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The aboveM-d*SCCibed, material was r emovo8 frbu% thi s
f ile pursuant to t-he following exemption providiiC ils the
Freedom, of Information Ac, S U.S.C. Sectio. .. 2(.b)4

(1) ClassifIe- Znfornaticn.

(2) internal rules and
practices

SY e--'te by other
statuteItf

(4) Trade secrets and
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financial information
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(6) Personal privacy.
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(8) Banking
Information

(9) VWell Information
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geophysical)

(5) Internal Documents
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The abovi-'k*scjibe4,material was removed froze this
f ile pursuant to th--e f ollow'ing exemption provided it the
Freedom of Infornstion Act:# 5 U.S.C. Setio.552(.b):

(1) Classified: Informaticr.

2) internal rules and
practices

S) .).e,,pte. by other
statute

(4) Trade secrets and'
nncovercial or

% financial information

(51"" Internal Documents

(6) Personal privacy.

(7) Investigatoryfiles -"

(8) Banking
Information

(9) .17ell Information
(geograbhic or
geophysical)

Signed.. 0

date

FEC 9-21-77
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Mr. Edward R. Kayatt
East Side West %Side Communications Corlp.
1763 Second Avenue
New York, NOw York 10028

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Kayatt:

On Novaewr 16, 1982, the Commission accepted the
conciliation agreement signed by you and a civil penalty in

cv settlement of violations of 2 U.S.C. SS 433(a),
434(a) (4) (A), and 441b(a), provisions of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. Accordingly, tle
file has been closed in this matter, and it will become ra
part of the public record within thirty days, .However::,
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) prohibits any information derived.
in connection with any conciliation attempt from becoming
public without the written consent of the respondent and the
Commission. Should you wish any such information to become

0 part of the public record, please advise us in writing.

Enclosed you will find a fully executed copy of the
final conciliation agreement for your files.

N/ Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gener Counsel

By: Kenne ros
Associate Gene al Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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in the matter of )
)

Edward R. ayatt
Committee Orgaised for ) MUR 1137

Znforming the Electorate
East Side West Side )

Communications Corporation )
(previously known as Manhattan) )
Media Corporation) )

CONCILIATION AGtIUT

This matter was initiated by a signed, sworn, and notarized

complaint by Felice Merritt Gelman on behalf of Citizens for

LaRouche. An investigation has been conducted and probable cause

C4 cause to believe has been found that Edward R. Kayatt and the

Committee Organized for Informing the Electorate ("COFITE")

violated 2 U.S.C. 55 433(a) and 434(a) (4) (A) by failing to

register COFITE as a political committee and failing to file

required reports of receipts and expenditures for COFITE. The

Commission has also found probable cause to believe that Manhattan

Media Corporation violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making corporate

contributions to COFITE.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondents, having duly

entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4)(A)(i)

do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondents,

and the subject matter of this proceeding.
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UZ. Respondents have had a iea onab,e opportwd! #
demonstrate that no action sboUld be taken in this Matter

II2. Respondents enter voluntarily into this AgrOnt

with the Commission.

IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:

1. Manhattan Media Corporation was a New York

Corporation which published Our Town a weekly newspaper.

Manhattan Media Corporation is now known as East Side-

• 0 West Side Communications Corporation which continues to

publish Our Town.

* 2. COFITE is a political committee.

3. Edward R. Kayatt is the sole owner of

Manhattan Media Corporation/East Side West Side

*Communications Corporation. Mr. Kayatt is also the

n. Chairman of and person responsible for COFITE.

o 4. In February 1980, COFITE ran a negative

'I advertisement about Lyndon LaRouche in Our Town and the

New York Times.

5. COFITE received contributions and made

expenditures of approximately $8,000 for the

advertisement which appeared in the New York Times.

6. COFITE has never registered as a political

committee and never filed any reports of receipts and

expenditures except for an FEC Form 5, Report of

Independent Expenditures or Contributions.
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7. Manhattan Media Corporation did nt Chat
for the COFITE advertisement which appeared in ok,

February 1980.

8. Manhattan Media Corporation gave COFITE a 0*ek

for $619 which represented contributions for the New!.Jk

Times ad which were sent to Our Town originally.

9. Manhattan Media Corporation paid approximately

$5,000 towards the New York Times ad after COFITE failed to

N raise the total cost of the ad from other sources.

V. COFITE and Edward R. Kayatt violated 2 U.S.C. jj 433(a)

and 434(a)(4)(A) by failing to register COFITE as a political

committee or to file reports of receipts and expenditures for

COFITE had received or expended in excess of $1,000.

VI. Manhattan Media Corporation violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)

Z by contributing to COFITE by 1) providing free space in Our Town

C for the COFITE advertisement, 2) paying approximately $5,000 of

the cost of the New York Times ad, and 3) the payment of the $619

check to COFITE.

VII. Respondents Edward R. Kayatt and COFITE agree to file a

registration statement for COFITE and a termination report which

will include all receipts and expenditures on behalf of COFITE.
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VU. Rsp~ndets wil betvet tb~*Pay a Cvlj~iy
the Traue fthe United States in the amount''at flve huhdi4

doZars ($500), pursuant to 2 U.s.C. S 4g(a)($)(A).

IX. Respondents agree that they shall not undertake any

activity which is in violation of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. S 431, et seq.

X. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint

under 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a)(1) concerning the matters at issue

herein or on its own motion, may review compliance with this

4'-v agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement or any

Tr requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil

action for relief in the United States District Court for the

District of Columbia.

XI. This agreement shall become effective as of the date

that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

0 approved the entire agreement.

N



xu. Repa*I~ssh'all have, no mor* t ta

from the date thli, agreement becomes effecltive to

implement the requIrements contained in tbis agree

notify the Comission.

Associate General Counsel

EdwardR. aft

COFITE

BY:

ITS:

East Side West Side
C ~ions Corporation

BY:

ITS:

Date

Dat6

ol

Date I

I ilI ,
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Warvo kayatt
Mediatt zor ed for

ha, olqtarote
East id.Vet 'Side,

Co u~ni itions corporation
(previotasly known as Manhattan
Media Corporation)

)
)
)
)
)

CERTIFI CATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on November 16,

1982, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take the

following actions in MUR 1137:

1. Accept the signed conciliation
agreement as submitted with
the General Counsel's Memorandum
dated November 12, 1982.

2. Close the file.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry and

Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter; Commissioner

Harris abstained.

Attest:

IZ-/4 -?c2
Date

Received in Office of Commission Secre
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

tary: 11-12-82, 3:57
11-15-82, 11:00

dr 0



November 2, 1982

Federal Election Coumtston
ashington, D.C. 20463

Attention Jonathan Levin, Esq.
At, MR 1137

04*

As per the findings of your Commissions f am enclosig-

Conctliation Agreement along with check in amount of

o five hundred dollars.

oThe aforementioned agreement along with the penalty is

being signed and agreed to under personal moral objections

oand wish that this letter be made part of the record.

Ed Kayatt



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
SWAS.HNGTON, OC, 20*3 U 16

, .tobw-7, 3W*.2

ISNOIANDUN TO: Charles N. Steele

FRO: Thomas B. Harris fl H

8UiJXC : Statement to Accompany M .R 1137

Attached is a copy of my statement which should accompany

Commission's notification of its action in MUR 1137. Since thiL

is a sensitive matter, I am routing this directly to you ad I

assume you will forward a copy to the Comission's Secretary

for circulation to the appropriate persons.

C

.0



Statement of Coam'issioner Thmas . a*4
In The Matter of Or Town, et. al. (IWR 1)fl

I disagree with that portion of the Coumission's ,i"%to
to:

"Find Probable Cause to Believe that Manhattan Media
Corporation violated 2 U.S.C. S44lb(a) by... providin
free space in Our Town for an advertisement by OIfU.,

This recommendation disregards both the facts of this aase and
the constitutional protection afforded newspapers.

Edward Kayatt owns the Manhattan Media Corporation, is
publisher and editor of Our Town, and is COFITE.
Disregarding the corporate veil, all Mr. Kayatt did was grant
himself space in his newspaper to express his dissatisfaction
with Lyndon LaRouche's candidacy for President. This, Mr. Kayatt
should be able to do.

Turning to the technicalities, the definition of expenditure
under the FECA does not include:

"any news story, commentary, or editorial distributed
through the facilities of any broadcasting station,
newspaper, magazine, or other periodical publication
unless such facilities are owned or controlled by any

Cpolitical party, political committee or candidate."
5431 (9) (B) (i).

In my view, this language was inserted in 1974 out of an excess
C of caution, and, as respects newspapers, was entirely supererogatory,

since they would have had the same rights under the First Amendment
without it. Long before the adoption of the news story exemption,
Senator Taft made it clear during the 1947 debates (when the ban
on corporate and union expenditures was added to the existing ban
on contributions) that the prohibitions did not cover normal press
functions. See 93 Cong. Rec. 6438.

The First Amendment protection is not without limitation.
It applies when the newspaper is operating within its normal press
function, i.e., "whether the press entity was acting as a press
entity in making the distribution complained of." Reader's
Association, Inc. v. Federal Election Commission, 509 . Supp.1210,
1215 (S.D.N.Y. 1981). Under this text any publication by a news-
paper in its own pages is exempt under the Act and the First
Amendment, as respects the newspaper itself as distinguished from
an advertiser. A paper's donation of space to a candidate or
political committee does present a difficult issue, but, I think
that even such a donation is not an expenditure and is protected
by the First Amendment.
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3Mrattan Media corporation )
C wittee Organized for
I d the Electorate

CERTIFICATION

I, Lena L. Stafford, Recording Secretary for the Fderl

Election Commissicn on October 5, 1982, do hereby certify that

the minissicn took the following actions with regard to the

above-emtitled ntter:

N4 1. Decided in a vote of 5-1 to

a. Find probable cause to believe that
PEdward R. Kayatt and COFITE violated

2 U.S.C. S433(a) by failing to register
oD COFITE as a political omittee.

Vb. Find probable cause to believe that
kmrd R. Kayatt and (XCFITE violated

o 2 U.S.C. S 434(a)(4)(A) by failing to
file reports of receipts and expenditures
by COFITE.

C. Find probable cause to believe that
Manhattan Media Corporation violated
2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making contributions
to O7ITE consisting of a check for $619,
providing free space in Our Town for an
advertisment by CaFITE, nd aying
approximately $5,000 for an advertisemnt
which appeared in the New York Times.

Camissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry,
and Reiche voted affirmatively for the decision.
Conmissioner Harris dissented.

(continued)



The Commission recently held in the case of a bro4 t:f
station that donations of time to the major political,-
for electioneering and even fundraising was not an e
A.O. 1982-44. Some Commissioners may have found this 0OWtI
more palatable because of the equal opportunities provilt-oi
of the Federal Communications Act (47 U.S.C. S315(a)), whieh
applies to broadcasters but not to newspapers. However .he
definition of expenditure in our Act (2 U.S.C. S431(9)) 400* not
turn on whether a news medium is subject to equal opportunity
requirements under some other statute. Likewise, the First
Amendment rights of newspapers to publish what they see fit
are not curtailed by reason of the tact that they cannot
constitutionally be subjected to equal time or equal treat-
ment requirements. Maimi Herald Pub. Co. v. Tornillo, 418 U.S.
241.

NO In conclusion, I think that this Counission may only exercise
jurisdiction over a newspaper when it acts outside its normal

'1 function, and I do not think Our Town did so here.

Date Thomas E. Harris

C



Ibeting

Attest:0

lRecording Serietary

K%

0

"4
Date

2. Decided, in avote of, 600 to r.2tiOw
cMiv Penalty to the a~n
hundred dllars ($500) on e of
the Omiliaticn Agresrnt aam
the General Counsel's pot -.gned
Septeuter 23, 1982.

OQmmissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris,
Mcklnald, MaGarry, and ftiche voted
affirmatively for the decision.

3. Decided in a vote of 5-1 to appte
theprpoedConciliatin aneeut,

as amended above today, and the letter
to be sent to Mr. EIward R. Kayatt,
attached to the General Counsel's Report
signed Septstter 23, 1982.

Ccmnissioners Aikens, Elliott, d,
MCarry, and Reiche voted affixfttively
for the decision. Cmnissioner Harris
dissented.
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At tbe :1atter Of,,, 8SEPt i o
4Vwar4 R. ha*tt ) NUR 1,137

manhtrteln ai Corporation )
CousJtt*. Otgiwe for"

Informing the lectorate

OCT 5

I. DACK INa

This matter arises out of a complaint filed by Citizens for

LaRouche on January 8, 1980. It concerns editorials in 0ur-

as well as negative advertisements about Lyndon LaRouche Which

appeared in both Our Town and the New York Times. The complaint

basically alleged that respondents Manhattan Media Corporati6O Mid

Edward Kayatt were acting as a "political committee' by

-0 soliciting funds in the editorial pages of Our Town to pay for an

advertisement in the New York Times for the purpose of defeating

o Mr. LaRouche in his campaign for the Democratic presidential

nomination.

The Commission, on September 3, 1980, found reason to

believe that both Edward Kayatt and the Committee Organized for

Informing the Electorate ("COFITE") violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and

434 for failure to register COFITE as a political committee and

for failure to file required reports. The Commission also found

reason to believe that Manhattan Media Corporation, trading as Our

Town, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b. 1/ In the course of the

1/ The complaint also included allegations against a freelance
reporter Dennis King. However, the Commission found no reason to
believe that Mr. King violated the Act.
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investigation M4r. Kayatt yeas 14ekt &te*oatQiSArd h

deposition was taken .

P AC!IJAL AND LGA AALBZ

(See OGC Brief, circulated May 21, 1982). On July 2, 192

this office received a reply to the brief from Mr. Kayatt. This

reply consisted of comments to the text of the OGC brief placed at

the bottom of the pages. These comments respond to various

isolated factual assertions made in the brief and do not address

the essence of the General Counsel's arguments. Therefore, the

q General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable cause

IT to believe that Kayatt and COFITE violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433(a) and

k 434(a) (4) (A) and that Manhattan Media Corporation violated

C 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

III. =COMMINDATIONS

1. Find probable cause to believe that Edward R. Kayatt and

o COFITE violated 2 U.S.C. S 433(a) by failing to register COFITE

as a political committee.

2. Find probable cause to believe that Edward R. Kayatt and

COFITE violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(a)(4)(A) by failing to file

reports of receipts and expenditures by COFITE.

3. Find probable cause to believe that Manhattan Media

Corporation violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making contributions to
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General Counsel

Attachment

1. Letter and conciliation agreement to respondent
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Mr. Edward JR9 91ayatt-
East Side est 61SideComnunications Corp.
1751 Second Avenue
New York, New York 10028

Re.: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Kayatt:

On , 1982, the Commission determined there
is probable cause to believe that you and the 4omitte

V Organized for Inforaing the Electorate (OCOITVr) violated 2
U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 in that COFITZ has failed to0* egt1*1

Tr as a p6litical committee and report its receipts and
expenditures. On that date, the Commiesion also determined
there is probable cause to believe that Manhattan edia .

Corporation violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a by making contributions
in the form of a check for $619, provision of free
advertising space in Our Town, and payment of approximately

C $5,000 for an advertisement appearing in the New York Times.

lq. The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such
violations for a period of thirty to ninety days by informal

O methods of conference, conciliation and persuasion, and by
entering into a conciliation agreement. If we are unable to
reach an agreement during that period, the Commission may
institute civil suit in United States District Court and seek
payment of a civil penalty.

We enclose a conciliation agreement that this office is
prepared to recommend to the Commission in settlement of
this matter. If you agree with the provisions of the
enclosed agreement, please sign and return it along with the
civil penalty to the Commission within ten days. I will
then recommend that the Commission approve the agreement.
Please make your check for the civil penalty payable to the
U.S. Treasurer.



Tf qiWestions, or suggest1
the e Igreeent p
4529,0 &t it ey assigned to this matti
452-9.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steels
General Counsel

Enclosure.
Conciliation Agreement

C5

/I0.00
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GENE Do COSL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

This matter arises out of a complaint filed by Citizens for

LaRouche. It concerns editorials in Our Town as well as negative

advertisements about Lyndon LaRouche which appeared in both Our

Town and the New York Times. The complaint basically alleged

that respondents Manhattan Media Corporation and Edward Kayatt

were acting as a "political committee" by soliciting funds in the

editorial pages of Our Town to pay for an advertisement in the

New York Times for the purpose of defeating Mr. LaRouche in his

campaign for the Democratic presidential nomination.

The Commission, on September 3, 1980, found reason to

believe that both Edward Kayatt and the Committee Organized for

Informing the Electorate ("COFITE") violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and

434 for failure to register COFITE as a political committee and

for failure to file required reports. The Commission also found

reason to believe that Manhattan Media Corporation, trading as

Our Town, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b. j/ In the course of the

1/ The complaint also included allegations against a freelance
reporter Dennis King. However, the Commission found no reason to
believe that Mr. King violated the Act.



OVEnRAL ELEI, CQMMISSION
#A * TOtM. 0C.; r %3

HEMORAID~M TO: THE CO(MISSIONERS
TUESTAFF DIRECTOR S
TE ASST, STAFF DI R,SIS
THE ASST, STAFF DIRECTOR, MIT~

FROM: MARJORIE W. 31403S/JODY C . RANS

DATE: JULY 2, 1982

SUBJECT: RESPONDENT'S BRIEF - MUR 1137
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In tbe matter o

Edvard a. Wayatt)
M ttU vedta Corporation ) IMR 1137

Casmitteo 0r gaaised foe )v
Informlng h Electorate 4

GEUXUAL COUNSEL' S BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

This matter arises out of a complaint filed by Citizens for

LaRouche. It concerns editorials in Our Town as well as negative

advertisements about Lyndon LaRouche which appeared in both Our

Town and the New York Times. The complaint basically alleged

that respondents Manhattan Media Corporation and Edward Kayatt

were acting as a "political committee" by soliciting funds in the

editorial pages of Our Town to pay for an advertisement in the

New York Times for the purpose of defeating Mr. LaRouche in his

campaign for the Democratic presidential nomination.

The Commission, on September 3, 1980, found reason to

believe that both Edward Kayatt and the Committee Organized for

Informing the Electorate ("COFITE") violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and

434 for failure to register COFITE as a political committee and

for failure to file required reports. The Commission also found

reason to believe that Manhattan Media Corporation, trading as

Our Town, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b. _/ In the course of the

1/ The complaint also included allegations against a freelance
reporter Dennis King. However, the Commission found no reason to
believe that Mr. King violated the Act.
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investigation Mr, Kayatt was sent interrogatoritess and hise

deposition was taken.

Our- Town is a weekly newspaper in Manhattan with a

circulation of somewhat over 100,000. The paper is given away

free and makes its money through paid advertisements. Our Town

is owned by East Side West Side Communications known previously

as Manhattan Media Corporation. Edward R. Kayatt, the founder,

publisher, and editor of Our Town, is the sole owner of East Side

West Side Communications and was previously the sole owner of

Manhattan Media Corporation. 2/

In the latter part of 1979 a series of news articles written

by Dennis King about Lyndon LaRouche appeared in Our Town

depicting Mr. LaRouche among other things as a neo-Nazi and an

o anti-Semite. At some point late in 1979 Mr. Kayatt decided that

information about Mr. LaRouche should be spread to a wider

Caudience than Our Town readership and he began to solicit money

N in the editorial pages of Our Town to pay for an ad in the New

York Times. 3/

The first two editorials addressed Mr. LaRouche's qualifying

for matching funds and called for a congressional investigation.

2/ The name of the corporation changed towards the end of 1980.
As most if not all of the activities at issue herein took place

* while the name was Manhattan Media Corporation, all further
references in this report will be to Manhattan Media Corporation.

3/ We have copies of seven editorials or notices which appeared
fn Our Town requesting funds for the New York Times ad. (See
Attachments I - 7).

* ALL ACTIVITIES WERE PRIOR TO NAME CHANGE
EAST SIDE WEST SIDE NOT OFFICIAL UNTIL O/A MARCH 1, 1981
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The first, from the December 30, 1979 -January 5, "i*

of Our Town, emphasized the use of taxpapers' money for a.Win g

funds and stateds "The FEC action will have the e fftat of-

seeming to legitimize LaRouche as a Democratic Party candidate to

those who do not understand his real position." (See ttachment

1). The second, from the January 6 - January 12, 1980 edition of

Our Town, emphasized the "growing menace" of Mr. LaRouche and his

followers and the need for greater public awareness of this

o threat. (See Attachment 2). These were followed by three

identical "notices" which appeared in Our Town from late January

through the middle of February and which stated that 0(i]n order

to get the warning about Lyndon LaRouche's neo-Nazi ideas to a

wider audience as soon as possible .... " only a half-page ad

would be placed in the New York Times instead of waiting to

collect money for a full page ad. (See Attachments 3 - 5). The

last two identical notices which appeared in Our Town editorials,

in May of 1980, were captioned "COFITE FUNDS." They stated inter

V alia:

COFITE (The Committee Organized for Informing
The Electorate) was created to inform voters
about the real neo-Nazi antisemitic program
of Lyndon LaRouche, founder and leader of the
U.S. Labor Party. LaRouche, in campaigning
for the Democratic presidential nomination,
has attempted to conceal his true positions.
COFITE'S purpose has been to reveal the truth
behind the campalin rhetoric.

. . a

. a • a

Readers interested in spreading the word on
the real LaRouche are asked to send their
contributions to COFITE.

(See Attachments 6 and 7) (emphasis added).



The initial editorials requested that funds for the * ft

Times ad be sent to Our Tow~n later editorials requested that-.

funds be sent to COFITE. None of these editorials or notices.

expressly advocated the election or defeat of Mr. LaRouche.

According to Mr. Kayatt's deposition testimony, neither he nor

COFITE ever paid for any space in Our Town devoted to COFITE.

After receiving notice of the complaint in this matter, Mr.

Kayatt filed a FEC Form 5, Report of Independent Expenditures, on

behalf of COFITE, indicating that as of February 15, 1980, COFITE

had received $619 in contributions and had not made any

expenditures. + Mr. Kayatt checked the box on the form indicating

that expenditures would be made to defeat a candidate for Federal

office. No further reports were ever filed on behalf of

COFITE. 4/ According to Mr. Kayatt's deposition testimony,

4essentially he was COFITE and COFITE was just a name: "And when

you say formed, I came up with a name that would be -- that I
C

thought would be significant to what I was trying to accomplish."

(Deposition testimony of Edward R. Kayatt, December 16, 1981, at

9). 5~/

4/ In his deposition testimony, Mr. Kayatt indicated that he had
registered COFITE with the Commission on the advice of counsel
after the filing of the complaint in this matter and that he
regretted so doing. In interrogatories from the Commission Mr.
Kayatt was asked to identify the candidate in opposition to whom
COFITE would make expenditures according to the FEC Form 5. In
response Mr. Kayatt stated: "We were informing the electorate
that Mr. LaRouche was obtaining Federal Funding, with tax payers
dollars."

5/ Hereinafter all references to Mr. Kayatts deposition
testimony will be referred to as "Kayatt depo. at

+ NaT AWARE OF CRECKING SUBJECT BOX



....CPIT3 w.* -6 t- Otd wtjteusi.g i j to i vise the
the matc rg wn of whatever v a
getting, COFITI was .used-#as a name.

(Kayatt deposition at 31) (emphasis added).

# On February 26, 1980, the day of the New Hampshire

presidential primary election, a half-page ad critical of Mr.

LaRouche appeared in the New York Times sponsored by COFITEI 6/

virtually the same ad appeared in the February 24, 1980, edition

of Our Town. (See Attachment 8). 2/

. In large bold type the caption for the ad read "$327,864.01

of your tax dollars have already been given to the United States

Labor Party founder, Lyndon H. LaRouche, for his campaign for

President of the United States." The ad depicted Mr. LaRouche as

anti-Semitic and his followers as violent. The ad discussed the

Commission's approval of matching funds for Mr. LaRouche and

urged readers to write to Congress demanding reversal of the

Commission's matching fund decision in this instance and to send

copies of such letters to the Commissioners. The ad also

solicited funds to be used to pay for similar ads to be placed in

6/ Mr. Kayatt indicated in his deposition testimony that the New
York Times ad was originally intended to run a few weeks earlier
but thit changes had to be made in the copy to satisfy the New
York Times with regard to libel. In response to interrogatoies,
he stated that the ad had been placed approximately three weeks
earlier.

2/ The copy of the ad run in Our Town was attached to this
report, rather than that from the New York Times because it is of
better reproductive quality. According to Mr. Kayatt's
deposition testimony, the ad probably ran in Our Town three to
five times. However, we only have one copy ofTit.

# VMS NOT AWARE THAT THE DATE OF PUBLICATION WOULD BE THE SAME DAY AS THE N.H. PRIMARY.
AS INDICATED IN DEPOSITION, THE NEW YORK TIMES TOOK SEVERAL WEEKS TO CLEAR AD WITH
THEIR LEGAL DEPARIMT. THE NEW YORK TIMES HAD INSERTION ORDER AND READY FOR CAMERA
AD WEEKS PRIOR TO DATE OF ACTUAL PUBLICATION.



newspapers throughout the country. it include * !o

sent to COFITE and a statement that the ad was paid. ft

COFITE. The second paragraph of the ad under thebol4)y

caption stated:

LaRouche's success with the FEC bolsters, to
an alarming degree this would-be autocrat's

# electoral strategy for becoming a significant
influence in U.S. politics. Last fall,
LaRouche declared himself a Democrat and
prepared to enter several Presidential
primaries. In the New Hampshire contest his
efforts are comparable to those of the major
candidates.

The fourth and fifth paragraphs stated:

But the most disturbing developments in
LaRouche's drive for national influence stem
from the FEC's matching funds approval.
Following the FEC decision, LaRouche bought
national television advertising spots on ABC
and NBC (Jan. 20 and 27). He soft peddled
the party's extremist ideology and talked
instead about world peace, morality the
nation's need for a gold-based economy
and h-is own need for campaign donations.

The Jan. 27 LaRouche TV advertisement also
emphasized his success in gaining matching
funds, implying that the FEC's decision is
proof of his political legitimacy. (Emphasis
added).

The ad did not expressly advocate the election or defeat of

Mr. LaRouche. It mentioned Our Town only in passing, devoting

more space to quotes from other newspapers. In his deposition

testimony, Mr. Kayatt said that the New York Times ad was not run

to promote circulation in Our Town. **

# MY ONLY INPUT INTO THE CONTNTS OF THE AD MS THE HEADLINE. DID NOT WRITE
OR EDIT AD. THIS WAS ACCNrLISHED BY DENNIS KING, THE AUHOR OF THE
LEROUCHE ARTICLES IN OUR TON.

