at 798, the Court invalidated a law that compelled charities to

disclose the percentage of contributions collected the previous year that went to charity. The Court

held that the state’s justifications for the “prophylactic rule of compelled speech” were insufficiently

weighty (id. at 798), and that “compelled disclosure will almost certainly hamper the legitimate

efforts of professional fundraisers to raise money for the charities they represent” (id. at 799).

Additionally, the Court noted that less restrictive alternatives were available because the State could
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“vigorously enforce its antifraud laws.”  Id. at 800.  In that regard,  Riley is indistinguishable from

this case, in which Regulation FD will have a similar chilling effect on protected expression, and

where less restrictive alternatives such as “vigorously enforcing” the insider trading laws would

accomplish the SEC’s goals.

In short, the case law compels the conclusion that Regulation FD unjustifiably burdens

protected expression.  Siebel’s motion to dismiss should thus be granted.

C. Regulation FD Does Not Satisfy The Central Hudson Test

Even if Regulation FD is held to involve commercial speech and not to be subject to the

analysis of the compelled-speech cases, it fails constitutional scrutiny.  Under Central Hudson’s

four-part test, the court must decide whether the activity concerns lawful activity and is not

misleading. See 447 U.S. at 556. If so, then it must ask whether the asserted state interest is

“substantial.”  See ibid. If it is, then the court must determine whether the regulation “directly

advance[s] the governmental interest involved,” and whether “the governmental interest could be

served as well by a more limited restriction on speech.”  Ibid. 

As shown above, the asserted problem that the SEC purports to address through Regulation

FD – selective disclosures by insiders – is not substantial.  But even if the Court were to accept the

SEC’s far broader characterization of the state interest at stake here, Regulation FD would not

satisfy Central Hudson’s third and fourth prongs.  The regulation does not “directly advance” the

goals of preventing unfair trading and preserving the integrity of the market, since it extends to

speech that is entirely unrelated to trading.  And as the Court has made clear, Central Hudson’s third

prong “is not satisfied by mere speculation or conjecture; rather, a governmental body seeking to

sustain a restriction on commercial speech must demonstrate that the harms it recites are real and
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that its restriction will in fact alleviate them to a material degree.”  Greater New Orleans

Broadcasting Ass’n, Inc. v. U.S., 527 U.S. 173, 188 (1999) (citation omitted).  Because Regulation

FD “provides only ineffective or remote support for the government’s purpose” (Central Hudson,

447 U.S. at 564), it is constitutionally infirm.  

Finally, as shown above, Regulation FD is not appropriately tailored because it extends to

general business matters unrelated to securities, and because less restrictive alternatives such as the

insider trading laws are available.  Although the SEC asserts that by including the “material

nonpublic” qualifier in the regulation, its reach is limited to instances in which it is “reasonably

foreseeable” that the recipient will trade on the information (Opp. Mot. at 22), such a result is by no

means clear.  Indeed, as the SEC concedes, a wide variety of general business information may fit

within the definition of “material.”

In similar cases, the Supreme Court has invalidated statutes under Central Hudson.  See

Rubin v. Coors Brewing Co., 514 U.S. 476, 490-91 (1995) (invalidating a law prohibiting beer labels

from displaying alcohol content); 44 Liquormart, Inc. v. Rhode Island, 517 U.S. 484, 507 (1996)

(plurality opinion) (striking down a prohibition on advertising the price of alcoholic beverages);

Edenfield v. Fane, 507 U.S. 761, 770-773 (1993) (invalidating ban on in-person solicitation).  This

court should do likewise here, and dismiss the complaint.
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CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated, Siebel’s motion to dismiss should be granted.
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