•* OUR TON IS A FREELY CIRCU1ATED NEWSPAPERTHEPEORE COULD NOT BIT
WITH "PROMOTING CIRCULATION"
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The New York Times ad was placed by an advertising ' .

does business with Manhattan Media Corporation. The ad 1

approximately $8,000, $3,000 of which was paid for by C itZ* *wt

of funds raised in response to the New York Times ad as W-I1 a

ads and editorials in Our Town. / The $3,000 amount was raised

through small contributions. As the first $619 came in response

to the earliest editorials requesting that money be sent to QM

Town, Manhattan Media gave COFITE a check for $619. When it

became clear that COFITE was not going to raise any mo*re, monoy,

Manhattan Media Corporation eventually paid the remaining49$5,000

owed to the advertising agency. The payment was made by debiting

the money against $5,000 the agency'owed to Manhattan Media

Corporation from totally unrelated business dealings.

oMr. Kayatt's response to the complaint in this matter

included an affidavit dated February 4, 1980. The affidavit

0 provided some evidence as to the purpose of COFITE. Mr. Kayatt

stated that he felt the public should know about Mr. LaRouche and

about his qualification for matching funds as tax dollars were

being used. Mr. Kayatt indicated he wanted these facts spread

8/ In the course of the investigation we have received several
slightly different estimates of the cost of the New York Times ad
and the amount paid towards it directly by COFITE. Mr. Kayatt
supplied us with papers concering COFITE's finances. Included in
these were a bill to COFITE for $8,032 for the New York Times, ad
two checks from COFITE totalling $3,000 to pay for the ad, and a
ledger card from the advertising agency indicating that Manhattan
Media Corporation had made up the difference. These appear to be
the most accurate indicators of the money involved.



beyond the readership of Our Town. Paragraph 5 of tbe *f1|*Wtt

stated:

I do not support and Our Town Newspape r does
not support candidates from any particular
party, but rather, after an investigation of
a candidate's record, we attempt to determine
which candidate we believe is best qualified
for the position which he or she is seeking.
In some instances such as the one herein, t
Is determine d that a Particularcandidate is
in our opinion not qualified to hold Public
office. In that event, we attempt to elicit
facts and to write based on those facts,
articles which will be news articles and

'i .which will inform the general public of what
that investigation has uncovered rMy effort

Lfl to see that LYNDON LAROUCHE is defeate an
that the public is made aware of his
activities in the past has nothing to do and
is in no way connected with the political
activities of any other candidate or any
other party. (Emphasis added).

The letter from counsel dated February 1, 1980, accompanying

o the affidavit stated that " ... the intention of the respondents

is to inform the general public as to facts about a particular

candidate which it is deemed are relevant and necessary for the

public to Jnow." (Emphasis added). A further letter from

counsel dated September 23, 1980, stated inter alia:

Subsequent to registration COFITE proceeded
to solicit contributions and make
expenditures "in an attempt to see that
Lyndon LaRouche is defeated," but prior to
February 22, 1980 COFITE had not generated
contributions nor made expenditures in a
quantity sufficient to require registration.

In the course of his deposition testimony, Mr. Kayatt made a

number of statements about the formation of COFITE and his
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activities on its behalf. As part of these st~0' to, tYt

repeated in a variety of forms that he did not a4vo&id'to, .the .

election of any candidate and was not connecte4 to". dn aidi4~

or any political committee. 9/

I felt that the information that we ["r
Town) had was vitally important to more thaftJust
our readership. So I decided to take an ad tt,:b:"he

* - New York Times and hopefully it would be covered.
by major media and more made of LaRouche's
activities, both in his collecting taxpayers or
the use of taxpayers' money by means of matching
funds and some of his other activities that we
couldn't really condone and certainly didn't n
any way want to see him as, let aln, p resid~nt.

U1 of the united States or candidate for. office:
because of his background. That's how I got-
involved with COFITE.

r .... This particular cause whether it was popular
or not, is something I felt strongly about and
that's why I did it.

(Kayatt depo. at 8 - 9) (emphasis added).
0

When asked specifically about the statement in his affidavit

concerning his 'fforts to defeat Mr. LaRouche, Mr. Kayatt

indicated that the affidavit had been prepared by his counsel

0 after a conversation between them.

9/ Mr. Kayatt's counsel had discussed United States v. National
Committee for Impeachment, 469 F.2d 1135 (2d r. 1972), with
members of the General Counsel's staff just prior to the taking
of Mr. Kayatt's deposition testimony. Apparently he also
discussed it with Mr. Kayatt who repeated language from the case
several times in the course of the deposition.

* OUR FIRST AMENENDMENT RIGHrS

** AT NO TIME HAD I DISCUSSED THIS... U.S. v NCFI 469 F 2d etc, WITH MY ATIEY
OR ANY OTHER PERSON. I WAS NEVER AARE OF THIS UNTIL RECEIVING THIS N~rICE
AND SHOULD THE QUESTION HAD BEEN ASKED DURING DEPOSITION I WOULD HAD MDE
THIS STATEMENT UNDER OATH.



1 donkt- kno i dfeated" is reauy'thIword I think reall t ..t..
I read it correctly nd if it were g9L to W at
whatever tige and - h ad to sit down .Aa .. W
and write it out myselfp I think I, vWiU- MIA-

more of a point of his using these funds, the 3
some odd thousand dollars in matching funds:.: ratbe;r.
than Odefeated.

From one standpont, "da th"-
terminoloQy used here't WAS vio al teute~l
strong. 0eeln~s that I1 had concernfs iqwhAt.
information we Passed on concerning Us activities
as a neo-azi..

I think that the ad in itself explains
specifically what we were trying to get across.
Certainly I think that in all good conscience .of

.in anyone in this room, I think the taxpayers' aoney
being spent on a not only a viable candidate-but- a
candidate who certainly did not have -- which has
been proven and written up many times in the Times
and other publications throughout the country" in
the last year and a half or two years, certail
would not be one that anyone could be of as

__ president of the United States.
And, further, at this particular point the

o1 question at this moment, when the ad was placed,
the ad was placed based upon people objecting to
people of.this stature of the type of an
individual, knowing where that money was going to.
And should it in fact have been given to a person
of this type, but certainly with the background
that Mr. LaRouche had and certainly the FEC has
plenty of background on him a lot more than I
probable have, I think if they studied it before
making a decision in this particular case, I think
they may find what I did was what certainly anyone
who has interest in this country would have done.

(Kayatt depo. at 47 - 48) (emphasis added).
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II. Legal Analysis

A. Violations of 2 U.S.C. SS 433(a) and 434(a)(4) (A) by cowrrz

and Edward Kayatt.

A "political committee" is defined in 2 U.S.C. S 431(

as "any committee, club, association, or other group of persons

which receives contributions aggregating in excess of $1,000

during a calendar year or which makes expenditures aggregating in

excess of $1,000 during a calendar year." The terms

"contribution" and "expenditure" are in turn defined to include

any loan, advance, deposit, or anything of value "made by any

person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal

office." 2 U.S.C. SS 431(8) (A) and (9) (A).

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 433(a) a political committee is

required to file a statement of organization within 10 days after

becoming a political committee. Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 434(a) a

political committee is also required to file reports of receipts

and expenditures.

COFITE has received and expended approximately $8,000

including the $5,000 payment for the New York Times ad made by

Manhattan Media Corporation. Therefore, the issue here is

whether the $8,000 was received and/or expended for the purpose

of influencing a Federal election. If so, then COFITE is a

political committee required to register and report to the

Commission.

## MANHATTAN MEDIA WAS NOT LEGALLY LIABLE FOR PAYMEW OF THIS AD T MILLER
ADVERTISING. PAYMNT WAS MADE BY MAN. MEDIA. OUT OF ACCON RECEIVABLE
DUE TO OUR FRIENDLY RELATIONSHIP WITH THE AGENCY.

00

.C

W
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in AO 1979-41 the Commission determined that the lutiona l

Committee for a Democratic Alternative (ICDA") was a piotizal

committee. The Committee's stated purpose was to stimulate debate

on certain policies of the then current administration,

Additionally, NCDA was planning to prepare and distribute, on a

state by state basis, general information on the delegate

selection process for the Democratic National Convention. One

means NCDA intended to use to accomplish its purpose was to

csponsor advertisements expressing the Committee's views and

LO soliciting funds. The prototype ad submitted to the Commission

was captioned "Democrats who are disappointed in President

Carter,"

President Carter is spebifically mentioned as
the Democrat to which an alternative is

o needed. Discussion of the Committee's
disappointment with President Carter on
variQus issues follows. The ad closes with a
solicitation for contributions to operate an

oD information center and to run similar ads.

(AO 1979-41 at 1).

The Commission found that the purpose of the ad was to influence

the 1980 presidential election and noted that "... the ad

[indicated] the Committee's disatisfaction with an identifiable

presidential candidate...." Id. at 2.

In AO 1980-106 FaithAmerica, an unincorporated association

of Christian laymen, proposed publishing a summary listing the

Positions of the three major presidential candidates (Reagan,
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Ca rter, and Anderson) on issues of oncern to Chr"tstlan 't ,

and laymen, Several issues were listed on which- Carter -andl

Anderson consistently agreed with each other and Reagan

consistently disagreed with both of them. The proposed

publication was to have been distributed through religious

organizations to church members and the public, Nowhere in this

summaary did it say to vote for or defeat a particular candidate.

The Commission determined that FaithAmerica would be a political

O committee if its expenditures for the proposed publication

~exceeded $1,000. The Commission stated:

r Although the publication is described as a
~summary of presidential candidates' positions

on "major issues of concern to the Christian
c community," the information actually presented

and the manner in which it is presented are
.. designed to influence tt e re~aers'I cI Ojqe in

*** the 1980 presidential election, rather than
(D simply to promote discussion of issues,

~(AO 1980-106 at 3).

The Commission also noted in reaching its decision that the

publication would be disseminated in close proximity to the 1980

presidential election and that FaithAmerica's only planned

activity was the publication of the proposed summary,

While the COFITE ad and Mr. Kayatt in some of his testimony

have expressed concern, inter alia, over the use of taxpayers'

money for matching funds for Lyndon LaRouche, the ad indicates

COFITE's disatisfaction with Lyndon LaRouche as a presidential

*** MY ACTIONS NOT COMPARABLE
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candidate. COFITE's raison dItre was the anti-LaRouc ...

Moreover, by the placement of the ad at the beginning olf the -

presidential primary campaign season and by its content ,4*p!tng

LaRouche as an anti-Semitic neo-Nazi, the ad is clearly designed

to influence voters not to vote for Lyndon LaRouche. Thus, in

the opinion of the General Counsel, consistent with AO's 1979-41

and 1980-106, COFITE is a political committee.

In United States v. National Committee for Impeachment, 469

F.2d 1135 (2d Cir. 1972), with respect to groups operating

independently of candidates or political parties, the court

limited the definition of "political committee" to include "only
+

committees soliciting contributions or making expenditures the

. major purpose of which is the nomination or election of

candidates." 469 F.2d at 1141. The "major purpose test" has not
0 been applied by the Commission in all circumstances. See e.. AO

1979-41; AO 1981-35. However, whether or not the "major purpose
0

test" is followed in this instance, in the opinion of the General

VO Counsel COFITE is a political committee.

COFITE's purpose to see that Lyndon LaRouche was not

successful in his campaign for the Democratic presidential

* nomination is apparent not only from the tone and timing of the

COFITE ad but also from Our Town editorials and statements by Mr.

Kayatt.

++ DID NOT SOLICIT FUNDS FOR THE PURPOSE OF THE ELECTION OR NAMINATION OF ANY CANDIDATE

MY FIRST AbMXDM4T RIGHTS



Mr. MY Com'inwt

Mr. Kayatt has presented the Commission with a
dated February 4, 1980, in which he indicated his dort .* i

that Mr. LaRouche was not qualified to hold public

intent "to see that Lyndon LaRouche (was) defeated.", 9/The.

letter accompanying the affidavit indicated that the respohdents'

intent was to inform the public "about a particular candidate."

(Emphasis added). Mr. Kayatt later explained in answer to

interrogatories that his efforts directed at Mr. LaRouche's

defeat consisted of the COFITE ad in Our Town and the .NeW Ygpk

%Times. This purpose is further borne out by the FEC Form 5 filed

17 on February 1980, at the height of activity by COFITE, in which

Mr. Kayatt indicated that COFITE would make expenditures to

defeat a candidate, and by a letter from counsel dated

September 23, 1980, which stated that COFITE had solicited
0

contributions and made expenditures "in an attempt to see that

o Lyndon LaRouche (was] defeated."

Further evidence of COFITE's purpose to influence the

election is provided by its name, Committee Organized to Inform

the Electorate, and by Mr. Kayatt's testimony that he chose the

name to signify what he wished to accomplish. This purpose was

10/ As Mr. Kayatt essentially is COFITE, his statements of
intention are attributable to COFITE.

## NOT PERTAINING TO SAME PURPOSE OF COFITE (FIRST AMEN b= RIGHTS)



also stated: iLn two undra i'si ing ediitorals' which d t Owi

TOW in May of 1980:! a

Cors Tbe: CommiLt tee. 094rg .-ied :for I n f ovrg
Theectorate) was created to inform voterjsf
about the real neo-Nazj antisemitic program.
of Lyndon LaRouche, founder and leader of the
U.S. Labor Party. LaRouche, in campaigning
for the Democratic presidential nomination,
has attempted to conceal his true positions.
COFITE's Purpose has been to reveal the truth
behind th ocampai n rhetoric. (Emphasis
added).

(See Attachments 6 and 7).

The actual COFITE ad, see Attachment 8, appeared in Our Town

on February 24, 1980, and in the New York Times on February 26,

1980, the day of the New Hampshire primary. Its leading caption

identified Mr. LaRouche as a Presidential candidate and the ad

went on to state that he was vying for the Democratic

oD presidential nomination and that he was on the ballot in New

Hampshire. The ad referred to Mr. LaRouche's "electoral strategy

oD for becoming a significant influence in U.S. politics" and
- **

" stated:' "The American public must not be deceived by LaRouche."

(Emphasis added). It then proceeded to vilify Mr. LaRouche as a

neo-Nazi and an anti-Semite with violent followers.

When asked in the course of his deposition specifically

about his efforts to see that Lyndon LaRouche was defeated, Mr.

Kayatt tried to play down these efforts and emphasize his concern

about the use of taxpayers money for matching funds for Mr.

LaRouche. See pp. 9-10, supra. However, statements of the purpose

•* THE ACTIVITIES OF LARtLHE ESSENTIALLY HELPED HIS CO4MITTEE RAISE FUNDS (DONATIONS)
WHICH HELPED QUALIFY HIM FOR MATCHING FUNDS.



of COPFTZR made -at' the h.L1ght odf C0!0fts' act ivit akY
indicator of its purpose than stataents made recenty

recapitulated, supra at 15 - 16, these included seve r*1i

statements indicating COFITE's purpose either to defeat Lyndon

LaRouche or to warn voters about the menace he posed.

Moreover, the accuracy of Mr. Kayatt's statements down playing

his attempt to defeat Mr. LaRouche is undercut by other

statements made by him during the course of the deposition

indicating his concern over the possible success of Mr.

LaRouche's candidacy. Thus, Mr. Kayatt talked about not wanting

to see Mr. LaRouche as a candidate for office or President of the

United States. See pp. 9, 10, supra.##Additionally, Mr. Kayatt

appears to have been aware of National Committee for Impeachment,
',,--e

.see p. 9 & n.9, supra, and may have been attempting to frame his

answers to conform with its ruling.

While part of Mr. Kayatt's concern clearly was about the use

of taxpayers' dollars for matching funds for Mr. LaRouche, a

major element of that concern appears to have been that matching

funds would aid Mr. LaRouche's campaign and that his

qualification for matching funds would legitimize his candidacy

in the eyes of the voters. l/ This concern was overt in the

l1/ If Mr. Kayatt's main aim was to let taxpayers know of the
misuse of their tax dollars, as opposed to warning voters about
Mr. LaRouche, his committee's name which he considered
significant would more appropriately have been Committee for
Informing the Taxpayers.

## NOT AT ALL AWMARE OF THIS RULING AS STATED ON PAGE 9 F7I'R, TME IS A CM4FLICT
..... B'IEE MY (KAYATT'S) VIEWS AND COFITES' PURPOSE. OUR FIRST AMEDET RIXS

ALSO APPLICABLE.
4++ ACRONYM CIMMITIE FOR INFORMING THE ELECTORATE. ORIGINALLY FILED IN ERROR AS

ccmmTrE QRGANIZED TO INFORM THE ELECIORATE AND LATTER CHANGED.
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first Our Town editorial: "The F2C actid will have the 404 Ot a

seeming to legitimize LaRouche as a Democratic Party caAni.4ftO to

those who do not understand his real position.* (See Attachment

1). Moreover, it was repeated in the COFITE ad. (See Attachment

8). In this context, Mr. Xayatt's concern about Mr. LaRouche's

qualification for matching funds is inseparable from his concern

*--about stopping the LaRouche candidacy. 

In a variety of ways and repeated instances Mr. Kayatt has

9f shown that the audience he was attempting to reach through COFITE

'0 was voters and that his purpose was to provide information to

these voters to influence them against the candidacy of Lyndon

LaRouche. Thus, COFITE is a political committee.

COFITE has never filed a registration statement nor any

o3 reports except for the FEC Form 5. Therefore, the General

Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable cause to

D believe that COFITE violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433(a) and 434(a)(4).

B. Violations of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by Manhattan Media

Corporation

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) corporations are prohibited

from making any contribution or expenditure in connection with

any Federal election. For purposes of S 441b the term

"contribution or expenditure" is defined to include any direct or

indirect payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift

of money, or any services, or anything of value to any person in

connection with any Federal election. See 2 U.S.C. S 441b(b)(2);

11 C.F.R. SS 114.1(a)(1) and 114.2(b). The Act excludes from the
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def iit on of expenditures" 

any news story, commentary, or editorial.,
diatrtibu*4 'through the facielities, of any,.
broadcasting station,.newsptper;, uagaine, or
other periodical publication,: unless such-
facilities are owned or controlled by any
political party, political committee, or
candidate

(2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (B) (i)).

The regulations provide for a similar exclusion from the

definition of contributions. See 11 C.F.R. 5 100.7(b)(2).

As has been discussed previously, Our Town published

editorials soliciting funds for the New York Times ad.

Additionally, Manhattan Media Corporation paid approximately

$5,000 of the cost of the New York.Times ad and gave COFIT free

space in Our Town for at least one similar ad (space worth

roughly $1,600 according to Mr. Kayatt's estimate); Manhattan

Media Corporation also gave COFITE a check for $619. All of this

was in connection with the anti-LaRouche advertising placed at

the beginning of the 1980 primary season when Mr. LaRouche was a

0 candidate'for the Democratic presidential nomination. Each of

these outlays of funds and space on the part of Manhattan Media

Corporation was by its timing and content connected with the 1980

presidential primary elections and constitutes a prohibited

corporate contribution to COFITE unless the "press exemption" is

applicable.

In limiting the press exemption to media operations not

"owned or controlled by any political party, political committee,

or candidate", Congress was restricting its operation to bona
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fide news publications. Ue R.R. Repo 438 (Committee -

Conference), 93d Cong., 2d Se.... 83, 85 (1974); Cf. 93 C .VG*

REC. 6436-40 (1947). Mr. Kayatt's activities on behalf o4 COf

simultaneous with his ownership of Manhattan Media Corporation do

not, in the General Counsel's view, serve to remove the

corporation from the protection of the exemption, particularly

when Our Town was in existence as a bona fide newspaper for over

10 years prior to the existence of COFITE. To hold otherwise

N would have a chilling effect upon all established newspapers

every time one of their editors or owners became independently

involved in the operation of a political committee.

The press exemption "assures the unfettered right of the

newspapers, TV networks, and other media to cover and comment on

o political campaigns." H.R. Rep. No. 1239, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. 4

(1974) (emphass added). It is designed to protect the "press

0 entity's legitimate press function", but does not automatically

exempt from the coverage of the Act any activity by a media

corporation. See Reader's Digest Association v. Federal Election

Commission, 509 F. Supp. 1210 (S.D.N.Y. 1981).

"Editorials" are specifically mentioned in the press

exemption and fall squarely within the protected area for

political comment. Editorials endorsing candidates are a

traditional press function and even editorials recommending that

contributions be sent to candidates are protected. See MUR 852;



AO 1980-109. Thus, in the General Counsel's view, the *

and notices. in Our Town asking for funds-for COITR, a s*Vr4t -

organization, fit within the area of editorial privilege mi d 'do : 1

not constitute prohibited corporate contributions.

The press exemption for editorials and commentary does not

extend to the free provision of advertising space in a newspaper.

Cf. AO 1978-45. In the opinion of the General Counsel, the

COFITE advertisement in Our Town similar to that placed in the

40 New York Times, see Attachment 8, is appropriately characterized

%0 as an advertisement and not as an editorial or commentary. The

1r ad appeared in Our Town after the formation of COFITE and it is

Nsponsored by COFITE. It contains a coupon to assist in

collecting contributions for COFITE, and even though Mr. Kayatt

acknowledged that neither he nor COFITE ever paid for any space

in Our Town, it states at the end; "This advertisement was paid

for by COFITE." (Emphasis added). Nowhere is it captioned as an

editorial. Additionally Mr. Kayatt referred to this as an

advertisement in his response to interrogatories, and in his

deposition testimony he distinguished between this advertisement

and editorials and notices in Our Town requesting funds for

COFITE. Therefore, the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that Manhattan Media

Corporation violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in providing free space

in Our Town for the COFITE advertisement.
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The ad in the New York Times is neither a news stoqr y f

commentary, or an editorial in Our Town. Thus, it does not itiii **

within the plain language of the press exemption. moreovor, the

ad was sponsored by COFITE, Our Town is barely mentioned in the

ad, and Mr. Kayatt has stated that the purpose of the ad was not

to promote Our Town, distinguishing this situation from MURs 296,

1051 and 1283 in which the Commission found no violation of the

Act where media corporations placed ads mentioning candidates in

other media in order to promote their own publications. also

Reader's Digest Association, supra. As the New York Times ad

does not promote Our Town, does not fit within the language of

the press exemption, and does not otherwise appear to be part of

Manhattan Media's legitimate press function, the General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that the $5,000 payment towards the ad by Manhattan Media

oCorporation constituted a violation of 2 U.S.C. s 441b(a).
The $619 check from the Manhattan Media Corporation account

+ to COFITE was a transfer of initial funds collected for the

COFITE ad. (The original editorials in Our Town asked that funds

be sent to Our Town). As such, it cannot be considered payment

for a cost incurred in presenting a news story, commentary or

editorial. Therefore, the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that Manhattan Media

Corporation violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by the issuance of

** MOST OF THE COPY WITHIN THE AD WAS TAKIN FRF ARTICLES APPEARING IN OUR TOWN, THE
NEW YORK TIMES AND OTHER PUBLICATIONS.

++ PRIOR TO BEING ADVISE BY MY ATIORNEY TO FORM COFITE. THE FILING WITH FEC WAS
ADVERSE TO MY PERSONAL OPINION IN THAT I BELEIVE THAT OUR FIRST A'MM=T RIGHTS
COVERED OUR CTIVITIES.
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the Ch.o ......$619 -to COflTze /

As-'J d ussed previeaSly, Mr. Kayatt is the sole owner of

Manhattan Media Corporation. According to him he has,, neverU ha a

personal checking account in the entire time Our Town has been in

existence and all his personal expenses have been paid for by

Manhattan Media Corporation and charged against his salary. This

suggests that Manhattan Media Corporation might argue with regard

O 1/ In AO 1980-109 the Commission determined that commentary by
Mr. Ruff in The Ruff T mes endorsing James Hansen as a candidate

rI. and urging that contributions be sent to Mr. Hansen would fall
within the press exemption and would not constitute a
contribution to Mr. Hansen's campaign. However, the Commission
stated:

This conclusion is based on the assumption
that the solicitation of contributions will
not involve any arangement whereby either Mr.
Ruff, The Ruff Times, or Target Publishers

oD would become a conduit or intermediary for a
contribution made by an individual
contributor to Mr. Hansen's campaign
committee.

N, (AO 1980-109 at 2).

0Editorials in Our Town requesting that contributions be sent to
Our Town as opposed to COFITE for an ad to be placed in the New
York Times arguably place Our Town in the position of being a
conduit or intermediary and conceivably might not be covered by

. i the press exemption. Cf. AO 1976-29. However, as the General
Counsel has recommended that the Commission find a violation of 2
U.S.C. S 441b(a) with regard to the $619 raised by the initial
editorials, and as the dollar amount concerned for the editorial
space would be small in comparison to the total amount involved
in other violations recommended by the General Counsel, the
Commission need not reach this issue. In light of the fact that
the editorials did not expressly advocate the election or defeat
of a candidate, as well as the first amendment sensitivity
involved in distinguishing exempt and non-exempt editorials under
the Act this appears to be the preferred course in this instance.

0 
• . . • ¥4,
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to the payments discussed, supra, that theso should b doiije*

comparable to those from a non-repayable corporate drawing

account considered personal in nature and hence permissib*.ii4,

However, in the absence of any showing of strict accounting for

such expenses and their deduction against a set salary at the

time of occurrence, the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that the payments by

Manhattan Media Corporation constituted corporate contributions

to COFITE in violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

III. General Counsel's Recommendations

1. Find probable cause to believe that Edward R. Kayatt and

COFITE violated 2 U.S.C. S 433(a) by failing to register COFITE

as a political committee.

2. Find probable cause to believe that Edward R. Kayatt and

COFITE violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(a)(4)(A) by failing to file

reports of receipts and expenditures by COFITE.

3. Find probable cause to believe that Manhattan Media

corporation violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making contributions

to COFITE consisting of a check for $619, providing free space in

Our Town for an advertisement by COFITE, and paying approximately

$5,000 for an advertisement which app the York Times.

Date h
General Counsel

Attachments

1 - 7. Editorials and notices from Our Town (7 pages)
8. COFITE advertisement which appeared in the February 24, 1980
edition of Our Town (1 page)

•." THIS WAS AN EXCHANGE WHICH WAS THOROUGHLY DETAILED IN DEPOSITION.
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Jujne. 4, 19102

Edward R. Kayatt
East Side West Side
Communications Corp.

1751 Second Avenue
New York, New York 10028

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Kayatt:

We have received your request for an extension of time
in which to respond to the General Counsel's Brief mailed 'to
you on May 21, 1982. Your request has been grt and
your response should be filed with the Commission by June 30,
1982.

If you have any questions, please contact Anne Cauman at
O (202) 523-4000 or Scott E. Thomas at 523-4166.

Since

1 ne Gro s
Wssociate Goner Counsel
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'May- 21# 1902

Mr. Edward R. Kayott
East S140 West.8140 Communications Corp.
1751 Second Avenue
Now York, New York 10028

Re: MR 1137

Dear Mr. Kayatt:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on
January 11, 1980, and information supplied by you, the

N Commission determined on September 3, 1980, that there was
reason to believe that Edward R. Kayatt and the Comttee
Organizes for Informing the Electorate had violated 2u.S.C.
SS 433 and 434 and that Manhattan Media Corporation hadNviolated 2 U.S.C. S 441b. The Commission instituted aninvestigation of this matter.

_After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared too recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe
that violations have occurred.

0Submitted for your review is a brief stating the
position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual
issues of the case. Within fifteen days of your receipt of
this notice, you may file with the Secretary of the

zCommissioa a brief (10 copies if possible) stating your
position on the issue and replying to the brief of the
General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should also be
forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may
submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of probable cause to believe violations
have occurred.



days, r
e to tile a responsive bg1 *t$
a written request to the fo,
in vhich to file a brief.
rant any e4tensions beyond 2 d

Al finding of probable cause to believe requires that
the Office o @eer4 Counsel attempt for a period of not
less than thirty, ua.t not more than ninety days to settle
this matter through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Anne
Cauman at (202)523-4000.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief

Nr

0r
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WEST SlE
CO"ICATINS
CORPORATION
1751 Second Ave.
New York, N.Y. 10028

req(et1VLgof6 the Commi6Zon
edet ecton Comrnzeion

Wahington, D.C. 20463
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Mr. Edward I. Rayatt
East Side West 54e Communications Corp.
1751 Second Avenue
New York, New York 10028

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Kayatt:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on
January 11, 1980, and information supplied by you, the
Commission determined on September 3, 1980, that there was
reason to believe that Edward R. Kayatt and the Committee
Organized for Informing the Electorate had violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 433 and 434 and that Manhattan Media Corporation had
violated 2 U.S.C. 5441b. The Commission instituted an
investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

o recommend that the Commission find probable cause t6 believe
that violations have occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the
position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual
issues of the case. Within fifteen days of your receipt of
this notice, you may file with the Secretary of the
Commission a brief (10 copies if possible) stating your
position on the issue and replying to the brief of the
General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should also be
forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may
submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of probable cause to believe violations
have occurred.
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Should you have any questions, please contact Anne
Cauman at (202)523-4000.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief
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May 21, 1982

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

The Commission

Charles N. stel Wj
General Counsel

MUR 1137

Attached for the Coimission's review is a brief stati
the position of the General Counsel on the legal and faota1
issues of the above-captioned matter. A copy of this brief,
and a letter notifying the respondents of the General
Counsel's intent to recommend to the Commission finditngs of
probable cause to believe was mailed on May 24 1982.
Following receipt of the Respondents' reply to this notice,
this Office will make a further report to the Commission.

Attachments

Brief ( 24 pages)
Letter to Respondents (2 pages)

Etc W, iN I..SS.ON
J WAMH~4 11 TON, DC. 203 82N
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.- Gcc DUEIL' a BRIEF

I. Btatement of the Case

This matter arises out of a complaint filed by Citizens for

LaRouche. It concerns editorials in Our Town as well as negative

advertisements about Lyndon LaRouche which appeared in both Our

Town and the New York Times. The complaint basically alleged

that respondents Manhattan Media Corporation and Edward Kayatt

were acting as a "political committee" by soliciting funds in the

. editorial pages of Our Town to pay for an advertisement in the

New York Times for the purpose of defeating Mr. LaRouche in his
campaign for the Democratic presidential nomination.

The Commission, on September 3, 1980, found reason to

believe that both Edward Kayatt and the Committee Organized for

Informing the Electorate ("COFITE") violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and

434 for failure to register COFITE as a political committee and

for failure to file required reports. The Commission also found

reason to believe that Manhattan Media Corporation, trading as

Our Town, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b. i/ In the course of the

i/ The complaint 'also included allegations against a freelance
reporter Dennis King. However, the Commission found no reason to
believe that Mr. King violated the Act.



investigatio . ayatt vas sent inttrOa~o~iea and /-s

deposition--s taken.

0,9Lvwn is a weekly newpaper in manbattan with a.

circulation of somewhat over 100,000o The paper is given away

free and makes its money through paid advertisements. Ou2Tow

is owned by East Side West Side Communications known previously

as Manhattan Media Corporation. Edward R. Kayatt, the founder,

publisher, and editor of Our Town, is the sole owner of East Side

West Side Communications and was previously the sole owner of

Manhattan Media Corporation. 2/

In the latter part of 1979 a series of news articles written

by Dennis King about Lyndon LaRouche appeared in Our Town

depicting Mr. LaRouche among other things as a neo-Nazi and an

o anti-Semite. At some point late in 1979 Mr. Kayatt decided that

information about Mr. LaRouche should be spread to a wider

audience than Our Town readership and he began to solicit money

in the editorial pages of Our Town to pay for an ad in the New

York Times. 3/

The fixst two editorials addressed Mr. LaRouche's qualifying

for matching funds and called for a congressional investigation.

2/ The name of the corporation changed towards the end of 1980.
As most if not all of the activities at issue herein took-,place
while the name was Manhattan Media Corporation, all further
references in this report will be to Manhattan Media Corporation.

3/ We have copies of seven editorials or notices which appeared
in Our Town requesting funds for the New York Times ad. (See
Attachments 1 - 7)o
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The first, frcm the-December 30, '759 f Jnuaot, Z

of Our. Town,. emphasized the use of tapapers' money f d*i
funds and stated: 'The FC action &will have thee.e .

seeming to legitimize LaRouche as a Democratic Party canidiate to

* those who do not understand his real position." (jifM cban

1). The second, from the January 6 - January 12, 1980 edition Of

Our Town, emphasized the *growing menace" of Mr. LaRouche aid his

followers and the need for greater public awareness of this.

threat. (See Attachment 2). These were followed by three

identical "notices" which appeared in Our Town from late-January

" r through the middle of February and which stated that "iln order

to get the warning about Lyndon LaRouche's neo-Nazi ideas, to a

wider audience as soon as possible .... only a half-page ad

would be placed in the New York Times instead of waiting to

collect money for a full page ad. (See Attachments 3 - 5). The

o last two identical notices which appeared in Our Town editorials,

Nin May of 1980, were captioned "COFITE FUNDS." They stated inter

0o alia:

COFITE (The Committee Organized for Informing
The Electorate) was created to inform voters
about the real neo-Nazi antisemitic program
of Lyndon LaRouche, founder and leader of the
U.S. Labor Party. LaRouche, in campaigning
for the Democratic presidential nomination,
has attempted to conceal his true positions.
COFITE'S purpose has been to reveal the truth
behind the-campaign rhetoric.

Readers interested in spreading the word on
the real LaRouche are asked to send their
contributions to COFITE.

(See Attachments 6 and 7) (emphasis added).
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The initial edito-as requestd ithat f*1ds for th

Ti3e ad be Bent to i later editorials requeste4

fumnds be s6l t 0 Wri, Sone Of these, editorial$.or not$*,

expressly advocated the election or defeat of Mr. LaRouche.

According to Mr. Kyatt's deposition testimony, neither he nor

COFPITE ever paid for any space in Our Town devoted to COFITX.

After receiving notice of the complaint in this matter, Mr.

Kayatt filed a FEC Form 5, Report of Independent Expenditures, on

behalf of COFITE, indicating that as of February 15, 1980, COFITE

had received $619 in contribytions and had not made any

expenditures. Mr. Kayatt checked the box on the form indicating

that expenditures would be made to defeat a candidate for Federal

office. No further reports were ever filed on behalf of

COFITE. 4/ According to Mr. Kayatt's deposition testimony,

essentially he was COFITE and COFITE was just a name: "And.when

you say formed, I came up with a name that would be -- that I

thought would be significant to what I was trying to accomplish."

(Deposition testimony of Edward R. Kayatt, December 16, 1981, at

9). s/

4/ In his deposition testimony, Mr. Kayatt indicated that he had
registered COFITE with the Commission on the advice of counsel
after the filing of the complaint in this matter and that he
regretted so doing. In interrogatories from the Commission Mr.
Kayatt was asked to identify the candidate in opposition to whom
COFITE would make expenditures according to the FEC Form 5. In
response Mr. Kayatt stated: "We were informing the electorate
that Mr. LaRouche was obtaining Federal Funding, with tax payers
dollars."

5/ Hereinafter all references to Mr. Kayatts deposition
testimony will be referred to as "Kayatt depo. at

4
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-OCOVIT3 wasfo

getting, COUS was

(Kayatt -deposItion at 31) Ce~ s ~

On February 26, 1980, the day of the New Hampshire

presidential primary election, a ha lfge ad, critical of Mr.

LaRouche appeared in the New York Times sponsored by 00Z71T2p;

virtually the same ad appeared in the February 24, 1980, edition

of Our Town. (See Attachment 8). /

In large bold type the caption for the ad read 0$327,864.01

of your tax dollars have already been given to the United Sltates

'Labor Party founder, Lyndon H. LaRouche, for his campaign for

President of the United States." The ad depicted Mr. LaRouhe as

anti-Semitic and his followers as violent. The ad discussed the

Commission's approval of matching funds for Mr. LaRguche and

urged readers to write to Congress demanding reversal of the

o Commission's matching fund decision in this instance and to send

copies of such letters to the Commissioners. The ad also

solicited funds to be used to pay for similar ads to be placed in

6/ Mr. Kayatt indicated in his deposition testimony that the New
York Times ad was originally intended to run a few weeks earlier
but that changes had to be made in the copy to satisfy the New
York Times with regard to libe!. In response to interrogatories,

stated that the ad had been placed approximately three-weeks
earlier.

7/ The copy of the ad run in Our Town was attached to this
report, rather than that from the New York Times because it is of
better reproductive quality. According to Mr. Kayatt's
deposition testimony, the ad probably ran in Our Town three to
five times. However, we only have one copy of it.



newspapers throughout the country. It includ a
sent to COFITE and a statement that the ad was pa

Q-OFITE. The second paragraph of the ad under the,

caption at:ated:

LaRouche's success with the FEC bolster s.0!/toi
an alarming degree this would-be autoorat!
electoral strategy for becoming a signiftcant'
influence in U.S. politics. Last fall,"' .

LaRouche declared himself a Democrat and
prepared to enter several Presidential
primaries. In the New Hampshire contest h.s
efforts are comparable to those of the majr
candidates.

The fourth and fifth paragraphs stated:

But the most disturbing developments in
LaRouche's drive for national influence stem
from the FEC's matching funds approval.
Following the FEC decision, LaRouche bought
national television advertising spots on ABC
and NBC (Jan. 20 and 27). He soft peddled
the party's extremist ideology and talked
instead about world peace, morality the
nation's need for a gold-based economy
and his own need for campaign donations.

The Jan. 27 LaRouche TV advertisement also
emphasized his success in gaining matching
funds, implying that the FEC's decision is
proof of his political legitimacy. (Emphasis
added).

The ad did not expressly advocate the election or defeat of

Mr. LaRouche. It mentioned Our Town only in passing, devoting

more space to quotes from other newspapers. In his deposition

testimony, Mr. Kayatt said that the New York Times ad was not run

to promote circulation in Our Town.

ftn

0
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0F
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The Nw Yolk Ties ad was placed by an adverti119 £L t ...

dodo' business with Manhattan''M.edia Corporation. The "4 -cost

approximately #8,000, $3,000 of which was paid for ,by O foRut

of funds raised in response to the New York Times ad aswell as

ads and editorials in Our Town. 8/ The $3,000 amount was raised

through small contributions. As the first $619 came in respnse

to the earliest editorials requesting that money be sent to r

Town, Manhattan Media gave COFITE a check for $619. When it

became clear that COFITE was not going to raise any more money,

0 Manhattan Media Corporation eventually paid the remaining $5,000

owed to the advertising agency. The payment was made by debiting

the money against $5,000 the agency owed to Manhattan Media

Corporation from totally unrelated business dealings.

Mr. Kayatt's response to the complaint in this matter

included an affidavit dated February 4, 1980. The affidavit

o provided some evidence as to the purpose of COFITE. Mr. Kayatt

stated that he felt the public should know about Mr. LaRouche and

about his qualification for matching funds as tax dollars were

being used.- Mr. Kayatt indicated he wanted these facts spread

8/ In the course of the investigation we have received several
slightly different estimates of the cost of the New York Times ad
and the amount paid towards it directly by COFITE. Mr. Kayatt
supplied us with papers concering COFITE's finances. Included in
these were a bill to COFITE for $8,032 for the New York Times, ad
two checks from COPITE totalling $3,000 to pay for the ad, and a
ledger card from the advertising agency indicating that Manhattan
Media Corporation had made up the difference. These appear to be
the most accurate indicators of the money involved.



.,beyond the readership of Our Town. Paragraph 5

-stated:

I do not support and Our Town Newspa er
not support candidates from any part ulvft
party, but rather, after an investigation @Of
a candidate's record, we attempt to tez2*
which candidate we believe is best qu&Ut d
for the position which he or she is *king.
In some instancess such as the one hort, t. It
is determined that a particular caditt* Av#
Iou-ovno not gualified to 14DUbMiS

office. in that event, we attempt to eicit
facts and to write based on those facts,
articles which will be news articles and
which will inform the general public of what
that investigation has uncovered. 1y fforts
to see that LYNDON LAROUCHE is defeated and
that the public is made aware of his
activities in the past has nothind to do and
is in no way connected with the poliltical
activities of any other candidate or any
other party. (Emphasis added).

The letter from counsel dated February 1, 1980, accompanying

the affidavit stated that " ... the intention of the respondents

is to inform the general public as to facts about a particular

candidate which it is deemed are relevant and necessary for the

public to know." (Emphasis added). A further letter from

counsel dated September 23, 1980, stated inter alia:

Subsequent to registration COFITE proceeded
to solicit contributions and make
expenditures "in an attempt to see that
Lyndon LaRouche is defeated," but prior to
February 22, 1980 COFITE had not generated
contributions nor made expenditures in a
quantity sufficient to require registration.

In the course of his deposition testimony, Mr. Kayatt made a

number of statements about the formation of COFITE and his

~qrn

N

*0



activities on its behalf. As part of these stanto40

repeated in a variety of forms that he did not a ... ..,

election of any candidate and was not conneotedto

or any political committee. 9/

... I felt that the information that we [Our
Town] had was vitally important to more than ija
our readership. So I decided to take an ad inthe
New York Times and hopefully it would be cowed-.,,
by major media and more made of LaRouche's
activities, both in his collecting taxpayers Or
the use of taxpayers' money by means of mathi4g
funds and some of his other activities that we
couldn't really condone and certainly didnt-in

0 any way want to see him as, let alone, Presidfen"
of the United States or candidate for offce
because of his background. That's how I got

Sinvolved with COFITE.

This particular cause whether -it was popular
or not, is something I felt strongly about and

C' that's why I did it.

(Kayatt depo. at 8 - 9) (emphasis added).
0

When asked specifically about the statement in his affidavit

concerning his bfforts to defeat Mr. LaRouche, Mr. Kayatt

Nindicated that the affidavit had been prepared by his counsel

o after a conversation between them.

_/ Mr. Kayatt's counsel had discussed United States v. National
Committee for Impeachment, 469 F.2d 1135 (2d Cir. 1972), with
members of the General Counsel's staff just prior to the taking
of Mr. Kayatt's deposition testimony. Apparently he also
discussed it with Mr. Kayatt who repeated language from the case
several times in the course of the deposition.



0... don't know0_'defeated s rethink*a¥:y if it V'e r
I read it correctly and if it weregit

..... whatever time and 1 had to sit down and
.-and wrteo itot Islf, I think I wo

more of a point of hibs usIng these fu .
some odd thousand dollars in matching. i.V *tz
than Ndefeated.,

From one standpont, dfeat*d
terminol,- d as ro
strona ee h~ t ad Concern
information we Passed on concerning III ao ti 8~
as a heo-!a.i..

I think that the ad in itself explains
specifically what we were trying to get across.
Certainly I think that in all good conscience of:,

0 anyone in this room, I think the taxpayers' money
being spent on a not only a viable candidate but a
candidate who certainly did not have -- which hav
been proven and written up many times in the Times
and other publications throughout the country inthe last year and a half or two years, tjj l
would not be one that anyone could be orpWof as

.. resident of the United States. " "
And, further, at this particular point the

question at this moment, when the ad was placed,
the ad was placed based upon people objecting to
people of this stature of the type of an
individual, knowing where that money was going to.

oAnd should it in fact have been given to a person
of this type, but certainly with the background

N that Mr. LaRouche had and certainly the FEC has
plenty of background on him a lot more than I
probable have, I think if they studied it before
making a decision in this particular case, I think
they may find what I did was what certainly anyone
who has interest in this country would have done.

(Kayatt depo. at 47 - 48) (emphasis added).
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Ul. Legal Analysis

A. Violations of 2 USC. SS 433(a) and 434(a),(4) (A) b"b' M
and Edward Kayatt-

A "political comiLttee" is defined in 2 U.S.C.-S 431(4)(A)

as "any committee, club, association, or other group Of persons

which receives contributions aggregating in excess of $1,000

during a calendar year or which makes expenditures aggregating in

excess of $1,000 during a calendar year." The terms

"contribution" and "expenditure" are in turn defined to include

0 any loan, advance, deposit, or anything of value "made by any

person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal

office." 2 U.S.C. SS 431(8) (A) and (9)(A).

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 433(a) a political committee is

required to file a statement of organization within 10 days after

o becoming a political committee. Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 434(a) a

politica, committee is also required to file reports of receipts

0 and expenditures.

COFITE has received and expended approximately $8,000

including the $5,000 payment for the New York Times ad made by

Manhattan Media Corporation. Therefore, the issue here is

whether the $8,000 was received and/or expended for the purpose

of influencing a Federal election. If so, then COFITE is a

political committee required to register and report to the

Commission.



12

In AO 1979-41,'the Commission dt*emined that b

Committee fot a Deamocratic Alternative (NMCDAO) wasl e 10

committee. The Committee's stated purpose was; tost 4

on certain policies of the then current administratini

Additionally, -CDA was planning to prepare and distribute, on a

state by state basis, general information on the del*#t

selection process for the Democratic National Convention, One

means NCDA intended to use to accomplish its purpose Wa.S to

sponsor advertisements expressing the Committee's views and

a soliciting funds. The prototype ad submitted to the Comiision

was captioned "Democrats who are disappointed in President

Carter."

President Carter is specifically mentioned as
the Democrat to which an alternative is
needed. Discussion of the Committee's

o disappointment with President Carter on
various issues follows. The ad closes with a
solicitation for contributions to operate ano information center and to run similar ads.

(AO 1979-41 at 1).
The Commission found that the purpose of the ad was to influence

PAW the 1980 presidential election and noted that "... the ad

[indicated) the Committee's disatisfaction with an identifiable

presidential candidate...." Id. at 2.

In AO 1980-106 FaithAmerica, an unincorporated association

of Christian laymen, proposed publishing a summary listing the

Positions of the three major presidential candidates (Reagan,
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1 3 ..........

Carter' and Andrson) on isueS of+ Coerh t"+ ' Chstsiet

and laymenI... -Sevel issues were lite on which Carter. and.

Anderson consistently agreed with eah".Other and Reag

consistently disagreed-with both of them. The proposed

publication was tohave been distributed through religious

organizations to church members and the public. Nowhere in- tis

summary did it say to vote for or defeat a particular candidate.

The Commission determined that FaithAmerica would be a political

committee if its expenditures for the proposed publication

exceeded $1,000. The Commission stated:

Although the publication is described as a
summary of presidential candidates' positions
on "major issues of concern to the Christian
community," the information actually presented
and the manner in which it is presented are
designed to influence the readers' choice in
the 1980 presidential election, rather than

osimply to promote discussion of issues.

(AO 1980-106 at 3).

The Commission also noted in reaching its decision that the

o publication would be disseminated in close proximity to the 1980

presidential election and that FaithAmerica's only planned

activity was the publication of the proposed summary.

While the COFITE ad and Mr. Kayatt in some of his testimony

have expressed concern, inter alia , over the use of taxpayers'

money for matching funds for Lyndon LaRouche, the ad indicaies'.

COFITE's disatisfaction with Lyndon LaRouche as a presidential



Qand idate. COFITI'a ris "to -A was theaniLR.b4(
Moreover, by the. placement of the ad at the beginning Of'

presidential primary campalgn season and by its conteo 4

Lalouche as an anti-Semitic neo-Nazi, the ad is cleary 4aigts"d
to influence voters not to vote for Lyndon LaRouche. Thu- in

the'opinion of the General Counsel, consistent with AO's 191971.41

and 1980-106, COFITE is a political committee.

In united States v. National Committee for Impeahmant, 469

F.2d 1135 (2d Cir. 1972), with respect to groups operating

independently of candidates or political parties, the court

limited the definition of "political committee" to include "only

committees soliciting contributions or making expenditures the

* major purpose of which is the nomination or election of

candidates." 469 F.2d at 1141. The "major purpose test" has not

* been applied by the Commission in all circumstances. See e~q. AO

1979-41; AO 1981-35. However, whether or not the "major purpose

test" is followed in this instance, in the opinion of the General

o Counsel COFITE is a political committee.

COFITE's purpose to see that Lyndon LaRouche was not

successful in his campaign for the Democratic presidential

nomination is apparent not only from the tone and timing of the

COFITE ad but also from Our Town editorials and statements by Mr.

Kayatt.
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dated F*br"ary 4, 1980, .inf. which .he indicated his de!.6t

tha t Mr ant 2~Ot ~8pblic oEbU ~ t

intent "to see that Lyndon Laaouche [was) defeated." 41Q i"
letter accompanying the affidavit indicated that the *desponaI"

intent was to inform the public *about a particular daUo.°

(Emphasis added). Mr. Kayatt later explained in answer to .

interrogatories that his efforts directed at Mr. LaRouche';

defeat consisted of the COFITE ad in Our Town and the New York

Times. This purpose is further borne out by the FEC Form 5 filed

'S on February 1980, at the height of activity by COFITE, in which

N Mr. Kayatt indicated that COFITE would make expenditures to-

defeat a candidate, and by a letter from counsel dated

September 23, 1980, which stated that COFITE had solicited

contributions and made expenditures "in an attempt to see that

Lyndon LaRouche [was) defeated."

Further evidence of COFITE's purpose to influence the

O election is provided by its name, Committee Organized to Inform

the Electorate, and by Mr. Kayatt's testimony that he chose the

name to signify wbat he wished to accomplish. This purpose was

10/ As Mr. Kayatt essentially is COFITE, his statements of
intention are attributable to COFITE.
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(See Attachments 6 and 7).

The actual COMIE ad, se Attachment 8, appeared in Our 91.Wn

on February 24, 1980, and in the New o s on ebrur aly

1980, the day of the New-Hampshire primary. Its leading caption

identified Mr. Lalouche as a Presidential candidate and the ad

vent on to state that he was vying for the Democratic

o 'Presidential nomination and that he was on the ballot in N ew

Hampshire. The ad referred to Mr. LaRouche's electoral strategy

for becoming a significant .influence in U.S. politicso and

stated: "The American vublic must not be deceived by LaRouche."

(Emphasis added). It then proceeded to vilify Mr.* LaRouche as a

,GAP- neo-Nazi affd an anti-Semite with violent followers.

When asked in the course of his deposition specifically

about his efforts to see that Lyndon LaRouche was defeated, Mr.

Kayatt tried to play down these efforts and emphasize his coracern

about the use of taxpayers money for matching funds for Mr.

LaRouqhe. See pp. 9-10, supra. However, statements of the purpose
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of OO1Z'i sa e at the her of t0 R it

indicator of its purpose 6han statemw made

recapitulaited, at lot36 tba*inlde

statements indicating COF1TE's purpose either to deti LYn4Qr

LaRouche or to warn voters about the menace he posed.

Moreover, the accuracy of Mr. Kayatt's statements down ala¥ Y.g

his attempt to defeat Mr. LaRouche is undercut by other

statements made by him during the course of the depopitiA

indicating his concern over the possible success of Mr.

LaRouche's candidacy.. Thus, Mr. Kayatt talked about not Ia0ting

to see Mr. LaRouche as a candidate for office or President o the

United States. See pp. 9, 10, supra. Additionally, Kc. Kan t

appears to have been aware of Natilonal cimmttee for -lmeact.nt,

see p. 9 & n.9, supra, and may have been attempting to frame'his

answers to conform with its ruling.

While part of Mr. Kayatt's concern clearly was about the use

of taxpayers' dollars for matching funds for Mr. LaRouche, a

major element of that concern appears to have been that matching

funds would aid Mr. LaRouche's campaign and that his

qualification for matching funds would legitimize his candidacy

in the eyes of the voters. 11/ This concern was overt in the

fl/ If Mr. Kayatt's main aim was to let taxpayers know of the
misuse of their tax dollars, as opposed to warning voters about
Mr. LaRouche, his committee's name which he considered
significant would more appropriately have been Committee for
Informing the Taxpayers.
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1). Mooover, It was repeated In the COFITE ad.*Ii Attachment

8). In this context, Mr. Kayatts concern about Mr. Laaouche's

qualification for matching funds is Inseparable from his concern

about stopping the Lalouche candidacy,

in a variety of ways and repeated instances Mr. Kayatt has

shown that the audience he was attempting to reach through COFITE

was voters and that his purpose was to provide Information, to

these voters to Influence them against the candidacy of Lyndon

NLaRouche. Thus, COFITE is a political committee.

COFITE has never filed a regi ~ration statement not any

reports except for the FEC Form 5. N'herefore, the Generaal,

o Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable cause to

believe that COFITE violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433(a) and 434(a) (4).

B. Violations of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by Manhattan Media
Corporation

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) corporations are prohibited

from making any contribution or expenditure in connection with

any Federal election. For purposes of S 441b the term

"contribution or expenditure" is defined to include any direct or

indirect payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift

of money, or any services, or anything of value to any person in

connection with any Federal election. See 2 U.S.C. S 441b(b) (2);

11 COFOR. SS 114.1(a) (1) and 114.2(b). The Act excludes from the
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other periodi tal tblicid*on, Unless suOn,
facilities are owned or controlled by any
political party, political committee, or
candidate see

(2 U.S.C. S 431(9)(B)(i)).

The regulations provide for a similar exclusion from the

definition of contributions. See 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b):(2).

As has been discussed previously, Our Town published

editorials soliciting funds for the New York Times ad.

Additionally, Manhattan Media Corporation paid approximately

$5,000 of the cost of the New York Times- ad and gave COFITI free

Cn space in Our Town for at least one similar ad (space worth

roughly $1,600 according to Mr. Kayatt's estimate); Manhattan

Media Corporation also gave COFITE a check for $619. All of this

was in connection with the anti-LaRouche advertising placed at

the beginning of the 1980 primary season when Mr. LaRouche was a

candidate for the Democratic presidential nomination. Each of

these outlays of funds and space on the part of Manhattan Media

Corporation was by its timing and content connected with the 1980

presidential primary elections and constitutes a prohibited

corporate contribution to COFITE unless the "press exemption" is

applicable.

In limiting the press exemption to media operations not

"owned or controlled by any political party, political committee,

or candidate", Congress was restricting its operation to bona



fide news H boiIat, . . . 4.3 (, t "**.

Cozkfezen e)..._93d.Cong., 2d Ses. 83-p-, (3974)u ,. 9-

REC. 6436-40 (1047). Kr. Xaytt's actiVities .on AbehaaU o --

simultaneous with his ownership of :ishattan Media Corporation, do

not, in the Generar Counsel's view, serve to remove the

corporation from the protection of the exemption, particularly

when Our Town was in existence as a bona fide newspaper for over

10 years prior to the existence of COFITE. To hold otherwise

would have a chilling effect upon all established newspapers

every time one of their editors or owners became independently

involved in the operation of a political committee.

The press exemption "assures the unfettered right of the

Co newspapers, TV networks, and other media to cover and comment on

political campaigns." H.R. Rep. No. 1239, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. 4
C3

(1974) (emphasis added). It is designed to protect the "press

o entity's legitimate press function", but does not automatically

IN exempt from the coverage of the Aqt any activity by a media

corporation. See Reader's Digest Association v. Federal Election

• Commission, 509 F. Supp. 1210 (S.D.N.Y. 1981).

"Editorials" are specifically mentioned in the press

exemption and fall squarely within the protected area for

political comment. Editorials endorsing candidates are a

traditional press function and even editorials recommending that

contributions be sent to candidates are protected. See MUR 852;
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and notices in Our Town asking for funds for cOflT, a s, t

organization, fit within the area of editorial prIV 1149 4"i

not constitute prohibited corporate contributions.

The press exemption for editorials and commentary does not

extend to the free provision of advertising space in a newspaper.

.Cf. AO 1978-45. In the opinion of the General Counsel, the

COVITE advertisement in Our Town similar to that placed in the

New York Times, see Attachment 8, is appropriately characterized0
as an advertisement and not as an editorial or commentary. The

0
ad appeared in Our Town after the formation of COFITS and it is

sponsored by COFITE. It contains a coupon to assist in J

collecting contributions for COFITE, and even though Mr. Kayatt

acknowledged that neither he nor COFITE ever paid for any space

in Our Town, it states at the end; "This advertisement was paid

for by COFITE." (Emphasis added). Nowhere is it captioned as an

editorial. Additionally Mr. Kayatt referred to this as an

o0 advertisement in his response to interrogatories, and in his

deposition testimony he distinguished between this advertisement

and editorials and notices in Our Town requesting funds for

COFITE. Therefore, the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that Manhattan Media

Corporation violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in providing free space

in Our Town for the COFITE advertisement.



22

'he ad in the : JEL ! is n.i.h It 01

commentary, or an editorial in .,ur Ton. Thus, it dOes not tj

within the plain language of the press Exemption. N 1Meo L

ad was sponsored by COVITE, Our Town is barely mentioned in the

ad, and Mr. Kayatt has stated that the purpose of the ad wat not

to promote Our Town, distinguishing this situation from NlURs 296,

1051 and 1283 in which the Commission found no violation of the

Act where media corporations placed ads mentioning candidates in

other media in order to promote their own publications. See also

Reader's Digest Association, supra. As the New York Times ad

does not promote Our Town, does not fit within the language of

the press exemption, and does not otherwise appear to be part of

Manhattan Media's legitimate press funct'ion, the General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that the $5,000 payment towards the ad by Manhattan Mediaq.

0 Corporation constituted a violation of 2 U.S.C. 
S 441b(a).

The $619 check from the Manhattan Media Corporation account

to COFITE was a transfer of initial funds collected for the

COFITE ad. (The original editorials in Our Town asked that funds

be sent to Our Town). As such, it cannot be considered payment

for a cost incurred in presenting a news story, commentary or

editorial. Therefore, the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that Manhattan Media

Corporation violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by the issuance of
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Manhatta a1 C" fpl*. Acord-ing to -tis h* bAa*W4 W4"
personal checking adcown in th. entire tim O qtb in

existence and all his personal expenses have been paid for by

Manhattan Media Corporation and charged against his salary. This

suggests that Manhattan Media Corporation might argue with regard

12/ In AO 1980-109 the Commission determined that commentary by
Mr. Ruff in The Ru ._Times endorsing James Hansen as a candidate
and urging tat contribuions be sent to Mr. Hansen woud fall

0 within the press exemption and would not constitute a
contribution to Mr. Hansen's campaign. However, the Commission
stated:

This conclusion is based on tl- assumption
that the solicitation of cont. butions will
not involve any arangement whareby either Mr.
Ruff, The Ruff Times, or Target Publishers
would become a conduit or intermediary for a

ocontribution made by an individual
- contributor to Mr. Hansen's campaign

committee.

(AO 1980-109 at 2).

Editorials in Our Town requesting that contributions be sent to
Our Town as opposed to COFITE for an ad to be placed in the New
York Times arguably place Our Town in the position of being a
conduit or intermediary and conceivably might not be covered by
the press exemption. Cf. AO 1976-29. However, as the General
Counsel has recommended that the Commission find a violation of 2
U.S.C. S 441b(a) with regard to the $619 raised by the initial
editorials, and as the dollar amount concerned for the editorial
space would be small in comparison to the total amount involved
in other violations recommended by the General Counsel, the
Commission need not reach this issue. In light of the fact that
the editorials did not expressly advocate the election or defeat
of a candidate, as well as the first amendment sensitivity
involved in distinguishing exempt and non-exempt editorials under
the Act this appears to be the preferred course in this instance.
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to the payments- dliusvod', agiffia, that: thes .43410 i4'i
comparable to those from a non-repayable corporate dra vnt".-

account considered personal in nature and hence perti1,0,.ib

However, in the absence of any shoving of strict accounting for

such expenses and their deduction against a set salary at, o-he

time of occurrence, the General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that the payments by

Manhattan Media Corporation constituted corporate contributions

to COFITE in violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

III. General Counsel's Recommendations

1. Find probable cause to believe that Edward R. Kayatt and

NCOFITE violated 2 U.S.C. S 433(a) by failing to register COFITE

as a political committee.

2. Find probable cause to believe that Edward R. Kayatt and

COFITE violated 2 U.S.C. S 434(a)(4)(A) by failing to file

oreports of receipts and expenditures by COFITE.
3. Find probable cause to believe that Manhattan Media

o corporation violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making contributions

to COFITE consisting of a check for $619, providing free space in

Our Town for an advertisement by COFITE, and paying approximately

$5,000 for an advertisement which ap the York Times.

Date '
General Counsel

Attachments

1 - 7. Editorials and notices from Our Town (7 pages)
8. COFITE advertisement which appeared in the February 24, 1980
edition of Our Town (1 page)



~ ~ ? - , - N i ; - 1 1
I0 t ,

.0 I
a 44b O

D!CSMER 3 ttw JANARY , at

00 Edtoril Ta~~ 06
Ca ab~cvl~r~st i~ :~e~,teFdrl£cusCimgla~ unouned Dc. 3 i~ Tcemnlwrichin fuds wll e ~r~ta to yao

41 12nhsi:e~ a r~dn ihS0 hsaeu apyn oe

turnd upserous uesionsas oue t Fcmedum ofieaini ftOM utab

Lu~tDloby te In od~ bi x-ngor Preisidtio in i a eppl.:lo. Thi ensta ers aley.
rsc11 o asabcnasld by the Laaouhe pcopie.-..soofbtain the flusaIcla

We d&in, qrnf..g at it fuedto meit loeinct, stm n vie af MlUr.reLon i nl going on. nte c:lour av e thO FE'%.' dzn:ia Cof mressn:2I " , toain-chet Ion~~ 19ct TeNod it erudnta the ksic uids of amrE Llonchapa
wtITPh ered u n 15rlu qf~uestios2 6 heA ~ .W z fP=.Wn xsb

Th-e nt;n actions ward~v th fccst Of -- ni2t fui~e rcifi=Ik'L2cuc in a7 ~
YorA Tim:.2 Pnm!Z.~r N~e .7-333k ozr~: ca ,arit thircip.-an ew

hnor~~~~L~~ 1itCnte c Dhl pt,. mohc ud a .'oceut



4 b

0'...

~~".~ui ~ won -t m~~j

JJAU!RJY 61iIh. JAWMARY 12. i O

1'

I!
I
S
I.
I

* I;
* I.

5,

I,
it

L

SCIRUTINY NEEDED
Lyndon LaRonclie's success in qualifying for

federal muIching funds In his bid ror the )emocratc ;
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growing menace of the neu-nazi, anli-semitlc
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in order to getth warning abou Lyndon L.14 ~ '
o,.Naz ideas to a wider audience as soon asU posibl W

plan to take a hall-page ad In the New York TIMM. a

than wait to collect enough money for afll-pap ad
oignaly pannd ..

If anyone who contibuted towards a -

like their money back. they may write to our@ IO
SbW St., NyC, for a refund. if this Should leae06"~ f
cient funds to cover the cost of the half-ptg, we pleg tv

advance the diffence so that the ad.cen be pubil**&..-
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Meeting behind cloe doo a c f& th.*.e@ ". weCommission ail 0rof'd umolf funds fo the10.e~
psign of Lyndon Hernjie LaRoce. fuwidrOf the wlsdlU..Labor Phrt. As of Ime week.LaRomaie kw =~h

LaRouce's su with the FEC s n
&a - AL_.

this would-be auloorst'ls~gooal WNW' 5WInfluencelIn U. ol0 . ea1it L16UDemoad and proemed to after ~ reolal 1 Om a. Inthe New Hamphie wnest his e ofthe nmijor Candidstes.
The aims and tactics of LaRouche's mianw!;6tvt

descibe intheon-oin elvenpart series bV4Oennl* 19fg in Ow'rTown News, the Manhatian wey. AddIko_l fa t W"benpresented in a recent Now York Tin awlAnd in the 1...0report released by the AntiDefanmtion e Novembe..
But the most disturbing develcprvena In LaRouche's &kly I.national influence gtem from the FEC's YWstatuin uds mpro"WLFollowing th FEC decision LaRouots bought nato"l teeisadvertising soft on ABC arnd NBC (Jan. 20 and 27). "a aftpeddled the partyls extremist ld -mogy sand talked bue aboutworld peace. mralit the nation's need for a gOdhbaed ecianomyand his own need for ommoalgn donatiora
The Jan. 27 LaRouche TV. advemisflsee alo ofengh hissuccess in gaining ntchinglunds lwplying to the FEC's cls ion
is proof of his politicl legitimacy.

LaRouche uses his netdfn fudpto launch fundrelsngapopeontelevision Which lead to fuher 1t funs and f ri -Sion appeals -and all on a s for out of prop to his ".Political support. Using this technique. LaRoucs
receive up to M G6. million In Fedraj r -c l ng fs-o.
The Anerican public mue not be deceived by LaDoucIe I., eoet
articles in .USLP puibln on LA'Rouch has de b M

tr's N ofE SOf6 rnNiOnJ saRmtOWManE . .. eonof theA erican Zionh o eha w nd his foIrs mabout. the dsrsofZion. an alleged CIOMIra of Jwish bankera to ont roltid.I-He has branded the t'nal o~,n am m ow- Mothe United States." claimning that it "resurect the buditlonofJw
who d9anded the, ammO bon o, Js ." ,M&o
The USLP has -- avi'ly olo the ough tso .e ruvmuLaRouche. It --has Joined With te Liberty Lobby (a0gtmanti-Smitic org abotionto hamthe, Anti*DelamatonLegeoB'nai B'rith via a committe to "Clean Up the, AOL" ard Wlee6Celawsults. The party has alo tmae the Afios Oe's NW W.
"ifmes Prose tion unit climing N ws se im , , "getLaRouche.' And an official pat-t- n asdnucdW
Holocaust curriculum In New York City's public -P--001 as UMth"urging "dIscIplInary a cn"aggaluet a wi,6o which duesto-aans
abou the genocidal CMeS Of fth Npis -

SOME INFORMED SOURCES ON L4AOUOECo.. 5 llbut well-financed extreft poitical grop' fth U.S. Labor etwhich has a history of violenos said hate proagnd ... The pwtyliterature, attacks respected Jewish organizations anid lndIvldusLaThe party blamnes drug traffic on an elabrat lInerntiomaJ ZkonASarid British conspiracy - a %0nPirc 1eda drug enlaientofficials Call 'abmo!Lutly unfounded."
-Detroit Free Peas Augu t. 61979

Along the way amrlng to fomerpartyftmmsand. In ~e *1cass to party publications, lr~gernl party records and law enfore.mntn officials - members of the (USLp) hale initisted gang amutat rivals' meetings, taken courss in the use of knives Ri rifls at an

cum~gi foAP
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t--. pick -upihe bd." .u' mue threat.

-e-.. . . -e.-e, March 0. 137

Meetings Of (riva) groups have been disrupleod and ffembers haebeen a2160114d. In Order to avoid becoming tie kind of -soft--
o-anlnton view thN groupstg be. and as part Of LaRouche'sbelefsconernngPeYChOlogy. t NCLC has sublected several o1

..- '." i "f them i. form airm tyo w h es a

n w- . ebes. . d mhea arm coisam with theme a a o , te " MC takes tmords
ac ui ed 'w po . an e fo ts ha e Ie N * aMet ln a ru c e" rM I M I Nita r S_ W .. i r a o a i o b a t t w c s o o a n d
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violence wMw coranu no~ amhe direction
* * -Hwmoid R. Taylor. jr'.(in his apmot sm Act Attne General of the United State)

Augua 19. 1976
V Sas m reentro.Ity. Adolph MWbgm i 0t me ih~fwrt
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WHAT CAN YOU 00?
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MUR 1137 - Comprehensive Investigative
Report #2 signed May 6, 1982; Redjived
in OCS, 5-6-82, 11:20

The above-named doctment was circulated to the

Comisson on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 4:00,

May 6, 1982.

There were no objections to the report at the time

of the deadline.
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In t tdwatd . of ) IIUR 1137II

Coimtte.. OW for
ZA~flormin the Electorate )

Manhattan Nedia Corporation )

Comprehensive Inv stimative Reort am 2

This matter stems from a complaint filed by Cit i0s

for LaRouche concerning certain anti-LaRouche advertisements

that appeared in the New York Times and a weekly newspaper

published by respondent Manhattan Media Corporation called

Our Town. The allegations involve possible violations of the

registration and reporting provisions of the Act and of

c2 U.S.C. S 441b.

At the Commission meeting of April 14, 1982, staff

advised the Commission orally that we anticipated being able

to circulate a factual and legal analysis of the case within
0

three weeks, i.e. by May 5. Due to the fact that this case

involves several legal issues each of which turns upon a

-distinct set of facts, several discussions have been

- required among staff to determine what recommendations to

make, and more time has been required than previously

anticipated. Our revised estimate is that our analysis will

be circulated within two weeks, i.e. by May 19, 1982.

May 6, 1982 Charles F- Steele /2
Date Genera CoMisel ,7 /

Associate General Counsel



?IPRNDUMTO:

DATE:

CHARLES S~ftm

MARJORIE N. 3I:NS/ODY CUSTER,

FEBRUARY 18, 1982

NUR 1137 - Couprehensive Investigative Repot
dated 2-12-821 Received in OCS, 2-16-82,
4:40

The above-named document was circulated to the

Coznssion on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 11:00,

February 17, 1982,

There were no objections to the Investigative Report

at the time of the deadline.
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In the Ratter of ) 02E1 P4 4,
Wdwerd R. Kayatt ) IlU 1137

! ¢Clttee Ocqanize for )
l! ~IfOrrning the Electorate ]- '

Manhattan Media Corporation )

COMPRElENSIVE INVESTIGATIVE REPORT

This matter arises out of a complaint fled by Citizens for

LaRouche. It concerns anti-Laflouche advertisements whih

appeared in both the New York Times and Our Town, a weekly

f newspaper published by respondent Nanhatten Media Corporation.

-- Other respondents are the Committee Organized for Informing the

!r Electorate (COFITE) and Edward R. Kayatt. Mr. Kayatt is the

president of Manhatten Media Corporation, the publisher and
editor of Our Town and the Chairman of COFITE.

The complaint basically alleged that respondents Manhattan
Media Corporation and Edward Kayatt were acting as a political

C committee" by soliciting funds in the editorial pages of Our Town
to pay for an advertisement in the New York Times for the purpose

~of defeating Lyndon LaRouche in his campaign for the Democratic
Presidential nomination. _/ After the complaint was sent to

M/ The complaint also included allegations against a freelance
reporter, Dennis King, who authored and helped to publicize
a series of articles critical of Larouche which appeared in
Our Town. However, Mr. King's activities would appear tofall within the news exception to expenditures contained in2 U.S.C. S 431(9)()(i), and the Commission found no reason
to believe that Mr. King violated the Act.



(MI

2*

the inittal roep nts; Aheir attor60eY rele uw e
allegations in the At.Itn aftly te

exception to expenditures contained in 2 U.,.C. S 431 ( Y (

However, this response also contained an affidavit fts*

Kayatt in which he referred to his *...efforts to see that LYNN*

LAROUCHE is defeated and that the public is made aware of his,

activities in the past....' Soon afterwards, Mr. Kayatt filed an

FEC Form 5, Report of Independent Expenditures, in the name of

COFITE indicating that it had received $619 in contributions and

had made no expenditures. No further filings have been made on

behalf of COFITE.

As exhibits to the complaint, the complainant included

editorials from Our Town critical of the granting of matching

funds to LaRouche. The complainant later sent the Commission

several other excerpts from Our Town, all referring to raising

money for an advertisement in the New York Times concerning

LaRoucher and a copy of the advertisement which appeared in the

New York Times on February 26, 1980. The General Counsel's

Office also received from the Press Office a copy of an

advertisement apparently identical in wording to the New York

Times ad which appeared in the February 24 - March 1, 1980

edition of Our Town. Both ads state that LaRouche has been given

over $300,000 for his Presidential campaign. They mention that

LaRouche is a Democratic candidate, discuss matching funds at

some length, and also discuss LaRouche's alleged anti-semitism,

comparing him to Hitler. Both ads state that they were paid for



* 3

by CVT.Wleearly, *:rpts fo r M referred to

efforts by the paper to raise money for a slew DO

later excerpts referred to fundraising efforts by COVZU. "they-

indicated that the Now York Times advertisement hadost ovet

eight thousand dollars and that COVXTE had raised over three

thousand dollars. A question thus raised was whether Manhattan

Media Corporation had received contributions or subsidized or

made expenditures in connection with the advertisements.

Based on the information then available, the Commission on

0% September 3, 1980, found reason to believe that both Edward

-- Kayatt and COFITZ violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 for failure to

register COFETZ as a political committee and for failure to file

required reports. The Commission also found reason to believe

that Manhattan Media Corporation, trading as Our Town, had

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making contributions or expenditures

in connection with a federal election.

o In response to the reason to believe notification, counsel

N for Mr. Kayatt and the Manhattan Media Corporation wrote an

ambiguous letter indicating they were "willing to enter into

'informal' concilation" but stating they were "unwilling and

unable...to admit any violation...." The letter also stated "we

are willing to produce whatever documents that you require."

As the information available was not sufficient to make a

further determination as to whether any violations had been

committed, questions and request for documents were sent to Mr.

Kayatt through counsel. For the next few months respondents'



conelk p pwsijaq. to pvid* the requtt4 Intot~t~

failed tQ o 6,46 t~i reqUests :'' reissued In Sup~w

and Ur. Kayatt finally responded. His respoqnse was,7 int aiim oe

resolve the: mattet.4 however, In that his answers to soMe

questions were ambiguoI us and in some Instances Seemingly

contradictory. He also failed to include any of the subpoenaed

documents, but Indicated with regard to some of them that he was

unable to find them.

Because of the continuing problems in obtaining adequate

0 information from Mr. Kayatt, the General Counsel recommended to

the Commission that he be deposed; on November 2, 1981, the

Commission voted to issue Mr. Kayatt a subpoena for his

deposition. The deposition was originally scheduled for November

30, 1981, but was changed to December 16, 1981, because Mr.

Kayatt was traveling until December 131 1981.

Mr. Kayatt arrived for his deposition without counsel and

o responded openly to questions. In the course of the deposition

he indicated that he had been unable previously to locate

requested documents because he had moved his offices, and

materials remained unsorted in boxes for months afterwards.

However, he indicated a current willingness to supply any further

requested docmentation without the necessity of a further

subpoena. Mr. Kayatt also indicated that he wished to see the

transcript of his deposition and would not waive signature.

After the deposition, Mr. Kayatt called members of the

General Counsel's staff about the documents he agreed to supply.



on January 11192,heGnt3 conahe' tf eev t

deposition fam 'the court reporter, 1and on azary28,

requested documents were received from Mr. Kayatt. After a

telephone conversation with Mr. Kayatt on January 19, 1982, zjn'

which Mr. Kayatt indicated there were some factual errors in his

deposition testimony, a copy of the deposition was sent to Mr.

Kayatt for corrections and signature. 1/

Our office is preparing briefs containing our recommendation

as to whether there is a probable cause to believe any violations

occurred. This case presents some rather complex issues, such as

whether the actvities here in question were for the purpose of

influencing a federal election and whether the newspaper

exemption of 2 U.S.C. S 431(9)(B)(i) applies. It is our intent

to have briefs to the Commission within 30 days.

Da e_____ Charles NI. Steele
Dae General Counsel

BY:
Ke eth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

_2/ Mr. Kayatt has informed the General Counsel's staff that
until further notice he is no longer being represented by
counsel in this matter and that he wishes to be contacted
directly.



Mr. Edward R. Kayatt
c/o Galt Ocean Motel
Galt Ocean Drive
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33308

RE: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Kayatt:

Enclosed is a copy of your deposition, taken on December 16,
1981, which is being sent to you for any corrections you.mayhkVe

. and your signature. As we have mentioned to you previously, the
deposition must be signed within thirty days of your recelpt of
this letter. If the signed deposition has not been retur

,' within that time, it may be used as though signed pursuant to
Rule 30 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and Commission

Nw regulation 11 C.F.R. 5 111.12(c).

If you have any corrections of only a word or two, they may
be made on the copy of the deposition. Please date and initial
all corrections on the deposition, and please note the page and

OD line numbers of all corrections on a separate signed sheet of
paper.

If you have any corrections of more than a word or two,
please do not make the corrections on the deposition itself. On
a separate seet of paper, note the page and line numbers to be
changed and quote the precise language you wish to change. Then
on the same sheet of paper (or a continuation if necessary) state
in detail any correction you wish to make. Again, please sign
and date any corrections.

It is our understanding from your telephone conversations of
January 19, 1982, with Anne Cauman (the first conversation having



ail. Vntil reoeipt of .0ontwrat-nt~inue to .un:Late with

i~ta ou b :,ur ther questions, please f.43l I'. .ct~ ~~ma it (202)5-00, 1

Sincerely,

Scott E. Thomas
Assistant General Counsel

Enclosure: Deposition with 10 exhibits

t
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d" ition 'be waived; that such depoi tton
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to before a Justice of this Court.:

IT IS FW0ER. STIPULATED AND AGED
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0. At ,this poift, %M m ante4 ,to C6~ you

:A3~, re we, to ,-Vat ou, throi~h yo~cdu~i

A Us Y6u VWy

Q W.u1d yoy4aesae~our nate for ',fl

record.

A Edward R.,Kayatt.',

Q And your;,ltekent home address.

A 445 Rast.86th Street# New york City, 10028
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a2 &t least apother .year?::

A Yes.

And then the cutbao £ fairly oetj

A Within the last eight-months, I'd say.

Q W1 owns " Town?
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A ls

'tO A he e1'e any o' i -i6f the* e0,ratiop?

A Yes, there are.

Q Could you name thpm, please;"#,and ite" posit

A Richard Kayatt as president.

Which corporation are we talking about now?

Q Manhattan Media.

A Manhattan Media, to tell you the truth, I th

ions.
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Q ~ to ve~o~ *4 Wh, oza ~fzs oRcard

la Imrtwng to Rhard 1A, 4 - tt', yes.

Q -A"e tAo re of an, organiStxoE6-@41." the

Cosite :4d~ InforMin th R te ?

A A 8e.m

Q Left Rai ask you a, qtuest4oi: 41jot i.is it

1properly called Caomittee, organized for InforMing the

11e*iorate?

A It's supposed to be COFITZ. I think there were

somle words or letters that were changed about, But
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Side, Manhattan circulation. I felt that t 4i nfoola on

that we had'+as t.lly i tet to m th iw ow

rdrship. So i! decided to take an ad 41th r

~LE.~ nd *fpully it' would be 'cov V * Ji 7a~ 4 and7

o~ Ade of' Laftuche' s activities.#, both' in his eofalecting
tapyers the use of tyre' -sv ey by means of match-
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see him as,1&t~alwne president of t"he UnitedStaes or

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REPORTERS, U.S. COURTHOUSE

FOLEY SQUARE. NEW YORK 'N.Y. - 791-1020

Y~ ~

a

C

4,.

I

Ii

13. ,

17

18

1

21

24

.2



'4A

7

99

10

16

,;: ++ , 16

4 17

18

19

21

24

. .,25
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wasnt n.~io~e4 n th ad ~# as Ire~l

up the oitculat~on 'of our ~bcs*w'r

depen~dent Uapoi m et serS. My causes that' . v* bdoo in,

all of thm, h, ' hen t) ..... p,

partLiu3tr cawe, whether it, "0 popular or not, so-

thing, I hi,,t strongly about, and that" a why I did- it.

of course# the records .:,Oat You hve iwill

my causes# this particu4r cause. When

I say I and Manhattan Media Corporation or Ourl Tmn,

ie~s all one. We had a deficit of some probably six or
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25 tkhe usmount that I owed them for the adve rtls ing that period
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* oop~nheA~eauae bea'~~ i wo44 in~ ben 4strange

lokiall. aoupon a ht I doubt If it, was pioki~*~e

Where.

QHow much did the New

A I belluve it was net

Q I have a figure here

that be correct?

York Times, ad- c~it?

saying $0,615i Wou~ld
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Sra ised?

A hft~at,, Ajt vi&1.m$al.

Q Wh~fn ,yoa say W~Ida, roughly

A $ 5,0, $100. But ,not any amobunt, largew, than

Q When did you start raising zuon*' for this

ad?
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Stu( i:t study Wf E 7O * ime,

1I.. xding to the vitnes )

Axn 6X~- I 'kn'V spce ~~.0al11 t. A~ it

Aid apPear in the paper.

.Do you recall whether it api'ared the Decembe

30*t4 through January 5, 1980,- 4-ssue?

oA No don'it. I w d have Ito- ry

Shouldn't use the word "a ue." if you or pelole from
Iyour ag*cy had taken the .masthead and the date !.4 put

it with the editorial, I would then say that I'nt sure

that that's what had taken place. If someone else sent

this to you, I couldn't be sure.

Q Do you have any reason to assume this is an
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By:.' tzel v Z. t~rite. I'u not .a writer.

U" vr. .M

A I would say that -- UI thl* that Dennis King

might have. Either Dennis K~gn9 %r ':&ps Katy ,k gan

if heh~~in ~.~iUS at the tim..#ja whoe~rwas editing

t paper f~a the time would have written it. I !:&td not

write it.
Q Does this date, December 30th through January

5,. 1980, sound roughly like the time you first strted

requesting ads, requesting money for the New York Times

ad?
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A Idon't .believe, Oa m 2i

-,thls Ap-pia1 wbato.o.. zq~~Vi ntXt~

in heo#l oll it %.w th~ i ut"tac thin

-~~ I'm no~~Squite surewhteri i it

J].Ied after.-the ad appeated ox after this, p4ed. Of

.4

'th ~ ~~~~ ge,411vdfiv6'"hat~ver,

this did not bring in any money, or, if it did, 'it brought

in a $5 bill or $10 bill, very menial.

Q When did you first start receiving any large
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'anrtin- came in" on . Maybe V,006 44* n' . 'As

~~ said. bore, m -is -r 10. ~nt e yk . Z

Sure 4b.~ soelc #t a--,.A- qr ih4 *'*U~tt datesa

and the individuals. And one:, of the raot' I didnt

t. the ledger q sheet tO, Vey franklX,3 t,. et Outis

poe ause-plO have been known to be darasd b U uche.

nd we, of course, di d not want any .of;. thesep eo i- o

made contributionS being harassed by the LaRouche group.

But I'm sure that if I loQked in theoffice,

that I can probably give you a complete list of:those

people. I'd rather not make it a part of the record in
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198.o ould1g liewroulolo a t t~d tad

. t le

I4~4CAHAN: Mrk Ithi sEh~3

(Ehbt3was, marXked -f or identif icatio.

A Thediral thv,*at app eortoper -8in ore
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:,:As Exhbi *0 be;hea
at wa pX'ace'd in+,th,+, VIYr'-ie on .... 0a : 2

Ypu cu tin" a,+ Vag • . 8+

A. .... 'j i" That was the a4t... . .. , plaed.:i!: i

+<-.aSUA: ak h'sa Exhbit 3O : ,+> j+, +b , .+ 'ea

(Exhibit 3a wasaee inma : :rk"doie ntFification.

; ,:: A Ther eio a , that ar to pp a inasu
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4 th d had - w0 6 be 4ew YIort tTook con

.' 4 a ~ k A ton ", 41 , by 1 .ad bo rae

Sh*2 ad It Pr 'n,wa

, e the t IL On-t o...
~*4the: 414b~cuelol

.age

the Ad with the New York "times?

A '~Ihonestly douldn't tell'l,y ou. it hd 'to have

been sometito' direotly, arun )hsdjte orInuda

4%. ter the' date.~

When you *4y around this date,--

A After Jiaau 19R sometime in the middle

of January, 04ughl. ,

Q I'm handing yoU what has been:Aairked as *,hibit

No. 3. Again, please study it and then I'll ask you

some questions: about it.

This exhibit purports to be an ad which appeared

in Our Town on February 14, 1980. (Handing.)

A Yes. I believe it's the same ad except in
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A. aits.J f~ in: thet-j

Q Are youl saigthtoi e~*ocain

it may have appeaied in different 'etzeA s t ur Town?

A Yes.

Q The ad says on it that COF3I: paid for this

ad.
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oe ad can*0r I a)* wPo otake

Space, aotyou ase &epayment to OurI no" ma

* A (artoz ever', ollce Ofta6 00 ' _V~~

fo~ OFf~oe the Zaouhe 'artiCles whajtsoever.A,

",.o make ,a eryt import" 'point, 9OIE d Kayatte,4i

Media Copottan Me" or. a oration'in ama

y~u ant~t~Qqallit & ~au~ai%~,did '0o advoca ci

of any candidate ' to offic:

Q Thank you._ When ousaid COFITE paid no

onyto, Our Town for any of its advertisements or editorial

space, do you also mean that COFITE paid no money to Manhatt,

Media Corporation for any

A That's right. It paid for absolutely nothing.
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A Nedest a,4 ~id va*t-Y, ie type

"of bu Sine ss, ty pe ofid An dd -~aas ahi
YO, S UTae eer

0 When yu ~y suh as thie,yu~erfri

to Exhibit'No. 3?

ng

A Right.

-- would probably at that time, again we're

going back a few years, would probably charge somewhere

in the vicinity of $1,600 for an ad this size.

Q Would you have at your office a copy of rates
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Maordii;n z~ g for 'yr:-anor
4 A em~ mst e~ elang peh .h pplato '.n

Boo 44

' Z h dsbtion tht th areay the asebl d r

o a, maller area of our cird ibuti on a our

rtsAre ba sed upon l*he, ab i Xt4 of d 'oer~r doing

bI5±kO v ith amimnamwtof peqpe

The' Mayorsmoerntg for mao *-Anyone

: 'that read our paper, in the area certaiz ly col help .someone

-~nigfor off ice, tbto ~out the entIre. area. -And the

*ssembly ~7 di it enperhp the g oulation.bin

@qt the d is tribution in that arpa, the assembly'1, district

bang maybe 20 percent of our'distribution, our rates

:0ar. lower to him than would be someone running citywide.

Do you have a set of rates that vary for busines

clients and political clients, let's say?

A Not really. By the way, the paper does not
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J~p 4 our44" OIL-1 ly

isold take any ca a ased o pAce

Aad?

1hiIin V N~er*Uy

s.

Did you, uri r e

~f rugz3ythe Xis si oths Cif 2$0 ctp rn

, politioian. who -tried 4VQe~~s i1y

A The first part >.f 1980, i: dop't thi* W .,had

y I 'don't think we ha4-any requests dur~lng, a period.

Ve might have closer to primary time, or to electonL time.

''ut" we had no-national candidates we took ads ft om..,

Q Do you remember any politician requesting

ad space in 1980 and your turning them down?
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"me. ae if 'ain I .

,4.zJs a tagmet clepriir. fl*,,on 80th St$,,64-,ond

'4enue ft Will -~Zpo~~ or0~e it14 -.bock

a,, ~a eight. 01klo ". 4ta,. w ~~tdaea

~ndhe'l id it de ndh' l lvri to y4~ after

Ao*'s finished clean tn it or0 htvr

fie wqq. what you call a local. ti

,Ate. On .the other :and, if this carpet *lean0 "':wat willing

~d didn't'specify in his ad the limitation o.0j}s area

%t he would pick up and deliver, . Vaswiling to

p 4.0kit up at Fifth Avenue and 96th Street or Greenwich

Village or First Avenue and 14th Street, he would pay

a higher rate in that he can best buy our total circulation.
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ft prot* their

Q:, +:r 'O' baRlc 42 at you areytng *. t;R zt

ua~ful to the person,; $.ing t: . +., , , ..
A Exactly r *art.

Q Other than cOFITE, are there any otaer vroups

wch have been given frtwspace .-in Our TO,?" "

A Yes.

Q Do you have a policy about giving out free
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44 t~~nbo., ¥! i]i i :~yr n

te; l.utpmi ,av fresaetork .Ise uh hs

whatsi 'lit yo -- spotdtheapin
~Z~eON% MS. eCAU'thiN: Off the r thtewtzord.v

to doV~ith. -. ,which wve b , *O* past weot attempted

opDisnu on, the reco*t p

t wr taken a wouldzke )tO th mayorad

cs Council and other eeted o, f0 18
We gqavo free space fr an isusuIsth,

V& 40ae.Aa we:.also supp4t when z s wep

l in ' saying Ed Kayatt, Our no anhta d

what, have you -- supported the campaigns

MS. CAUMAN.: Off the record.

;IDisduSojon ~Uthe recokd.

MS. CAUMAN: Iwould2iMM 10 have this marked

as-an exhibit.

4el.,
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00", yo ve no P

i naccurikte dae 40YOu

A

;Qt Dftear ir
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liko' sowettd :that c

TUE WI*NSS:

:ould have. been w it*0e,.

Of f the ''ecord-.'

(Diezsgion off -the ecOrd.)

Q Can youexplain to me what this clipping is?

A It's part of an editorial or pprt of editorial

Copy within the paper.
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Oill

A

A + bitI&,6, tha I ,-o ,.an tn * urt* -date .~would

t-

Z Than you.s

MS . AUMarktan his, p ease.ate.

A No, I~

Q ~ ithou~ jppu ca31, hi? s hi

A That 6~ iitorial.C~ izt~ppr

Q Thank you.

MS. CAUMAN: Markc this, please.

(Exhbit 6. was *arke4 for identification.)

Q I'm handing youwAhat has been marked as Exhibit

6. It purports to be a notice from Our Town from the issue

including the date February 3, 1980.
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J~ i han'tbee.4 yout Ihave ntecle~ion of ~ite

notierein in the paper , howdoten of hd Tow n or

wha havcoudyoave

t Qti han' been posbut thave no recinoeton o three
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T13 I~S: Attbs ont o, the .deposition

I m b~ting t the qstioning ofeitralo1nt

tha hu~be~ wdeas ~# o t~. vience ijn t114t Ibelieve

V.,. ., t+.. . .. , - 'J L;,-?

that ift4tirst;Ajla Aft 4ihts -are beng oaeta

I bliveth~ha WIha noot #aenadice of counsel at

heindit~i i Iald-bid ncdt at llfiled with tholnederal

*Iect) C 4±,ion in tha Ifeltat anything tAt

I hvedne va4*, done besed" upon -my being a:,citize of

the United States, having the right to say what I had

said in print.

We did not advocatei.,the election of a'ny candidat

for office. And in this particular compaign we merely

or I merely wanted more people to know what Mr. LaRouche
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o Tyoa re ayn Y OWen .& pm*or teSo

*.br P*t *vh0m ad k~etd

such, * ~ ~ ~ ra~ ~4h ad

well, 9on0eri file, watever pa#010a the want and

tht'sLt

sou"rutm Is'r, cm ot pltt. coa 0 oes,

i Ot see wioshuIld

~* ~id'Ito~td e yor easest way to

hand~le Ijbing a*

-And I took his advice*

Q So you are saying CoVITE existed prior to

your conferring with counsel, but that the filing of
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At SOW 77777,t~c

Q u r *~ o ,bslieve -that that

date is13 an accrte 4&*to?

it .personally% ... .. wc4 ta le :it to-.b.: a.ccur!,. ,: somibody
e Ae i, Iolf Ioltnt

0 Is thie :.in a4) for COFITEI? ... ;

A NO. That!i s striCtly editorial comment.,

If I'm not mistaken, that: was on the editorial page.

X. l woo

MS. CAUMAN: I woud like to have this marked
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I yew cop tb~~p*4o

~i~it aexp ~~'~ '~Ted** va oepting

00D yo knbw, if, a IN ttr Ad ~r

editorlial copy."ooneph 0. ~ '

May 2 5,

ape a.ae in Our Town

1980?.

A, ltegarl# COF~V

Q Yes.

'A I really -couldn-'t, truthful ly

4exi t thinik so. But I don ,t know.

ox~e 'You..

QEarlier you told me'that approximately $300',000

-w&.0raised from the ads in. Our Town or the New YorkTimes

for COFITE.
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I'm sure there was now.

Q You mean a separate bank account.

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REPORTERS. US. COURTHOUSE

FOLEY SQUARE, NEW YORK. N.Y. - 791.1020

how for~~

~~;g 'ma1 r# ~ P-~V onies

f or
ad.. ThO exact amount o hw t tas Mhe

)Qsome oad h~N r o1ar, dnt reca&1X pcf*I1
14

Q When you say 4fond . in a separate

Couflt, do 4yu mean ther. was a bank account ffor COq ZTE?

F don't recal, h other words, I sepat&ted

~ oiln't~a~cit I ith u ToWRmoV s~cus

Ait ,had nothin to do with Our T,01own ones. i hr

aS, I'm not _.-qute sure, but I think the, might have

b:een a i4.p&rate account for COtITE.

And -- there was a separawt& account for COFITE,

17

19:

1

25
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,our

t1Aqht.

,r pprni'

'U~ r~fiting

He43La?.

$~ndid yo Ake: this move?

A T!he Xatr pav of last year.

Q The latter part of last, year meaning the latter

part of 1980?

A 1980.
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7ji~tr satlnemen wit the *ete4 i EI 4M~ ati' CO':ITE?

44 '4 = ip4n n
irfl metintl,

A .Y*, i t was

Q9This wa die tt ifr ke a p1 actcount

tl QU Y-ouor, anacuttr our Town orMtan* a

,OXpoatfl?

KA ZExact1f- icr~ht.

Q You f iled the- satet, -the ,64t kspen-

d'iture statement with the FPederal ilect+on;cmi$t

o6n February 22,, 1980, and in the *#'t tmnt-it; sa t$it

$619, 1 believe, had been raised to date.

Was that money raised for COFITE?
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4h chaneso ae, ia*:ia 1dn' know"hte ~wer. ~ te

.iI t.
if in f tot "t.1fwr1o1~44 tI

~th~ O #v* jd.t at' s

the.,ques'tion that you are asking me.

- uone thaIe that no hecks a ude t

~>the chances are,, an&,I don *t k nows that, they were,# they,

wof1d. have been endorsed to the,0OFITE account.

* at ro Mqnies thtwe~t into Pe OFTE account

came previously from an Our Town bank account.

A. You'll have to repeat that question.

Q Are you saying that no money which went into

the COFITE acount was previously in an account for Our

Town, as far as you can remember?

A In other words, what you are asking me, is
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ha .:bve .been, b=.t -I'm not ; eu~ra,- a chee-k woul.tia*

4n drawn for the equal amount: and pLa~ed intc:. the , COFITE

bcount. don't saythat tha1,happened; but ,hat'rs

4 4

the fashion that e're discussing...

Q BUt you have no recollection --

A I have no recollection.

Q -- of what happened to these monies

Let me ask you another question which I ay

have asked previously. You indicated earlier that
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earlier, we are talin, wbeu IN0 cents for doible olumn

inch wh*DIhTIT is,_ c ITSAAS.U.bly OU OU

Mit' t , le not pu4 bo - t.,e tey

ate paid by. space or :ar-icle.

A tight, -except *the. editor.

Q Except the editor .

When you talkid&, about preparation of tea

which appeared in the Now York Times and a copy later

appeared in Our Town, were the facilities of-Our Town
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s C4mechan.14 or a Vamera rea~dy -COPY.

Q ?Rn 'yu utted ttt~

A ~'exi ou sbmdtit to. thie :4eri .

Q slow 'A heJe York Times; cheknge thAe &d thiIt

A It had*s4 oething to, do With the word

-kazi:" in it -- how the use of the word "Nai..

was utilized and some other changes I really don't recall.
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lIast monetary1 inov~rt that it h.

Q Who was reficile e lorigial stte0ent

for CODITSR with thefllection oissOn?

1A Who 'else?

Q could. you explaina who 'you :mean by "boelse"?

A I was COFITE so I guess-I would be the one

that would have to file.

Q And you did file the origihial; statement?
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Q Do yQoU h& AJary: of "tW t*additional

roughly $5,000 whch Wu* ta4 ald to; the :Le Rn

agency was final~ p442 to OWh 4&Oetsil ga

A Of course?- I can. get a oY :'o f the 'original

bill. That would be very hard to nser bedaiuse
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woi~dhewsto'. b M a W and that was it. ta th

Q Ztht hetime at which you votrked out the

44=4sgMent with the'ad agency to deduct the rest of the

X~ "Sthe -4from *mniss wowed by them 'to you?

A I couldn It honestly answer that Id' nw

Q You mentioned earlier that Doan~ ~ as
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ftfiCPinag ze,,f ~fr otca es~ hr

was Q plitcal a~4~at runingforoffie tat 5 a

allinvlve wih* he tOIT capay or hatI S ,o

P"t ti-,at.,wer

Is that clear?

Q Yes. Thank you. That's very clear.
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County, o f JOW.,york;* (endin,)

.......... ..... . .... ...... . . '".. ......

~RWTxMS Pf f the reo.

(I)ecus±in ffthe record.

A As attQorney** I'Rm sure you AMe a*are that the

*atents of af fidavit*s '8140 as you see here wore prepared

by coamasi after coavez'notion*. And te' stt et. t hat

"Jyefforts to see that W100n LaRouche 'is dfeated and that

the public is made aware 'of his activities'l is rather --
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0 e you-+t to it Oughl V+.

'++ t " +0 tion w in --' att t t+ +osue

A 'I would ao , , ?es"

Q As you are.'pbabIy aware, t e ultima*t question

-to be determined by th Cm.ion is ;nt)+r @, ot the

r- -oney was raised an/o pent for, the kup % *tncing

an election. You indicited eariter that tte Vat Uot

your intent.

Could you expl&in that further?

A I think that the ad in itself eXplains speci-

fically what we were trying to get across. Certainly I

think that in all good conscience of anyone in this room,
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The other is you also said you thopght you
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of.b" pay ar ',-the t_," Times

eM~y ~l ~roe~spet~n op~~~ Of that

At .. h..y we to pde...

Can you explain why you didn't produce.them?

A What was the date of that?

Excuse me for a minute.

(Discussion off the record.)

Q You asked me before when you had answered
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Aid59plipsi a at th04"1ae talking

about 'should," 7b*e' lpp ~U I

Q -t this DOit

find the ot w ha

A Yesi

0 Q IWe have refed* AMe4times today to a New

York Times- ad' vbcl apred phl V*bzuary 26, 1980 * Did

hat ad apPear in teNwYoJ i~e w n otrocc~s ion?

A No, it didn't.

Q We have also talked previously about the fact
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23 &t~i~tac~, doh*I4 p h l ti* l whtave tyat

: : *. 18 B ut in tb.. nature of , 3d Kayatt being F4 :Kay tt and how

' ,"i:.,::, 19 " , do thi, C did not do this aS a poli ticali:0U: itte

:- . :, 3 :or in .fvo of any candidate running for aniy *ffic,

:s21 " including the President of the United States, as La~ouche

. 22 was running for at the time. That is my case.

i Q By the way, with regard to the 'signing of

24 your deposition, both by virtue of the Rules of Civil

25 Procedure and by the Commuission's regulations, if you do
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DECEMBER 30 thru JANUARY S. i00

t CArrys'ig Civil eSbertes to a bl.:re e:t.,. the Federal Mcctiuns Commlscbonn announcd Dec. 13 142 rede-'n mntchin: funds will be ,:ed. to LwOn
t L.;ooehe in his Pin ar de.,idcnt in |U,0. This s=e:s ta:lp LJxPyeus' Mnaiey1 "0': 0o Iw2rd k.':'1hvrA-I he Prop.:ton Of the zeo-N-N=.I se.1r!. ideoog~ espoused by Laoue lnj his U.S. L.bcr P.rty..The dci~ion, m at a cia -o~a: nzeetin , sccnts si#fnur n vw f t .;!on still Co,0n1 on in the Courts Over the EC's dnale o n i'athcin fud , toLaflonche In 1..76. Te funds were den:-d on te basis of ta F-C I- vsgau nt which tued up serious questions as o the copeleuess of f .r r

14 'On 23 *0the mOb'"OrMS.0! f=.CC.A qe..rs sub

minzed by the LPtQoucle orgnZUon in ItS 19'76 npplitIcon. Tbe FEC had tor"Iresc.- 1o a subpoena-resetsid by lee LaRouche pecpin -- o obtai the fludijrecords of Me ar :--.lrzUon.
The FEC 2orion wI! hv the efiect of ;:zning to le:Itrni:e'LRouc.e as aDemoc.--zic P:,ry cs d- a: .o Z.o!e..- who do not cnderstind is real position.Wc think the . .:Witg of ,e fund; merits ciose Inspecliun, and sug;est a coo

.ressional in.eson. their Con.r.ssnrn denad.In. whnt Ccnrgrz-s ict to hid up the ,n-tching fujids for LSoucheu a -
t'I rsu ih Sa1in is cc :Juct;d.So .c: ;,e:€ :prtod vvi,.' :,'c.rd drfr u..in', situzcn Wo uw ,er niudknce, twcte i '.iV', di,ICkInS toward U:c cost o., fuai.pre advvigZ.::cn in Thw Nkor. Time;. ao :-. u. e 472.333 y o.:: ccn i:clp.
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"'The use., of antl-Je*h hate ,the Injection of anti-SenMIc Poison hftAmerican political bloodstream, adds an extr&and insidious dimension to the bizarre con.
a~waiUFUlof L61a1gul, July 24, 1!$32,6. 01 of Yom ta amI~ have alreadybee given to the Lrted States Labor

PY'Lyndon .Laouche for his
for President of t ted States.

I M eeting behin d cl:Osedw d o i ~ 8 h ~ e e a l c ~ n
ICommission apprved rrmtchrng funds for the vadnucm1a Of Lyndon Hermye LRouc e ounder Of th n!

U.S. Labor Pty. As f "a, weeK. .LRout has red3327.864.01. " -

La.Out"s mUCoM with the FEC boler, A rthis would-be autoa'a a cgoraj strategy lor -- We wow%=influence in U.S. politics. Lam faox. LARc'c nge w itni lnDemocrat and prepared to Omer sMeVel - -id- . *riw-e, inthe New Hampshirel ClOnlest, his 0101 13 auM 008 Jo -he -Ofthe major candidIes .

The ims and tactics of LaRouche's orggrTi . . .. are....d e s c r ib e d -- ." K.. . v tmy~m !
n the on-going eleven Pat Series b-Doenn i n OurTown News. the MahhaV n wldky. AddriloF at s U b en

presented in a recent New York Tumes serwUnd in 9te 18.1agereport released by the Anti-Ueflanwion LeeguU.a November.
Sut the morn disturbing devlomrents in LaRouche's rit* fornational influence stem from the FEC's mulching funds approval.Following the FEC decision. Laftouclie boughit national televisionadvertising s-os on ABC and NBC (Jan. 20 and 27). He softPOdled the Party's extmrist owogy and tiked inei abuworld peace. morality tne nation s need for a go;d-besed economyn . . and his own need for carznagn donationI.
The Jan. 27 LaRouche TV advierlisment ao emphased hissuccess in gaining matching luns. implying that the FEC's decisionis proof of his politcal lgitirracy.

LaRouche usns his matching funds to launch tundraising Appeals ontelevision which led so further mMtm1, u i,...._,.....

OUnited "e 10 the Bureau Of Slt

-New York Tilne, October 7. 1971
i aglpine In the NCLC *- rgae o alatlio of the USLP is strictMo id alets from LaRoucie's meriaular bend Of OM0e3y Wsdealt wih sv ey... The father of an NCLC member who waiempting to PAuade his daughter to leave the organirat) wLit
r"'"e One mortnn by a hosars whosO driver and attendant liac4"en tod 10 Pick UP the b y an urairfrnmAab threat

.-N AOl Review. March 30. 1971

Meetings of (rival) groups have been dilrupted and members havebeen asauted. In order to evoid beooung the kind of 'soft'organimtion it views ths groups to be. and as an of L&Rouctbsbeliefs concerning Dsychology. the NCLC his sub.ocled several ofIts own doubting momeri to sewvr Psychoogical "rsogran.ring," locking them in room for sver clays o do o. These arsagainst its ow members and others arm consterel with toeaggressive and highly antagoniic tone the NCLC takes towarespersons It perceives to be its opponents. NCLC memoers haveacouired weapons. and efforts have been made to incruc: mere, rs• mritary nN .. . It is rebonb1le to e ea that &cts of force anvilence will continue and. Perhaps, tak different dwrections.
-Harold R: Taylor. Jr.(in his cacity as Acting Anorney General o1 the Unneo States)

August 19. 1976
MIS acivkiea oflaiRouc can not be dis.'issed au more acntric-Wy. Adolph Hitler began his rise to power wih even lewerloowers.Too often LaRouch 's n ,, , .. n... a...o

.... ............ - ..... ...... *,,-- - uQW gang assaults" an
tes hi.c loa tno fuer lewm- olpponents. In our opiion. these in dents are a harbinger of luturesiOn apeals - Snd all on a Kie far wt of proportion to his initial alacks on1 Jews, BlaCks, Catholics and anyone who disegrees with

Political support. Using this lechniQue. LaRouche can theoret alUy -the USLP ideology. The FEC's aprovl of matching la.x.ollars for
receive up to $6.5 million in Federaj matching funds. LaRouche must be Condemn ed by the Public. Lafouche has a ngntto freedom of Speech: he should not have a right to use rie

The American pulic must not be deceivedI by LaRouche. In r ' U larpayer' 5 moe n Purajing his ethnic demoogey.
articles in USLP pqublicatior, LU.ROuh has desc ibed AdolfHitler's murder of 6 million JOwS as "-myu1," aid a delusion of theAmerican Zionist:. He has warned his followers about the Ejlers ofZion. an alleged consporacy of Jewism bankers to cornrol Ine word. WHAT CAN YOU DO?He has brano" the B'nai B'rith as a "eesonous consoiracy agains 1. Write your Congreswn and Seniator. Demnd a reversl of the
the United States. claiming that it "resrrects the iadition of Jews FEC's decision in the LaRouaie cM. E SosO a copy Of thiswho demanded the crutiixion of Jesus ChrsL" ad.2. Send copies of your letter to the four FEC commissoners who

I The -USLP has davishly follwid the thoughts 01 Chairman - voted in favor of the ms; recent (330.0C) matcning grant tc
, L.RCuche. It has joined with te Liberty Lobby (a longtime LaRouche. These comm.isscne are Jos'n Aikens. T

homas
4 anti-.$errahC Ora4ngon) to harass the Arflt.-Dofarnaslon Leaue of Hams. Frank Reicie. and Rooort Tiernmn: all c/o Feoentl

B'ni B'rath via a pommmee to "ean Uo the ADL" nd nue Election Commission. 1325 K St. NW. Washington D.C. 2043.
. lawsuits. The Parry has also artaaW the Justice 0epst s Nazi War 3. Help us raise the funds needed to place this ao and other ads ier
-j: C."mes prosecu.ion unit. claimn it was establishted to "got newsoaIers arouno Ife country. Send us $1 or 82 or more if you

LaRcucho." And an official 5 
crr ent rtu eriun : "h aiord it. Every bit helia We have put a Coon in this ad flo

HOlocaust curriculum in New York City's public soods as "fimth" your conrwnience.urglng "'otsCiipinary actiOn" aCains any schol which darps to lshsut the g encal rmes Of the Nazis. TO: COFITE (Commirfet O-ganized For Informing The Eletorate)SOME INFORMED SOURCES ON LAROUCHE & CO.. a 55JI 500 East 82 Street New Yorm Ci y. New York 10023
w but wel.finanie ext.remis: Doincal group, the U.S. La Party 1 ?will yOr.Ct M Congressme an/or Sonetors, I am enceos;nQ

I ... .h .as a hi ..ory of , i o ie ana nale Proosanda. . . The pay a ntrioion to help O•tray the c of 2anuelr Ags in
rI iftereture attaccs resoaced jewish oc-arizatjons, and individuals, ewp. Othrgo ut th___rv. ...The caty blas drug rzfic on an elaoorale orierriraio, aJ Zionist i n e rs throuout the oounry.

ano ,,- is . con,iry -ua oun,-.r e ces.d"geno are Femison Hereby Granted fa C~Aepl n of This Messeeac rtispt cons "a c~~ey - afonoirac Pwress druus 26. 17w Fefiso NAME_________________________________________
-De.rort Free PrAs_. Au__Us_ 2_. 1_7 

_A__ES

' ln; I.e way ac= rding to for .rW. ry rrie.bers and. in some ! " IM N.iESSomses to Partty Oulicat-oniinternal -4rry r<ec-ts a.sd law enforce- I Contnbl.,on En cs.E . lomm e isec otr Money arbyr "ri ofiCIs- ' m .em cl o N.USLP have , nfrialv&o pa ans s • Isble to COFITE. This Comn lnver ati o is no ai.or.-eO by

I at rflvas melincs. taken cvrs in inoe us of knives --d rif es i an any dte. This adv.3 rf~rrt is osid for by CFITEr -ant-4er'oris" swl arid wocucvc :r'vz:e iriliu gce, rgpc.s oon - Ci. Organaed For lndorrwrig The Ekevtonre)
4 --- _E . --, - . -- . .. . . ..

-

9.. .

t theorIes and Political haucnatons
LaRouchite& " h

N



VCN. . . o wt ....

______.____.________.__7 JA1ItUJA;RY 0 :h.- J,;IAURY 12. 1510

SCRUTINY NEEDED
Ly-don LaRonche's success in qualifying for

Sfederal ,. Mclling ftnds in his bid for tle I)emscrutic "C Party norinahion fur Fresident in 130 points up the .
agro.wina menace of the neo-nazi, nti-semrlle

f. idelogy of his U.S. Labor Party. ,
We belie,e tie act'iiies of ARfuche and his cult.

as detatced in the ten par series. of articles by Dennis.
M 'Ring published in Our Town in 1979. ca!) rot a fullr ccregressinrml investigo:ion. We urge our readers lu

. join us in ca~iing on our representalives in Congresst to see thai such an irmesigailion is launched. ,'rie
jto:

Senatcr J:nb Javits. 110 E. '5th S., NYC 10017.
Scas4,;or DanicI P. sovynilin.t, 733 T'ird ive.,

'F Rlpt ei-!;vc S. Wi.'ilam ;teen. 1622 Secrond
Ave.. N';:C 1,.)28.

Reprc.,:ent:itive Theodore Weiss, 37 '. 65th St.,
.. ' r_, I... :.. a I . h S .

.,.r...hat~v. Charles ?,. RAcgcl, 55 W. 125th SI.,NYC 10 027.

F Lor a "iWer puhlic uw.rcuesb or the threw- to
so',.y rcpresc'nled by L-nur!ec :rit Ik fandr, ,..
%r PI~r,.)'- r a fi;!.,..n.e ZA% r;%r,..mv,;t in 1t1 .c," .. i mei..-s. Co~ i';io sfor "La"'1
Ssentl tu: (.ur'.-;,. 5zo :. "Zrd .t.. IV- l . (( n
rrvt.-,. .siar uf Check prin, "'Ne. Yor k Titar Ad
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F0 . it to co!Iect enough Tr*: .",r. nrl~v pla.-ned.

11 an','onr who co.irbu*ed to
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14 ,d St.. N f. for a refund. I
c." tr,.st o eor the cost of
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FEBRUARY 3, 1920 OUR TOWN 1.

7NOTICE7
In order to get the warning about Lyndon . c's
eo-Nazi ideas to a wider audience as soon as p0bl% we

plan to take a ha-pageadI the New York Tl rther
than wait to collect enough money for a Mi-pp ad as
oroly paned. -

If anyone who contributed towards a full-pe ad would
like their money back they may write to Our TOWN 50Ow:.
Md St., NYC, for a refund.. If this should ve IS It- b

dent funds to cover the cost of the half-pgM, we pledge to
advance the difference so that the ad can be publshe&.

F cr Wntributions are solicited.,' .. ..
' . t .,-

-.. .
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COMEI: (The Coimmaillte Organized For InformingThe Flecborate) was created in inform Nolers abaut ls.real nu-NSzj' andsemitic progr.Im f L nden
In h.2r1ourhe. 

fntt.jer and ver Cf 1te U.S. Lab.r Pgry.
.I.a:eauc, in CantpaipinV for the L)kmuernat.presidntiial nonninaion. has :tlempaed to "ene,,l hisPrue Po111011 CO"T.'s purpose has been to revealtile tru lil behind tht ca:mpaign rheitric.To Mnte. COI'ITI. has raised S-.S4. Of this :tlnU~t

n=Pprosimagtl. ) came~ in respo:be Wn an ad ;laced
in the Feb. 26 ,,w York Times. Our Town renders have
rontriltultad gliollt S2.0O.

The ad in the Times has cost COEITEP S.61S. Thishs resultcd in a deficit of appro.inntely S5.500.Accrrdinit t he Federal Clettitnns Commi sion,LaRucIhe's c:anipain contribtolinns thrnulb Fehruar..190, amountcd to $3,S72 ir Nw York Stale altne.This sim Included only c-ntrihtinns of nore ihan
S200.

Readers intrrested in spreading The word on Ihe real
LaRouchle are askcd 14) send lhLir contribulions lu. COFIT,'- c;. f.. r2ond St.. N% C NN:128.
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STATE OF NEW YORK )
COUNTY OF NEW YORK )

ED KAYATT, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

S-1. I am the publisher of Our Town Newspaper.,

2. Our Town Newspaper is a local newspaper distributed

on the upper east side of New York, free of charge through

apartment buildings and other public places such as banks and

supermarkets.

3. DENNIS KING is a free lance writer who has written

a series of articles based upon an investigation of LYNDON LAROUCHi

Those articles have found that Mr. LAROUCHE is a Nazi sympathizer

and those facts elicited during the investigation were covered

in news articles in the Our Town Newspaper.

4. During the investigation, it was learned that

Mr. LAROUCHE had qualified for matching funds. As these funds

come from taxpayer dollars, I believe that the public should

be informed of that-fact and I further believe that the facts

as set forth in the news articles written by Mr. KING should

be read by a larger number of New Yorkers, many of whom live

outside the area of distribution of the newspaper.
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scandidate. lum fa p*,tioalAr party,

faf e n investigation o kakldt'Isrecord, ~~

determine which candidate we believe is best q ,aaf dif , the

position which he or she is seeking. in some ins ta-AC0, ieh

as the one herein, it is determined that a particular candidate

is in our opinion not qualified to hold public oftict. In that-

event, we attempt to elicit facts and to write based on tho

facts, articles which will be news articles and which will

inform the general public of what that investigation has

uncovered. My efforts to see that LYNDON LAROUCHE is defeated

I and that the public is made aware of his activities in tho
past has nothing to do and is in no way connected with the

.political activities of any other candidate or any other party.

Ij 6. I have not collected contribations of $1,000. I

I have collected contributions of $614 which is far short of
';the $1,000 set forth in the complaint.

WHEREFORE, it is respectfully requested that the

iCommission take no action in regard t6 the complaint herein.

'I ED KAYATT

,,Sworn to before me this

day of February, 1980

ox* f"r.

0.

I
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uagainst-

AFFIDAVIT

SAXE, BACON & BOLAN, P.C.
Attorneysfor Defendants

39 EAST 6kh STRUT "
NEW YORK, N.Y. 100231

(212) 472.1400

LWO: DAVID S. HELLER

., 4ttorn(a) for Plaintiff

p8ervice of a copy of the within

IAttomr(s) for

'PLEASE

jNOTICE OF

NOTICE OF
SETTLEMENT

TAKE NOTICE

that the within is a (certified) true copy of a
entered in the offce of the clerk of the within named court on

that an Order of which the within is a true copy wijU be presented for settlement to the Hon.
one of the judges of the within named Court,

19 .at

Dated:

Anorneys for
SAXE, BACON & BOLAN, P.C.

39 FAST (41h STREET
NEW YORK. N.Y. 10021

To:

.1 Attorme(s) for

ie hereby admitted.

01U-R', 'Tom'



Ms. Marilyn Smalls
United States Courthouse
Southern District Reporters
40 Centre Street, Room 441

-- . New York, New York 10007-1596

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Ms. Smalls:

As per your conversation with Anne Cauman on November 24,
1981, this is to confirm that we will be using the services
of one of your court reporters at a deposition on Wednesday,
December 16, 1981, at 11:00 a.m. in Room 18 of the United

oD States Courthouse, 40 Centre Street, New York, New York.

If you have any questions, please call Anne Cauman at
(202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

By: S ott E. Thomas
Assistant General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION'
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20M3

December 1, 1981

RRequested

Jeffrey Cylkowski, Esq.
Saxe, Bacon & Bolan, P.C.
39 East 68th Street
New York, New York 10021

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Cylkowski:

As per your conversation with Anne Cauman on November 24,
1981, this is to confirm the rescheduling of Mr. Kayatt's
deposition testimony pursuant to 11 C.F.R. 5 111.15(c) from
Monday, November 30, 1981, at 11:00 a.m. to Wednesday, December
16, 1981, at 11:00 a.m. in Room 18 of the United States Court-
house, 40 Centre Street, New York, New York 10007.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteeleGeneral Counsel

y: Scott E. Thomas
Assistant General Counsel

millW~ll ,

" PMEW;

ft
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RATES

CONSECUTIVE
WEEKS

dopn
' Four

Eight
Thirteen

,-Fifty-two

0

RATES SCAEDULE A
COST

*LINES- PER LINE

1,500
2,500

5,000
10,000
25,000
50,000

$2.41
$2.11
$1.94
$1.84
$1.80
$1.60
$1.40

COST PER
COLUMN IN

$33.74
$29.54
$27.16
$25.76
$25.20
$22.40
$19.60

CONSECUTIVE
WEEKS

Open
Four
Eight
Thirteen
Twenty-six
Fifty-two

RATE SCHE DU LE S

COST
.*LNES PER'LINE

1,500
2,500
6,000

10,000 f
26,000
50,000

NATIONAL RATE

$1.64
$1.64
$1.45
S1.38
$1.34
$1.20
$1.08

COST PER
COLUMTI IN

$25.76
$22.96
$20.30
$19.32
$18.76
$16.80
$15.12

$2.78 $38.92

CONSECUTIVE
WEEKS

Open
Four
Eight
Thirteen
Twenty-six
Fifty-two

RATES SCHEDULE A

COST COST PER
*LINES PER LINE COLUMN IN

1,500
2,500
5,000

10,000
25,000
50,000

$3.59
$3.16
$2.90
$2.76
$2.71
$2.40
$2.23

$50.26
$44.24
$40.60
$38.64
$37.94
$33.60
$31.22

Center Section

CONSECUTIVE
WEEKS

Open
Four
Eight
Thirteen
Twenty-six
Fifty-two

RATE SCHEDULE B

COS" COST PER
*LINES PER LINE COLUMN IN

1,500
2,500
5,000

10,000
25,000
50,000

$2.76
$2.46
$2.18
$2.07
$2.01
0 .60
$1.62

538.64
$34.44
$30.45
$28.98
$28.14
$25.20
$22.68

RATE SCHEDULE A:
Restaurants, entertainment, services,

branch operations, real estate and mail order.

RATE SCHEDULE B:
Local Retail.

Rate Schedule efter.ive April 10 1980.

NATIONAL RATE $4.17 $58.38

All rates are based upon advance paymentlin full.
*Lineage available only to 4A Rated-agencies.

Within 12 months.

ADDITIONAL SERVICES
Position ana color services rates available upon request

Custom inserting available at $60 per 1.000 with a 5.000 minimum
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INvo14CE NO, '~)~-I-

03/31/0'FOWN N EWSPAPEW
EASr 82NU ST
YORK, N Y I' )2

TERMS NET

I IatIIct
NIERTION DATE PUBLICATION .

TIMES RATE

N Y Nw%

PUB SUBTUTAL

N Y rIMES I AL COFITE FLAT L40:42. 00

PUB. SUBTOTAL

INVOICE TOTAL

t, .2 )6

1., )64 I.:),

500
NEW

I
COST

1 & 00

ON

:..:2 4(.)

0
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- , ,,,,loor/Z elephone N& Cade

Name Cor D

1.Q0Telephone . 20Q r 4cak, 3a 0OCores 4.O0President 560Ote Q ~Mgft e.QHigh Balance
Product Type

1. 0 Checking 3. 0 Check/Plus B. 0 SCIL/PL. 7. 0 C/C Sev. 9. 0 Clubs 11.0 Mtg./MC/VISA

2. 0 R/C', 4. 0 D/L/C 6. 0 P/P Say. eady r 10. 0 EFT 12.OOther
Problem Type Enco nPtoPhoto

1.0 PostedTwlce 2. OMispostd 3. ONot Posted 4.0 Error 5. teist 6. 0 Ck/D 7 0 StatementPhoto .. Ret.

8.0 State/Cks. 9. O Subpoena 10. OCert. 11.(QN.G.Ck. 12. 0Pay't 13.0Check 4.QCBC 15.( Othe

Photo Stetement or Multi Charge Waived No. of Photos
wOff ates / ~ L

R~son
ear0 ev d 0 Audit/Lost 0 Collection 0 r. Inv.- Details:

Home Addrs Information:

Same 0 New Address 0 Diff. Address 0 Foreign Code Inc.

- Photo Date Transaction Amount Batch Track Number

"4pellaneous Details _ _ _ _ _ _ _

=(?J , ,

Resolution Detailsf

ck& Ojxd O 4
//

WV

V~

/ Investigator Stem,,/rS L/

2PA nA

IL.L.

Item 250514 (NSF 289 Rev. 1-81) Pkg. 250
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.LM T YN
ADRS. 17T512N'0 AV' S

NY NY 1O:28
CITY ATf. ED KAYATT

UITE 2(2

860 2525

C1466

CREDIT LIiTs

SALESMAN

I I I

M MNO

,BK CR
(~A'

N.m.

DATE *EFERP4Cg, DEBIT CREDIT I vl BALANCE

BALANCE FORWARD

-JUL3 M.iJL3\ \

AUM3 5
AUG3\1%
AUGM\ %%
SEP305\
OCT305\

OCTM~

70,200
7 1.1.2
80i35
847,57
81,0558

'"1.473
1 0568

122Z031

52.5
515.9
96.9

-61.2
4 19,'

1,34.10
1L9.33.70
19) 94.95
2,414.12

1,192.8'

MILLER ADVERTISING AGENCY, INC.
NEW YORK, N. Y.

C

'4 * tI

<.4 AX1.'
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RATING:

CREWI1 LIMIT:

'V.

CR AS PER ATT

JAN U, M

JAN 1%14
JAN23bQ

37

37
343

EB29SO 7s6 9 3
Z4 jcs 45

APR % ~ 47

8,1.92

FCAO

kP

64!
8,336

694

8a577

NOV %a o ONI
8,769

JuN 30 81 9598
MILLER

- 32.00 CR

.00
29000.60

3,000.00 cy
5.064.00

,5.095-00

5,157.00

5.!fA0 S.
5.30 2 .77

5,064.OOs

5,1.42.78

5,064.90S-

5,149.25

t). 0 4.0 0

51 .25

72651
795.76

761.51

5. 3 @47

5.0&A6

4 -

795ilj
7 2 .1

340.33 2 46.78'
5 5 5 .q .3 3 4 ,33'!

592.93
715.435
I'. - 4

I; -: 5. -0

INC.
NEW YORK, N. Y.

4; *~-.- -

(44 4

POX,
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CREDIT LIMIfT

SALESMANs

P3 , ., 5,124
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Certified Mail
'Return rece... Requef

Lawrence M. Abramson, Eaq,
Saxe, Bacon & Dolan, P.C.
39 East 68th Street
New York, New York 10021

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Xr. Abramson:

On September 10, 1980, the Federal Election C aion
("Commission") notified your Clients .-tt -the comisi had
found reason to believe that EdwardR. kayatt and the Couittee
Organized For Informing the Electorate ("COFITE") had violated
2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 and that Manhattan Media Corporation,
trading as Our Town, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b. As you are
aware, an inestigation of this matter is being conducted, and
it has been determined that additional information from Mr. Kayatt
is necessary.

Consequently, the Commission has issued the attached

Nsubpoena which requires Mr. Kayatt to appear and give sworn
testimony on November 30, 1981, in Room 18 of the United States
Courthouse, 40 Centre Street, New York, New York 10007. This
testimony will assist the Commission in carrying out its statu-
tory duty of supervising compliance with the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of
22.5 cents per mile. Mr. Kayatt will be given a check for his
witness fee and mileage at the time of the deposition.



160tter to Latim4 LNramson
Page, TWO
MUR 1137

Please oonntii XMr. ayatt' a scheduled appearance Vthin•
two days of your receipt of this notification with Anne CaUman,
the attorney handling this matter, at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General unel

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena

t4

N

0 . *.

C.



to A... par f or V==tiota Upon oral xA snation

N~t dWIftad R. Kayatt
o Lawrence M. Ab3rmzsml, Esq. ,

Sa*, Bacon & Bolan, !.C.
391 :et 68th Mt.et
NeW York, Now YOrk 10021

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission pursuant

to Section 437d of Title 2 of the United States Code, you are

hereby subpoenaed to appear for deposition with regard to the

Commission's investigation in Matter Under Review 1137. Notice

is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken 
at Room 18

011 of the United States Courthouse, 40 Centre Street, New York,

%0 New York 10007, beginning at 11:00 AM on November 30, 1981, and

continuing each day thereafter as necessary.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., thiso2/.Lday of

19 81.

Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Wjorie W. Emmons
Secryary to the Commission



Certified Mail
Return Receipt Reque ted.

Lawrence M. Abramson, Esq.
Saxe, Bacon & Bolan, P.C.
39 East 68th Street
New York, New York 10021

Re: ,MUR 1137

Dear Yx. Abramson:

On September 10, 1920, the eoral Eetion comu$ssioia
("Commission") notified your cl es th t 6h Com i"nhad
found reason to believe that Edward R. Kayatt and the Coittee
Organized For Informing the Electorate ("COFITE") had violated
2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 and that Manhattan Media Corporation,
trading as Our Town, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b. As you are
aware, an in-estigation of this matter is being conducted, and
it has been determined that additional information from Mr. Kayatt
is necessary.

Consequently, the Commission has issued the attached
subpoena which requires Mr. Kayatt to appear and give sworn
testimony on November 30, 1981, in Room 18 of the United States
Courthouse, 40 Centre Street, New York, New York 10007. This
testimony will assist the Commission in carrying out its statu-
tory duty of supervising compliance with the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of
22.5 cents per mile. Mr. Kayatt will be given a check for his
witness fee and mileage at the time of the deposition.



Kyatt' a hedulled!- apro
two~ "T pt of this -notifiaig with" mm*

t ..... 0ty~reM~Xing this matter, at (202) 523 4000..

- Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure

Subpoena
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SUBJECT:

CHARLES STEELE

MARJORIE W. 4S/jODy CUSTER"C

NOVEMBER 3, 1981

SUBPOENA REGARDING MUR 1137

The attached subpoena which was Coaurission approved

on November 2, 1981 by a vote of 6-0 has been signed and

sealed this date.

Attachment:
subpoena

0

0
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISQ#
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20.3

NEKRADUM

TO: 'The Commission

FROM: Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Couns Y

SUBJECT: Authorization to Issue Subpoena

in Connection with MUR 1137

This matter arises out of a complaint filed ,by Cit ens
for LaRouche. It concerns anti-La Rouche arn. saet Whicdh
appeared in both the New York Times and Our ,, a, V41y.
newspaper published by re-spo-ndentanhat a Copoatio"I
Other respondents are the Committee Organized For Infotming the
Electorate (COFITE) and Edward R. Kayatt. Mr. Kayatt is the
president of Manhattan Media Corporation, the publisher and

oD editor of Our Town and the Chairman of COFITE.

The complaint basically alleged that oespondenta Manhattan
Media Corporation and Edward Kayatt were acting as a ."poltial

O committee" by soliciting funds in the editorial pages fOu
Town to pay for an advertisement in the NeW York Times fo he
purpose of defeating Lyndon LaRouche in his campalgn for the
Democratic Presidential nomination. 1/ After the complaint Was
sent to the initial respondents, their attorney replied denying
the allegations in the complaint largely on the basis of the
news exception to expenditures contained in 2 U.S.C.
S 431(9) (B)(i). However, this response also contained an affida-
vit from Mr. Kayatt in which he referred to his "...efforts to
see that LYNDON LAROUCHE is defeated and that the public is

I/ The complaint also included allegations against a free-
lance reporter, Dennis King, who authored and helped to
publicize a series of articles critical of LaRouche which
appeared in Our Town. However, Mr. King's activities
would appear to fall within the news exception to expendi-
tures contained in 2 U.S.C. S 431(9)(B)(i), and
the Commission found no reason to believe that Mr. King
violated the Act.



-2-

made aware of his activities in the past...." Soon afte;drWa4
Mr. Kayatt filed an FEC Form 5, Report of Independent Expndt-
tures, in the name of COFITE indicating that it had rie;=.w
$619 in contributions and had made no expenditures. No furt:ier
filings have been made on behalf of COFITE.

As exhibits to the complaint, the complainant included
editorials from Our Town critical of the granting of matching
funds to LaRouche. Thecomplainant later sent the Commission
several other excerpts from Our Town, all referring to raising
money for an advertisement in the New York Times concerning
LaRouche, and a copy of the advertisement which appeared in the
New York Times on February 26, 1980. The General Counsel's
Office also received from the Press Office a copy of an advertise-
ment apparently identical in wording to the New York Times ad
which appeared in the February 24 - March 1, 1980 edition of
Our Town. Both ads state that LaRouche has been given over
00 for his Presidential campaign. They mention that

LaRouche is a Democratic candidate, discuss matching funds at
some length, and also discuss LaRouche's alleged anti-semitip,
comparing him to Hitler. Both ads state that they were paid
for by COFITE. While early excerpts from Our Town referred to
efforts by the paper to raise money for a New York Times ad,
later excerpts referred to fundraising efforts by CoFITE. They
indicated that the New York Times advertisement had cost over
eight thousand dollars and that COFITE had raised over three
thousand dollars. A question thus raised was whether Manhattan
Media Corporation had received contributions or subsidized or
made expenditures in connection with the advertisements.

Based on the information then available, the Commission on
September 3, 1980, found reason to believe that both Edward
Kayatt and COFITE violated 2 U.S.C. ss 433 and 434 for failure
to register COFITE as a political committee and for failure to
file required reports. The Commission also found reason to
believe that Manhattan Media Corporation, trading as Our Town,
had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making contributions or expendi-
tures in connection with a federal election.

In response to the reason to believe notification counsel
for Mr. Kayatt and the Manhattan Media Corporation wrote an
ambiguous letter indicating they were "willing to enter into
'informal' conciliation" but stating they were "unwilling and
unable...to admit any violation.... " The letter also stated "we
are willing to produce whatever documents that you require."



m3m

Ml -the thfomwtl±& ~vilsWa was got: smfat 4 it, to"",
f er euination as to *3 tr any violati-ons d h 1

cc, itted, questions and reque4e f.o. a 1
Mr. Wiytt through, cwu~s. Th coe atr Ing~
Commission would. oo dbx "invt l ". conciliation_ oiniil o.
the additional infOmtOn. For the next- evmonths":| .

counsel kept promising to provide the requested info mt h&lut
failed to do so. The requests were reissued in subpoena fOM'P
and Mr. Kayatt finally responded. His response was inadoqtate
to resolve the matter, however, in that his answers to sr e
questions were ambiguous and in some instances seemingly cOntra-
dictory. He also failed to include any of the subpoenaed
documents, but indicated with regard to some of them that he
was unable to find them.

In light of the subtleties of some of the areas in qestion
and the vagueness of previous answers, the General Counsel' s
staff has determined that deposing Mr. Kayatt is likely to be
the most effective way to settle remaining questions ambain
the information necessary to resolve this case. A depositipon
would provide for an opportunity to press for further information
if confronted with vague responses (which seem likely in light
of previous experience with these respondents .

Recommendation

Authorize the attached subpoena to Edward R. Kayatt and cover
letter to his counsel, Lawrence M. Abramson

o Attachments

N Copy of subpoena- 1
Copy of letter- 1



39 East 68th Street
New York, New York 100-21

At the instance of the Federal Election Commission pursuant

to Section 437d of Title 2 of the United States Code, you are

hereby subpoenaed to appear for deposition with regard to the

Commission's investigation in Matter Under Review 1137. Notice

tn is hereby given that the deposition is to be taken at Room 18

Sof the United States Courthouse, 40 Centre Street, New YOrR

New York 10007, beginning at on November , 1981, and

continuing each day thereafter as necessary.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

"tr has hereunto set his hand at Washington, D.C., this day of

3 1981.

John Warren McGarry
Chairman

Federal Election Commission

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission



Certified Mail
Return Recept, Requeste_

Lawrence M. Abramson, Zsq.,
Saxe, Bac6n & Bolan, P.Co
39 East 68th Street
New York, New York 10021

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Abramson:

On September 10, 198, the Federal Election Cmisaon
(fCommission") notifted your3 .lid , that -thai ouIIisti~on Z
found reason to believe that Edward R. Xayatt and the Coswttee
Organized For Informing the Electorate C"COFlTE") had violated
2 u.s.c. SS 433 and 434 and that Manhattan Media Corporation,

C trading as Our Town, had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b. As you are
aware, an ines'fItion of this matter is being conducted, and

47 it has been determined that additional information from Mr. Kayatt
is necessary.

Consequently, the Commission has issued the attached
Nsubpoena which requires Mr. Kayatt to appear and give sworn

testimony on November , 1981, in Room 18 of the United States
Courthouse, 40 Centre Street, New York, New York 10007. This
testimony will assist the Commission in carrying out its statu-
tory duty of supervising compliance with the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.14, a witness summoned by the
Commission shall be paid $30.00, plus mileage at the rate of
22.5 cents per mile. Mr. Kayatt will be given a check for his
witness fee and mileage at the time of the deposition.



Charles N. Steele
Generta Counsel

BY:
Xenneth A. Gkoss
Associate General Counoel

Rncloswie
Subpoena
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'Xiithe 14tterof:

Edard Re. 1ayatt )~ 13

anhattai I#.dia Corporationl
t/a our m

Commi tteeo Infrmiing
the Electorate)

EDWARD R. KAYATT, answering the eleven questions submitt~d

by th Fedral lect o Ciiion, hereby statesthe following

under oath:

1.' Edward Kayatt, President

2. only the advertisement which appeared in the New

York Times and Our Town.

3. && No

b.Yes, approximately $2,300.00

oc. Used towards payment of the New York Times ad.

4. We were informing the electorate that Mr. LaRouche

was obtaining Federal Funding, with tax payers dollars.

5. a. Yes

b. see 3b

6. a. Approximately three weeks prior.

b. Cannot locate. Balance of approximately $5,000.00

1still due.

c. -0-
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"me use... of antwewp^ 110 , W*fr( Cid p""
the Injection of anU-Se 4 poison Into I bMe LA A
American political bloodstream, adds an extra
and Insidious dimension to the bizarre con- -- Ani-Defmatlon League, July 24, 19,

27,86L. 1of you tax dollars have almdy
been given to Uie Uited Stae Labor

Par f o rPresdent of OtR U ted States
canlmpTor ire et of U k U ted tes

I. 'b

Moting behind closed doors on Dec. ik the lederg Elections
Commission approved matching funds or the tedential mm.
paign of Lyndon Hermyle LaRouche. founder of the anti-Semitic
U.S. Labor Party. As of last weak LaRouche M ire
$327.864.01. C .

LaRouche's success with the FEC bolters, toin alamitng degree,
this would-be autocrat's electoral strategy for lominga ignficn
influence in U.S. politics. Last fall. LaRoucl-de1u -I1mslf a
Democrat and Prepared to enter several IIIs1aprilIP. In
the New Hampshire contest his effort arlo ll3u of
the major candidates. " '

The aims and tactics of LaRouche's OWliu~ n e
described in the ongoing eleven part series by4ennla Kh I Our
Town News, the Manhattan weeldy. Additio facts &4 been
presented in a recent New York Times serieAnd in the ISlage
report released by the Anti-DefamioM LeeguuMs Novmber.

But the most disturbing developments in LaRouche's drIve or
national influence stem from the FEC's matching funds approval.
Following the FEC decision. LaRouche bought national television
advertising spots on ABC and NBC (Jan. 20 and 27). He soft
peddled the party's extremist ideolocy and talked onstead about
world peace, morality the nation's need for a gold-basd economy
... and his own need for campaign donations.

The Jan. 27 LaRouche TV advertisement also emphasbd his
success in gaining matching funds. implying that the FEC's decision
is proof of his political legitimacy.

LaRouche uses his matching funds to launch fundraising appeals on
television which lead to further matching funds and further teev-
sion appeals - and all on a scale far out of proportion to his initial
political support. Using this technique. LaRouche can theoretically
receive up to $6.5 million in Federal matching funds

The American public must not be deceived by LaRouche. In recet
articles in USLP publications. LaRouche has depwilmd Adolf
Hitler's murder of 6 million Jews as "mytcal" and O"delu ;iof the
Anerican Zionist." He has warned his followers about tW Pf'ders of
Zion. an alleged conspiracy of Jewish bankers to control the Warld.
He has branded the B'nai B'rith asa "treasonous conspiracy ginst
the United States." clai.ning that it "resurrects the tradition of Jews
who demanded the crucifixion of Jesus Christ."

The USLP has slavishly followed the thoughts of Chairman
LaRouche. It has joined with the ULberty Lobby (a longtime
anti-Semitic organization) to harass the Anti-Defamation League of
B'nai B'rith via a committee to "Clean Up the ADL" and nuisance
lawsuits. The party has also attacked the Justice Oot's Nazi war
Crimes prosecution unit. claiming it was established to"g
LaRouche." And an official party statement has denounce te
Holocaust curriculum in New York City's.public schools as "filth,"
urging ?'disciplinary action" against any school lvich dares to teac h
about the genocidal crimes Of the Npzis.

SOME INFORMED SOURCES ON LAROUCHE & CO.... A emal
but well-finanoed extremist political group, the U.S. labor Party
which has a history of violence and hate propaganda. . .The party
literature attacks respected Jewish organizations and Individuals.
The party blames drug traffic on an elaborate international Zionist
and British conspiracy - a conspiracy federal drug enforcement
officials call "absolutely unlounded."

-Detroit Free Press. August 26. 1979
Along the way according to former party members and. In some
cases to party Publications. internal party rerds and law enforce-
me nt officials- members of the (USLP) have initiated gang assaults
at rivals' meetings. taken courses in the use of knives and rifles at an"anti-terrorist" s and Produced private intellgence.reporls on

"p'tl*m!t-ld ilupsin tho niled ti s for W Bureau Of SWSecurcity' of South Afrki
-Now York Times. Ostober T. 137A

discpline in th NCLC - cae organization of the USLP is s"
and dientm from LURouchea pmrtiuW brand of outhodomy an
dealt with severely.. The father of an NCLC member. who wm'
attempting to persuade his daughter to leavo the organimtwin ww
greeted one morning by a hearn whoes driver and attendant hc
teen told "to Oik up the body," an unniiale hra .

-- NWWa Review. Mwch 80. 10"

Meetings of (rival) groups have been diseuptd and memes have
been emuiied. In order to avoid beoming the kind of "soft
organiton it views thee groupato be. and as p of LaIOUce's
bell*fs con.erning psyohology. the NCLC s Noublced Ver l Of
is own doubting members to swv p*logical "reprografm

n." eoling them in rooms or sevea das todo so. Thme acts
against Is own members and other e consisltent with the
agress and highly antagonistic tone the NCLC takes towards
persons I perceives to be its OpOnents. NCLC mIem haveapolfied wepons aund effort have been mde to instruct membrs
-in military drill... It Is emmble to expect that S of fore and
violence will continue and, perhaps, take dtfeent directions.

-- l.rold R. Taylor. Jr.
(in his capaciy as Acting.Atorney General of the United States)

Augus 19.1976

h eactMtes of LaFouche can not be dismissed as mom een:ric-
ity. Adolph Hltler begn his rise to power with even fewer folwes
Too often LaRouche's solutions have included "gng assaus" on
opponents. In our opinion, thes incidents re a harbinger of future
attacks on J e slacks. Catholics and anyone who digreeswith
the USLP ideology. The FEC'S approval of matching tax.dls hr
LaRouche mu be condemned by the public. LaRouche has a fight
to freedom of speech; he should not have a right to us the
'taxpeyr money in pursuing his ethnic demagoguery.

WHAT CAN YOU DO?
1. Write your Congressman and Senator. Demand a reversal of the

FEC's decision in the LaRouche as. Enclose a Copy of this
ad.

2. GSend copies of your letter to the Iour FEC comm issiners who
voted In favor of the most recent ($30000) matching grant to
LaRouche. These commissioners ae Joan in. Thomas
Harris. Frank Reiche, and Robert Tiernan: all c/o Federal
Election Commission. 1325 K St. NW. Washington D.C. 20463.

. Help us rais the funds needed to place this ad and other ads in
newspapers around the country. Send us$1 or 2 or more f you
can afford it. Every bit helps. We hav put a coupon in this ad for
your convenience.

TO: COFITE (Committee Organized For Informing The Electorate)
500 East 82 Street. New York City. New York 10026
I will contact my Congressman and/or Senators I am enclosing
a contribution to help defray the cost of similar afs in
newspapers throughout the country.

Pormission Hereby Granted for Duplication of This Meamge

NAME| ADDRESS_______________

Contribution Enclosed ._...... Make check or Money Or
payable to COFITE. This communication is not authorized by
any candidate. This adverisment is paid for by COFITE
Lommittee Organized For Informing The Electorate).

i Wil mal a e mm mm W __ - - -__ _

I _____________

v O
I!
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Re: MUfl 1137'

Dear Mr. Abranson::

OnDese 1P 9,80" q* office. was providedwit , a

I' seesofq~~iiow hih qird te write i~r ~f
014 thi, production Of certain doeveents by, your,01cint
2dwar, a. tayatt.

I -as advised that,:in tolephone conversationS on
January 13 and March 4, 1981, you indicated to Vincent 7.
Convery, Jr., of my staff that a response would be forth-
coming. To date, we have received none.

0 Since the Commission operates under a statutory require-

ment to process its investigations expeditiously, PM
2 U.S.C. S437g(a) (8), it has issued the attached Okr and
Subpoena to compel Mr. Kayatt's response. His failure to
comply with the Order and Subpoena may form the basis of
enforcement action in U.S. District Court.

Sin,

Charles N. SRM
General Counsel

Enclosure



Larry Abramson, Esquire
Saxe, Bacon and Bolan, P.C.
39 East 68th Street
New York, New York 10021

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Abramson:

On December 8, 1980, your office was provided with a
series of questions which required the written answers of,
and the production of certain documents by, your client
Edward R. Kayatt.

I am advised that in telephone conversations on
January 13 and March 4, 1981, you indicated to Vincent J.
Convery, Jr., of my staff that a response would be forth-
coming. To date, we have received none.

Since the Commission operates under a statutory require-
ment to process its investigations expeditiously, see
2 U.S.C. S437g(a)(8), it has issued the attached Or-er and

o Subpoena to compel Mr. Kayatt's response. His failure to
comply with the Order and Subpoena may form the basis of

Ienforcement action in U.S. District Court.

ISincerely,

f6 Charles N. Steele
r, ?! General Counsel
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o0 AND sUU'00M

In the Matter of: ))
Edward R. Kayatt )
Manhattan Media Corporation ) MUR 1137

t/a Our Town )
Comittee-rrInforming

V the Electorate )

To:
Edward R. Kayatt
c/o Larry Abramson, Esq.
Saxe, Bacon and Bolan, P.C.
39 East 68th Street

New York, New York 10021

PURSUANT to Section 437d(a)(1) of Title 2, United States
oCode, you are hereby ORDERED to'submit sworn, notarized,

written answers to the eleven questions listed on pages 1
through 3 of the attachment to this Order.

PURSUANT to Section 437d(a)(3) of Title 2, United States
Code, you are SUBPOENAED to produce legible copies of all
documents in your possession or control which are called for
in the said questions.

The aforementioried written answers and documents are
required to be filed with the Office of General Counsel, Federal
Election Commission, k325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20463, before the clobe of business on the tenth day following

.service of this SUBPOENA and ORDER.



ATTEST:

Secret to t4 Comiston
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1. State your name and tht position you hol4 ln
a)Mankhata K a o t*,pb) 0ut

c) the Committee Organi sedto'binforiU"764i 21
(COnTZ )•

2. In an affidavit dated February 4, 1980, you stated thats
"My efforts to see that Lyndon La Rouche is defeated ...
has nothing to do and is in no way connected with the

*political activities of any other candidate or any other
party."

Please detail all "efforts" which you have taken, or are now,
taking "to see that Lyndon La Rouche is defeated." Specifically,

1% do such efforts include the formation of, and the activities
of, COFITE?

N 3. In your affidavit of February 4, 1980, you indicated, that to
that point, you had collected contributions of $614.

n" a. Were the funds so collected to be used for the purpose
of making independent expenditures for or against any0Federal candidate? If so, which candidate?

b. Did you collect any contributions after February 4, 1980?
If so, in what amount?

c. What disposition have you made of all contributions you
have received?

4.. ..
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4 In an o
Contributions by Wezeona1), dated :Febiuaryj *
fild with the Ccmxs:**o the aued 0 as-t,.
of ZT C ~l?8, icat'*4 tha&t tU Cmite*W *q i

independent, expenditure tih oop!siti tO n'
candidate." Identify that candidate.

5. In that same FEC Form 5, you indicated that, through
February 15, 1980, COFITE had received contributions of
$619.

a) Was the $614 you earlier stated- you had received included
in the $619 COFITE is reported to have received?

b) Has COFITE received contributions in addition to the
initial $619. If so, in what amount?

6. On or about February 26p 1980, a half-page advertisement,
sponsored by COFITE, appeared in the New York Times.

a) State the date on which COFITE ordered this ad.

b) State the date on which COFITE paid for this ad. Attach
copies (both sides) of any instrument used by COFITE to
pay for the ad.

c). State the amount of funds COFITE had on hand as of the
:date it paid for this ad.

d) State the cost of this ad.

- * -f .; - . .. . +

- -~ . ... ~ .



txsions to' i
?age !three -
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*,Stat e term ~vu~wa~Juuue. Sate he:.te , of payment, mpa. y,":3 :,?

Times. -tta b copies of all biLls, #..
pert ain!i. to the ad.

7. If the cost. of the New York Times advertio-iue'nt vLls greater
than the amount of funds he by COFITE, StAte who paid th.e
balance of the cost of the advertisement. Was 0u.h: bala nc* noi.
paid to COPITE or to the New York Times? Attach C0Pione
(both sides) of any instrument used to pay such balilft,

8. Has COFITE made any expenditures other than that for the
New York Times ad? If so, please list them.

17

9. State, or attach schedules of, the advertising rates charged
by Our Town during the period December 1979 through July 1980.

10. Attached as Exhibit I is a ;q9py..pf an advertisement whvich
appeared in Our Town on .ortabout February 24, 1980. State
the cost of t-h-is ad, and attach copies (both sides) of any
instrument used to pay for it.

C

11. Attached as Exhibit II is a copy of a solicitation, entitled
"COFITE funds" which appeared in Our Town on or about May 11,
1980. State the cost of this advertisement and attach copies
of any instrument(s) used to pay for it.

- END OF QUESTIONS



"TheIM 0-tIAmordoan poflf" bnd~ab1 * " "
-and Ins/d/•us aftiension to ff I m
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Meeting behind closed doors 0n Dc. Sthe'edrtWm s-
Commission approved atching funds for the Puedil m
pargn of Lyndon Herme LaRouh. hWider f
US Labor Psrty. As of lad weak -a- uh
$327.864.01.

LaRouche's suss with the FEC bolsters,
this would-be auUtlowecoral strategy for A I
influence in U.. politics. Lad fall. - -
Democrat and p rpad to ener s I In
the Now Haipshi contest, hi efforts
the mnor candidate. .-.

The aims and tin of LaRouche's or.aniiltbi
described In thec r n eeven m4 see D
Town News. the Manhattan weely. Additolh fats -bn
presented in a recent New York Times senesn In Oth U11ga
report released by the ArIl-Osamation Legumfita Neember.

But the most disturbing developments In LaRouchas *tov hor
national Influence stem from the FECS matching funds
Following the FEC decision. LaRouche bought national 1eleision
advertising spot on ABC and NBC (Jan. 20 end ,7). Ie soft

peddled the party's extremist Ideology and talked budged about.
world peace, morality the nation's need tor a gold,4liied eomy
... and his own need for campaign donations.

The Jan. 27 LaRouche TV advertisement also emaftd his
success in gaining matching funds. implying that the FECd is lion
is proof of his political legitimacy.

LaRouche uses his matching funds to launch fundlsangp p on
television which lead to further matching funds n f tald.-
sion appeals - and all on a ms far out of proporion to his itild
political support. Using this techniqu. LaRouche am theoreticlly
receive up to 56.5 million in Fedu matching funds.

The American Public must not be dceived by LaRoAuche.n ined
articles in USLP publications, LaRouche has de ormied Adolf
Hitler's murderof 6 millionowsas. ythicl"anda dlusionof the
Amrican Zionid&" He has warned is followers aboute mlder of
Zion. an alleged conspiracy of Jewish bankers to corial the worl =

He has braned the B'nal B'rith as atreasonous conspiay against
the United States.clamlaing ta It "resurrets the t aitllnof Jews
who demanded the crucifixion o Jesus Chni."

The USLP has slavishly blowed the thougts of .tOiramn
LaRouche. It has joined with the iberty LUbby (aI ongim
anti-Semitic organization) to hiram the Anti-Oef Lague of
B'nali 'r#h via a committee to "Clean Up the ADL" end 1ulne
lawsuits. The Party has also attacked the Justice O)pl' Nai Wa
Crimes prosecution unit, claiming It was establi hed to 4ge
LRouche." And an official party statement has denounced ti
Holocaust curriculum in New York City's.publlc dol as 'It."
urging .dlsciplinary action" against any scl'rOVA*M dir etNotedh
about the genocidal crimes of tho Ns - .

SOME INFORMED SOURCES ON LAROUCHE a CO.... • small
but well-financed extremist political group. the U.& Labor Prty
which his history of violence end hate propaganda. .. The pty
literature atacks respected Jewish organizations and individuals,
The Party blames drug traffic on an elaborate international Zio
and British conspiracy - a conspiracy fe •ill der
officials call absolutely unfounded."

.-De Free Press, August 2k 1979
.,-Along the wsy according to hmer . part membeM an1. In some

cases tO Party pulications Internal party rwr and law onfto
ment officials - members of the (USLP) have initiated ang asut
at rivals' meetings. taken courose in he o of kmiveand rilsat &n
"anti4errorist" shool and produced p vete itelligonce reports on

.ao

upa In s o the lldile 111011e11r, of

-NeW Yk T 1im1n. 7. Is7"

_ -. p - r - -a-oucbes paticular brand o.. am- r
wlk seve ly.. The 1hm of an NCLC er le

pem i e ad his daughoerlv llow w
ornin a h0 e Ws IN r ilm 

- pft011 up t0he a f

Meetinis of (d al) he ab .en di artl d0 d p;.- hew
AeN pd .In certo avoid beomn U Wnsosot

adm r s e t $ow0r is , *ewer !loOMr

mlnlmthn In mamaionrseNveranluc ,ins0 Thues ea

Iaeli Ws eber end ethersi we onslWeI ! *it the
aeswand highiy afigonifton am"NL lk

Wousw Uperleivost be ft aonnt.NCC gr e

~inmuley4l1. ..itn :le tO 11 1Mat Mooth

voeno UIl - n. FE•pops tab nileren dalle.4l

= .4o~d RE. Tay~lor. Jr.
(On his oeci as Acting.Atiorney Se of the Un-ed S l1t.e)

* . August 19. 1976

I=ebol---eoftAftouchcnnotbdssedsorecscanho
. Adolph lor began his ds to power aftev few tollow ss

Too ot Lasohes solutions hew included -" *W on
OOneeeW inouropnon1. thes a 6 idesils wea ho Igr of fture
altacks an Jews Seo". Catholime T : cews V" o erees With
-emUSLInen olo. The FECsappro !of m oatching for
Lafth mutobe condemnedbythopublic. Laftu1he hsaright

tazpo money in pursing his d ethic desogiouerl

WHAT CAN YOU DO?
1.iWrte owi onrcem n C andSemnt 0-or end a rusel oafthe

FEC d i in the LaRouce ca. Enclo a copy of tis

Latouche. These cao-m o Jean Tho
Neots Frank 'Reiche and Robermt Tiernan: aln q/0 Federa

-Elhen C W*%so 1325 K St NW. 0o . 20463
.3 HM ui the hinds -edtop e thisad aot ads in

n ewepape re round ft country. Send us1 or $2 or More, i ou
can ~tor It Every bit helps. W# hew put a coupon in thisead for

TO: COFTE (Committee Organized For lnin The eat910ose)60East 52 Street New York City. NeW Yr Ol
I will conitat mv Congressman andor Senators. I am enclosing

*a contribution to help defroy the coat of 0110im afs in
newspapers throughout the coury.

P4111so H ereby Granted hor Duplication of This Masge
NAME
ADRES_______________
Contribution Enclosed KU...M check or Money Odw

sysble to COFITE. This ommrunication is not authorizd by
any condldate. This advetisment is meld for by COFITEj Committee Organized For Informing The Eleclorate).

- - W Gnm" - - - - - -



Ben Ganz
O R T D .. • Manhattan

fOUR TIRE Do.., ;

't paying attention to the news lately, but
iow how many Cuban refuges are going to
shington. D.C., and Plains, Georgia?

. S, P. Neves
East 8th St.

OF EXPRESSION
total support for showing "Death qf a Prin-
iricans, would be giving up our freedom ofo sion if we would give in to the oil blackmail
rs of a country because they didn't like
i of their lifestyle.
io wonderful about this country. We can
vs of one subject, leaving us the freedom of
hich view we ourselves accept. I refuse to
us freedom for oil, and anyone who wants,'I take a good ook~ as what they are giving.

i11 get in return.
WNET on their stand for freedom of ex-

ia is enough. ,.a.is.enough ..' .Joseph Zinzi, Jr.

Manhattan
ION ASKEID

le; mature adult female who bicycles from
1pect Park, Brooklyn, to work on East 21st
i I do not excuse bicyclists from common
jaws. if pedestrians would also cooperate,

and bikers might use offense as a defense
Isane cyclist deliberately hits a pedestrian,
uns an equal risk of injury.to himself or
damage to the bike as well.

C:an anyone blame Israel for being against th vpe.PL0
Palestinians having total control of the land In ... ,
Bank? Public opinion throughout the world mustres4 ,
Israel *ill not receive any support froqn the meMWu ,f th'e
Security Council, with the exception of the United. SWW'

It is evident that the Security Council does not conif t "
murder of Isrieli people a violation of its rules.

Abraham Berkowitz.

*COFITEfud
COFITE'(The Committee Organized For lnforlnl

The Electorate) was created to Inform voters aboot. i
real neo-Nazi,. anlisemitlic prograns of Lydo ,i
LaRouche, founder and leader of lbe U.S. Labor Prty.
LaRouche. In. campaigning for the Demoea-.presidential nomination, has attempted to conceal his.
true positions. COFITE's purpose has been to rMvl
the truth behind the campaign rhetoric.

* To date, COFITE has raised $3,154. Of this amount
approxionately S1.100 came in response to an ad placed
in the Feb. 26 New York Times. Our Towe readers have
contributed about S2.000.
The ad In the Times has cost COFITE S8.615. This

has resulted In a deficit of approximately $5.500.
According to the Federal Elections Commission,

LaRouche's campaign contributions through February,
1980, amounted to $34.572 In New York State alone.
This sum included only contributlons of more than
$200.

Readers Interested In spreading the word on the eal
LaRouche are asked to send their contribution to
COFITE, 500 E. 82nd St., NYC 10028.

& H ib fir =
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ORDER AND SUBPOENA REGARDING
4UR 1137

ie attaeh. order and subpoena regarding HUR lWa7,

appr-vd by a vote of 6-0,. has been signed and sealed

taks date

ATTACHMENT:
Order and Subpoena

m

th

0

0



~W~1~& A.~
39 EAST 6 STREET

NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10021 -

9

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

Certified Mail
Return Receipt Requested



')j, ! /. '! ,,7!ii! :ii)

it Marjorie, W.V*ua~

19,83. the C6NOIuuss 6-4. iA ol'by a
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askos req'do OrU I N"

to the o2 ISO -...

1. Issue the subPooa and, order -to
-dwar. Kytt, attaod to
the Obov-naiwd report.

2. Authoi ze the 0,e of the GeneralL.
Colmso1 to s VM lter to
counse fo 36 R. Kayatt,
attached to the above-named report.

Attest:

Received in Office of Commission Secretary:
Circulated on 48 hour vote basis:

3-25-81,
3-25-81,

11:16
4:00
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSONO i kIAPZ5 A I ,8
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 25,,1981

MEMORANDUM

TO: THE COMMISSION

FROM: CHARLES N. ST
GENERAL COUNSE

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR ISSUANCE
OF ORDER AND SUBPOENA
IN MUR 1137

On November 13, 1980, the Commission voted to submit a
series of written questions to Edward R. Kayatt, who is thepresident of Manhattan Media Corporation, editor of its
publication, Our Town, and Chairman of the Committee Orga-
nized For Infoiingihe Electorate (COFITE). (Kayatt,
COFITE, and Manhattan Media trading as Our Town are respond-
ents in this matter). Counsel for Mr. alat -received the
questions on December 8, 1980.

Telephone conversations with counsel have produced
repeated assurances that responses to the questions would be
forthcoming. To date we have received nothing.

Therefore, it is recommended that the Commission exer-
cise its authority under 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1) and (3) to
order Mr. Kayatt to submit written answers to its questions
and subpoena him to produce the documents called for by
those questions.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Issue the attached subpoena and order to Edward R.
Kayatt.

2. Authorize this office to send the attached letter
to counsel for Edward R. Kayatt.

Attachments:
i. Subpoena and Order to E. R. Kayatt.

2. Proposed letter to L. Abramson, Esq.
3. Authorization sheet.



UNITED STATES OF AHZIZ -

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

ORDER AND SUBPOENA

In the Matter of: )
)

Edward R. Kayatt )
Manhattan Media Corporation ) MUR 1137

t/a Our Town )
Committee- r I-norming )

the Electorate )

To:
Edward R. Kayatt
c/o Larry Abramson, Esq.
Saxe, Bacon and Bolan, P.C.
39 East 68th Street
New York, New York 10021

PURSUANT to Section 437d(a)(1) of Title 2, United States
oD Code, you are hereby ORDERED to submit sworn, notarized,

written answers to the eleven questions listed on pages 1
through 3 of the attachment to this Order.

PURSUANT to Section 437d(a)(3) of Title 2, United States
Code, you are SUBPOENAED to produce legible copies of all
documents in your possession or contro. which are called for
in the said questions.

The aforementioned written answers and documents are
required to be filed with the Office of General Counsel, Federal

Election Commission, 1325 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20463, before the close of business on the tenth day following
service of this SUBPOENA and ORDER.

A44*Ack%%@n4 i



sigxiatur.R20 t~ ~sca aw~., C

aff~4

JohnWarren McGarry
Chairmian

ATTEST:

4~I~5W

~o*be

Marjorie W. Eunons
Secretary to the 'Commission



.... O R ZA YATIOWS ? .... R. KATA T

1. State your name and the position you hold or held in:
a) Manhattan Media COrporation; b)Our , newspaperi
C) the Committee Organized to Inform the mlectorate
(COFITE).

2. In an affidavit dated February 4, 1980, you stated that:
"My efforts to see that Lyndon La Rouche is defeated
has nothing to do and is in no way connected with the
political activities of any other candidate or any other
party."

Please detail all "efforts" which you have taken, or are now,
taking "to see that Lyndon La Rouche is defeated." Specifically,
do such efforts include the formation of, and the activities
of, COFITE?

3. In your affidavit of February 4, 1980, you indicated, that to
that point, you had collected contributions of $614.

a* Were the funds so collected to be used for the purpose
of making independent expenditures for or against any
Federal candidate? If so, which candidate?

b. Did you collect any contributions after February 4, 1980?
If so, in what amount?

c. What disposition have you made of all contributions you
have receiyed?-

cc

17
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Questiiaois
Page TV*o4

4o In a .FC f.w :5 (Repo*, -o M
Contributions, by Persons),t dated February 198,09, aMw

iled" wth.. the Comm ison,, the eS&e 4.. yU. as hairam
of 'COFIIr in41cA-ted that that Cmteas..,akin
independent"expe-nditue *in, pos-LtiOn to. a Pdearl
candidate," Identify that candidate .

5. In that same FEC Form 5, you indicated that, through,
February 15, 1980, COFITE had received contributions of
$619.

a) Was the $614 you earlier stated, you had received included
in the $619 COFITE is reported to have received?-

b) Has COFITE received contributions in addition to the
initial $619. If so, in what amount?

6. On or about February 26, 1980, a half-page advertisement,

sponsored by COFITE, appeared in the New York Times.

a) State the date on which COFITE ordered this ad.

b) State the date on which COFITE paid for this ad. Attach
copies (both sides) of any instrument used by COFITE to
pay for the ad.

c) State the amount of funds COFITE had on hand as of the
date it paid for this ad.

i

d) State the cost of this ad.

I-

4-:I o



Qestionsg to. Xd( LKaat
Page Three

e. State the terms of payment imposed, by Nh .
Times. Attach copies of all bills, rot, so,
pertaining to the ad.

7. If the cost of the New York Times advertisement-was .grater
than the amount of funds held by COFITE, state who paid the
balance of the cost of the advertisement. Was such balance
paid to COFITE or to the New York Times? Attach copies
(both sides) of any instrument used to pay such balance.

8. Has COFITE made any expenditures other than that for the

New York Times ad? If so, please list them.

0

9. State, or attach schedules of, the advertising rates charged
by Our Town during the period December 1979 through July 1980.

.T

10. Attached as Exhibit I is a copy of an advertisement which
appeared in Our Town on or about February 24, 1980. State
the cost of t-is ad, and attach copies (both sides) of any
instrument used to pay for it.

11. Attached as Exhibit II is a copy of a solicitation, entitled
"COFITE funds" which appeared in Our Town on or about May 11,
1980. State the cost of this advertisement and attach copies
of any instrument(s) used to pay for it.

END OF QUESTIONS



"Th* use .. of 01118601 am t. Pit"fi*le Ine*Won of aniWAT a posoni
Amerian poliftal blood am, a
.and insidious dimnson to ti Wa inAtttImmOf*gn.tIO~ Leapie, JuIV 14, ir
v327,864.1 of yow have
beetoUe to is Labor
Party forLyndon for€:mm~~~0 no %nodet U, um
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n Ind closed door on Dc . the"vedt , Ctl&n
Commision app matching funds for the Presidential cam-
pal!gn of Lyndon Hermyts LaRouche. bander of the aeb4tl-iU.S. Labor Paorty. As of ladt wel. LaRouche Mte ugelve
$327.864.01.

LaRouche's succss with the FEC bolaters, tAn alamig m
this would-be autocrat'selectel strategy for iomngae n
influence in U.S. politics. Last fall. "f:c - -. l a
Democrat and prepared to enter evral P-r ii''pumpwies In
the New Hampshire om st, his efot we cpamtl •ese of
the major candidates. -

described in the ongoing eleven part ie b,.Dennis l iOur
Town News. the Manhatetan weeMy. Additoi fac =7
presented In a recent New York Tim s erieqend In the I-page
report released by the Anti-Deftnation Lesguw4as Nomber
But the mot disturbing developments in LaRouchasite r
national influence stem from the FEC's matching hinds approvaLFollowing the FEC decision LaRouche bought natluul television
advertising spots on ABC and NBC (Jan. 20 and 2n e opeddled the party's extremist ideology and talked -i about
world peace, morality the nation's need for a gold-lbsd economy
... and his own need for campaign donstion

The Jan. 27 LaeFouche TV advertisement also emhasim-d his
success in gaining matching funds, implying that the FEC'a decsion
is proof of his political legitimacy.

LaRouche uses his matching funds to launch fundralsing appal ontelevision which lead to further matching funds and further wlvi-
sion appeals - and all on a scale far out of proportion to his initial
political support. Using this technique. LaRouche can theoretically
receive up to 56.5 million in Federal matching funds.

The American public must not be deceived by LaRouahe. in recent
articles In USLP publications. LaRouche has mescri Adolf
Hitler's murder of 6 million Jaws a "mthWcl" anad & luslion of Ihe
Arerican Zionist." He has warned his followers about the Elders of
Zion. an alleged conspiracy of Jewish bankers to onrol the world.
He has brinded the B'nai B'rith asa"treasono conspiracy against
the United States." claming that It "resurrects the tradition of Jews
who demanded the crucifixion of Jesus Chlist."
The USLP has slavishly Iollowed the thoughts Ot Irman
LaRouche. it has joined with the uberty Lobby (a longtime
anti-Semitic orgamizmtion) to has the Anti-Defanation Lau ofB'nai B'rith via a committee to "Clan Up the ADL" and nuimnos
lawsuits. The party has alo attacked the Justice ept's Nazi r
Crimes prosecution unit. claiming it was established to "get
LaRouche." And an official party statement has denounced the
Holocaust curriculum in New York City's public srhc Iss "siflth."
urging "disciplinary action" against any school which dare toea&h
about the genocidal crimes of the NOs

SOME INFORMED SOURCES ON LAROUCHE & CO.... A small
but well-financed extremist political group, the U.&, LIo Party
which has a history of violence and hate propaganda... The party
literature attacks respected Jewish organizations and Individuals.
The party blames drug traffic on an elaborate Interational Zinnst
and British conspiracy - a conspiracy drl drug enlorclient
officials call "absolutely unfounded."

-Detroit Free Press August 9. 1979
Along the way according to former party meme and. In some
cases to Pry publicatior Internal party records and law enforce.
mant officials - members of the (USLP)have initiated gang assult
at rivals' meetings. taken courses in the use of knives and rits at an
"anti-terorist" school and produced private ontelligence.reports on

Cntribution End L__.. Mae check or 96ny Crder
Payable to COFITE. This cmmnicatoMn is not authorized by
any candidate. This a 3vertement s paid for by COFITE
1Ccmmittee Organized For lnkmIng The Elactoriat)
.... m/l/lmm

I*W amm

g~~theld u pin W~e *kt OW far t Bureau OfSat
'New Yak TiWe. Ooar 7.197f

sulpin in the NCL.C - cd o rgnm ltlon f te USL.P Is aibit-m diantera bar LaRouch'sl cular brand Of aoosy ar
dealt wth evly... The father of an NCLC nm er.who wa

_ttemptin t rsue his daughter to leave the Ofgnh t

tedl oemm imsn o y , hersthoat. lie and lteditu her

mllrmm aad I bodytk aon unilml NCICre e

-N lAaw, March X~ 19K

i of (r) groups have baen dimupied and maiviers have
bee a In coed oamit ai nd o I the MWd of "oft'

wgalut t l..thsere uptobe. an s t of Laoue'in

eiesconcernin Pikhly the N=Lbe sublecied severa ofIts on daloting m erto s, ayo ogI "epr

= =n Vtcl ngtinuromfor se-aal d A-16odosoaTheeacts
(hin a w ns amemeri nd dwhs m conWisnt with theagresve ad highly antagonist tn the NCLC towadspersons it perceives to be its oonnents. NCLC member have

aied ens and efforts have been made ft nwrct memers
i iitay dril t s ruasonable twedl that aM of far and
violence will continue and Perhaps. ern directions.

-- Hrold .Taylor. Jr.(in his eLP ci syAct.no.Atomy enral of theUnitedlaes)
August 19. 1976

3heacvitleeof LaRouche can not be dismissed atemore stric-
fly. Adolph ~~le began his ris to po w with eown fewer followers.
Too often LaRouche's solutions have Included "gag asmults" on
opponesr In ow oinn.ts incidents re a haoinger Of futureatts on Jews, 'Blacks. Catholics and any"n who disagrees with

-the USL ideolog. The FEC'S approval of matching taxiola for
LaRouche must be cndemned by the public. LaRouche has rightto freedom of speechPP; he should not have a right to use the
taxpyerls moe in pursun his ethnic deagoguey

WHAT CAN YOU DO?
1. WrIft yw Congressmen and Senaso. Domand a reverval of the

FEC's decison in the LaRouche a . Enclose a oy of thisad.
I 'Send copies of your ltr to the bur FEC ammwissioner who

Voted In fav of the most recent (530.000) mtchigumt
LaRouche. These commnissioner are Joan AThens,
Hr, Frank Reiche. and Robert Tiernan: all c/o Federal
Election Commission, 1325 K St. NW. Wbshington D.C 20463.

. Help ustrals the unds needed toplacethisaddotheradin
wpeers around the country. Send us 1 or 52 or mare If you

can afford it. Every bit helps. We he pejta coupon in this ad for
your convem •

ITO: COFITE (Committee Organized For Infoirming The Electorat)
500 East 82 Street. New York City. New York 10028
I will contact my Congressman and/or Senators. I am enclosing
a contribution to help defray the coat of similar afs in

wp the conr.

ftmsinHereby Grnted for Duplicstloni of VT Meaege



Ben Ganz
Manhattan'J . . "

(OUR TIRED.. '"
't paying attention to the news lately, but
low how many Cuban refugees are going to
shington, D.C.. and Plains, Georgia?

.. .S. P. Neves
East 88th St.

[ OF EXPRESSION
total support for showing "Death qf a Prin-
iericans, would be giving up our freedom of
sion If we would give in to the oil blackmail
!rs of a country because they didn't like

Si of their lifestyle.
to wonderful about this country. We can
vs of one subject, leaving us the freedom of
hich view we ourselves accept. I refuse to
us freedom for oil, and anyone who wants
d take a good look at what they are giving

. ,vili get in return.
WNET on their stand for freedom of ex-

__- ia is enough.
Joseph Zinzi, Jr.

Manhattan

ION ASKED.
e, mature adult female who bicycles from
'pect Park, Brooklyn, to work on East 21st

C I do not excuse bicyclists from common
jaws. If pedestrians would also cooperate.

J j, and bikers might use offense as a defense
V4 ane cyclist deliberately hits a pedestrian,
uns an equal risk of injury to himself or
damage to the bike as well.

Can anyone blame Israel for being against the pro-PLO
Palestinians having total control of the land in the West
Bank? Public opinion throughout the world must realize that
Israel *¢ilI not receive any support from the members of the
Security Council, with the exception of the United States.It is evident that the Security Council does not consider the '
murder of Isrieli people a violation of its rules.

Abraham Berkowitz
. . Flushing

COFITEfunds
COFITE (The Committee Oranilzed For Informing

The Electorate) was created to Inform voters about the
Sreal neo-Nazi, antisemitlic program of Lyndon
LaRouche, founder and leader of [he U.S. Labor Party.
LaRouche, in campaigning for the Democratic
presidentinl nomination, has attempted to conceal his
true positions. COFITE's purpose has been to reveal
the truth behind the campaign rhetoric.

To dale, COFITE has raised $3,154. Of this amount
approximately $1.100 came in response to an ad placed
in the Feb. 26 New York Times. Our Towwr readers have
contributed about S2,000.

The ad In the Times has cost COFITE S8,615. This
has resulted in a deficit of approximately $5,S00.

According to the Federal Elections Commission,
LaRouche's campaign contributions througlh February.
1980, amounted to $34,572 In New York State alone.
This sum included only contributions of more than
$200.

Readers interested in spreading the word on the real
LaRouche are asked to send their contributions to
COFITE, 500 E. 82nd St., NYC 10028.

t r1Tb ir =
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FEDERAL ttC1N OMSSION

CERTIFIED MAIL.
AXTUMN RECEIPT REQ9UESTI)

Larry Abramson, Esquire
Saxe, Bacon and Bolan, P.C.
39 East 68th Street
New York, New York 10021

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Abramson:

On December 8, 1980, your office was provided with a
series of questions which required the written answers of,
and the production of certain documents by, your client
Edward R. Kayatt.

I am advised that in telephone conversations on
January 13 and March 4, 1981, you indicated to Vincent J.
Convery, Jr., of my staff that a response would be forth-
coming. To date, we have received none.

Since the Commission operates under a statutory require-

ment to process its investigations expeditiously, see
2 U.S.C. S437g(a)(8), it has issued the attached Or-'rr and

O Subpoena to compel Mr. Kayatt's response. His failure to
comply with the Order and Subpoena may form the basis of
enforcement action in U.S. District Court.

Sincerely,

Charle N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure

A44&%.,e aj P



The undersigned ConiSSioners s.1ave otA to approve
the issuance of the Subpoaia and 01rder to R Is d R. Kayatt
in MIUR 1137 and to forward|. that dom nt-to trn Larry
Abramson, counsel to Mr. Itayatt.

John Warren RMcGarry

Date

Frank P. Reiche

Date

Th ,, . .. ri

Date

Vernon W. Thomson

I Date

Joan D. Aikens

Date

Robert 0. T0ernan

Date

A4-+ot cA *&#j+ 3



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTOK. D.C. 3

CERTIFIED NAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

December 2, 1980

Larry Abramson, Esq.
Saxe, Bacon and Bolan, P.C.
39 East 68th Street
New York, New York 10021

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Abramson:

tPursuant to our telephone conversation of this
morning, I am forwarding a copy of the "Questions to

'Edward R. Kayatt" which we failed to include in our
letter of November 17, 1980.

Once again, I apologize for the oversight.

Sincerely,

Vincent J.

11
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0O AMM R. YAYATT

1 *State your name and the position you hold or held in:
a) Manhattan Media Corparationi b) 0ur Yov nevspaper;-
c) the Comittee Organized to Inforih Electorate
(COFITE).

2. In an affidavit dated February 4, 1980# you stated that:
"My efforts to see that Lyndon La Rouche is defeated, ..
has nothing to do and is in no way connected with the
political activities of any other candidate or any other
party,"

Please detail all "efforts" which you have taken, or are now
taking "to see that Lyndon La Rouche is defeated*" Specifically,
do such efforts include the formation off and the activities
of, COFITE?

3. In youraffidavit of February 4, 1980, you indicated, that to
that point, you had collected contributions of $614.

a. Were the funds so collected to be used for the purpose
of making independent expenditures for or against any
Federal candidate? If so, which candidate?

b. Did you collect any contributions after February 4, 1980?
If so, in what amount?

c. What disposition have you made of all contributions you
have received?

N -.

oqr

0

Vp



4. ...M. ....*
Cotribution by Potion#)
£1I.4 vith th* Comksts.Son the. YOU# 4 4yua*-~
of C01P3t, en i t*W that N~@~*~t asF

canddate Irdeatify that candidate*

so- In that same FEC Form 5, you Lndicated that, through
February 15, 1980, COFITE had received contributions of
$619.

'0 a) Was the $614 you earlier stated you had reeive4 included

in the $619 COFITE in reported to have received?

*b) Has COFITE received contributions in addition to the
initial $619. If so, in what amount?

0

C 6. On or about February 26, 1980, a half-page advertisement,
sponsored by COFITE, appeared in the New York Times

a) State the date on which COFITE ordered this ad.

b) State the date on which COFITE paid for this ad. Attach
copies (both sides) of any instrument used by COFITE to
pay for the ad.

c) State the amount of funds COFITE had on hand as of the
date it paid for this ad,

d) State the cost of this ad.



e. State.ttA: te Sof P aymet ip
Attlach copie of all bil

p aining to the ad..*

7. If the cost of the Nov York Times advertisentA.iaogeto
than the amount of fundis held b COPZ!3, state Who. 4
balance of the cost of the advertisement. Was such ash1aoe
paid to COFITE or to the New York Times? Attach copies
(both sides) of any instrument used topay such balance.

8. Has COFITE made any expenditures other than that for the
New York Times ad? If so, please list them.

9. State, or attach schedules of, the advertising rates charged
by Our Town during the period December 1979 through July 1980.

10. Attached as Exhibit I is a copy of an advertisement
appeared in Our Town on or about February 24, 1980.
the cost of Ts a and attach copies (both sides)
instrument used to pay for it.

which
State

of any

11. Attached as Exhibit II is a copy of a solicitation, entitled
"COFITE funds" which appeared in Our Towh on or about May 11,
1980. State the cost of this advertisement and attach copies
of any instrument(s) used to pay for it.

END OF QUESTIONS

16
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CH784O1o yoawa hov
Labor

*.#V ~~~A.' Uis am Uwn
Meetig beind lose dosb opDec l. th~edeml Euion OLi =A lthe te SaComimin ppovd athig ishrVi Fesenalca. S N ewYr ie.Olbr71

US abrPty sofls we.Laieynedu msimeI h CC cdeogmlo f hW,. i li

LaRoucm's sucom with te FEC bohWer tnm
this would.w auomd elal cal mWtNeyrinfluenceoin U.S. oltca.L , _ l-_ - - __
Demcmr and p mes to e 1r ae0ui1 guoiss. In
te New Ha 1meir ue i eAn Selsot we
fte majo candidfts.>

The aim and I of ft ." .......
described ineongoin elew prt I x IKtn Our
Town News. Vie liiaan weeldy. A, 41 Nfets 1 beN
presentedIne recet NewYolk TimseesninteIag
repor released by the ArlDelmi -lonLesgumia d vebe.

But the moat disturbing dwomrnsin LaRoucheb for h
national Influence atm frm the FEC's -NOn -o ns %mcle
Following the FEC deu lelon1. L&aluche bough national tlvso
advertising spots on AC sand NBC (Jan 20 an 7 RH soft
peddled the Perty' extrmisat adoog nd talke 10010a1 abotworld Pec. mority the nations nae for a godbmd nmy
... and his own need for o sip ndomtloom

The Jan. 27 Laloudc TV advoilm also emnihad his
success In aining notching lunds, blo N that the FEC'd decion
is proof of his Politcal l0itim.acy.

L Rouche uss his mt fundnt luch undralng appason
television which lad to further hin o unds and further tslevl-
slon appel -nd ll on a elnle far out of poportion to i intil
political support. Using this tchnicqm Laouche can theoretically
receive up to M milin in Fedea matoling unds.

The Arin pubf must not be de dby LaRouc. In rn
arftcles In USLP publIcatIons, L*Roaw he deg~ Adolf
HitW'smurdeafrOmiulon Jsasem r slla daalsaonof the
Aniedcan Zionl. He hewnmiis his low s about the Elder of
Zion. an alleged *nscy of Jewh banlrs to control the SoHe heb indeul. 5'nd B~Nlateamcucosplnacnyana
the United States" aiming that it "resurrects Ut tniton ofJew
who demanded the crudbson of Jesus ChrIsL.

The USLP has sisly -lo the thoughts of O Mimn
LaRouche. it his joined with ft Uberty Lobby (a longtme
antt-Semi= organiton) to ham the Anti.efamtion League of

'nal B'rith via a mmie to CI ean Up the A nL d ad mulsnc
lawsuits. The party has S adeckd the uAlics Cep's NOW
Crimes proscution unit, claiming It was eatablished to -LaRouche." And an official party Wefent has denounced
Holo.aust curriculum in New York Citys public hools as IWOlth.
urging "distplinary action"againat any No which dam totseci
about the genocidal aitn of the Npis. - -

SOME INFORMED SOURCES ON LAROUCHE A CO.... sm
but welifnancad extremist political group. fth U.S. Lao Partywhich has a historyo violne and hate propoanda ... Thewy
literature attacks respected Jewish coanizations and Individuals.
The party blames drug traffic on an elaborate international Zioniat
and British conspiracy -a consiMy 0deral drug
officials call "absolutely unfonoed."

-D)etoit Free, Prese, August 26. 1579
Alono the way iordin tort -me party m fer and. In some
cases to party pubicatwins, Intemal party reords and law enfoe-
ment officis-mombersof tne (USLP) have Initiated g ang Smu
at rivals' meetings, liken cours in the use of knives nd rlflsat an
"anti-terrorist" scool and ixodumo private ageligenoerepns on

ii ueud r kmmm l och' plcuw brand of l di mdealis .. a.. The fathewolsa NC.C meiabe, ho WE
allempting to perwedst his daugOe t leov the 1 or PI 1o win

140111 Review, , W 3.1
Y r.

. ~' . .o '

!eetn of (rIvl) groups hve been dhled nd mAms hsw
bee aute.In ~re to mmli beclumvn ONe Md of 'Wow,aledlon it views these groupato be. mri as pat o Laftouche

beulels oncernin pscolog. Ihe NCLC: has .ased sevra ci
it own dwwn 1mm "w s e m to d 'reprogram
*hemloldn In room orsewral d toig se Thme es
w -st1  1 cm immers owd clears me costneln with t
W 1 W ighy andtani mi ten, th NCI.C tls tmrdperon itperceis Ito be it pponents. NCLC members Save
_-o- q ,p ons. - Oito ha ebee Wnsto 1c n embes

q mltty l... ils wmele e tht oforoenclvioence wil contnue an. perhop. at d€teran dirullns
On hs ecty a ltmay Harodft TAylo. J.

On hi =Pecty a AeGenerYal s- th e United Slae.)
-. .Aug 19. 1976

2'heaWtitlesof LAOUhj f an M be dIsmi- as m ore ecnrc
NlY. Adolph Hiier began his rise to power with even few followers
Too often LaRouche's solution he incuded "gng mulsS" on

pones Inour opli. tee lnl a herbnge of future
ason ews. ols Catoli-nd m~nhe who cNree with

"-s USLP eology. The C aprov of miching maloars for
LaAoud mua" be condemned bythe public. Laftlolie hau a ftht
to ircom of speec1 he Should not Ma riht t use Me"taxayrs mny in pusng hi ehnic enioggue.

- WHAT CAN YOU DO?
1. Wrt Your 0ogrs0-e and Senslor. Dernand a reverse of tOe

FEC% deion in te LRoufhe me Enclos a copy of this

L Gendi copies of your lt to ft four FEC cmmisions who
voted In favor of the moat recet 1$0000) mucingt
Lpaouche. These coms lne-a -we Joen MirenoC
Hif.t Fank Re . and Robert Tiernan al ao Federa

S Eletion Common 1325 K 8L NW; Wahington D.C. 20463.
& u el"us e thfuneAeed to ple t al and oer ds In

n w;ppers wound the country. Send us $1 or $2 or more it you
your conwe.ienc.

* mnf ...... b - -eevplaouonnhlado

TO. COFRITE (Committee Organibd For Inf The Eoarte)
S00 E - 82 Ste. Now York City. New York 10028
I will contact my ConWw mn andcr S ntor I m enclosinaa onoui m to help dakey #w cost of io adics in

. newspapers throug te country.

Pemiso Hereby Granted hir Duplication of Tis MesWag
NAME

'ADDRESS
Contribution Enaosed -Ma dheck or Money
payable to COFITE. This omnunication is not authorized by
any candidate. This advertas m- is Paid or by COFITE
lCommttee Or"noed For Informmg The Eiecomtel

On -- W W _ -m . ..



"' BenOan&
' "* Mlgahattan

(OUR TIRED. " .
't paying attention to the news lately. but
,ow bow many Cuban refugees are going to.
shingion. D.C., and Plains, Georgia?

. . ' P. Neves
Bat IN St..

IOFEXPRESSION' .'
total support for showing "Death 4f a Prit-
ericans. would be giving up our freedom of
sion if we would give in to the oil blackmail
vs of a country becuse they didn't Ilks
i of their lifestyle. '- "'" -
so wonderful about this country. We can

of one subject, leaving us the freedom of
hich view we ourselves accept. I refuse tous freedom for oil, and anyone who wants•

take a good look at what they aregiving.
i11 at in return.
WNET on their'stand for freedom of ex-
a is enough... ."

•a i enough . ,.'Joseph Zinze, Jr.

' Manhattan

ON ASKED -
e mature adult female who bicycles from'

Park, Brooklyn, to work on East 21st

ws. If pedestrians would also cooperate,
and bikers might use offense as a defense
e cyclist deliberately hits a pedestrian,

uns an equal isk of injury to himself or
, damage to the bike as well.,

Can anyone blame Israel for being againstbe pP!I.O
Palestinians having total control of the land In tih .st
Bank? Public opinion throughout the world must ralm .tl ;-
Israel Will not receive any support from the members ofihe '0
Security Council, with the exception of the United Stlm.
* It is evident that the Security Council does not cold ilh the "
murder of Isrieli people a violation of its rules.

*Abraham Derhewftla t

COFITE funds
",COFITE (The Committee Organlued For Iofom g

The Electorate) was created to Inform voters sut do ,

real neo-Naz. - antemlic program of LymlgL
LaRouche, fouider- and leader of the U.S. Labor Pafty.
LaRouck. In. campaigning for the Dem eatie
presldenial,nominlation, has attempted to conelN his
true podlous. COFTTE's purpose has been to rmeal
the truth behind the campaign rhetoric.

To dale, COFITE as raied 39,154. Of this ameun
• approximately $1,100 came is response to an ad placed

In the Feb. 26 New York Times. Our Tower readers have
iontributed about S2.000.

The ad In the Times has cost COFITE $8,615. This
has resulted n a deficit of approximately 55,500.Accordig to the Federal Elections Commisdo.
LaRouche's campaign contributions throull February,
1980, amounted to $34,572 In New York Sta alone.
This sUM Included only contributions of moe than
S200.

Readers Interested In spreading the wordon the real
LaRouche are asked to send their contribution to
COFITE 500 E. 82nd St., NYC 10023.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

CRRIZFXFID MAIL November 17, 19: 6
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Joseph Caiazzo
Saxe, Bacon and Bolan, P.C.
39 East 68th Street
New York, New York 10021

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Cajazzo:

- This will acknowledge receipt of your letter,
dated September 23,. 1980, to Vincent J. Convery, Jr.,

1of this office.

You stated that your clients Manhattan Media
Corporation, Our Town and Edward R. Kayatt are willig
to enter into "informal" conciliation in an effort to
resolve MUR 1137. While the Commission will consider
"informal" conciliation prior to a finding of probable
cause, the Commission believes in this case that additional
information must first be obtained.

Accordingly, I request that Mr. Kayatt provide sworn
and notarized responses to the questions on the attached pages.

0 After the Commission receives and reviews this information, we
will contact you regarding "informal" conciliation.

N
If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Convery

at 202-523-4000.

Sincery

Char es N. e
General Counsel
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MPSOUEST-D'

Joseph Caiazzo
Saxe, Bacon and Bolan, P.C.
39 East 68th Street
New York, New York 10021

Re: XUR 1137

Dear Mr. Caiazzo:

This will acknowledge receipt of your letter,
dated September 23, 1980, to Vincent J. Convery, Jr.,
of this office.

You stated that your. clients Manhattan Media
Corporation, Our Town and Edward R. Kayatt are willing
to enter into-rnfrmal" conciliation in an effort to
resolve MUR 1137. While the Commission will consider
"informal" conciliation prior to a finding of probable
cause, the Commission believes in this case that additional
information must first be obtained.

Accordingly, I request that Mr. Kayatt provide sworn
and notarized responses to the questions on the attached pages.

0 After the Commission receives and reviews this information, we
will contact you regarding "informal" conciliqtion.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Convery
at 202-523-4000.

Sincerely,

SCharles N. Steele
General Counsel
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MirR~d . K.a.

Iv mlarjorie W. Bnm ns, flsocdig eitr c the la

Election Ccwisonsa utv sin on ml'Hi*er 13, 1980,0 dQ

1 areaby certify that the CmiJ.saio decide by a vote of 4

pthe follawig action in MR 1137:

1. Reject EMrd R. ayatt's and MHnhattan dia.
,N' Co ai4on's resuet for InfD " coclain

2. Authrize the Office of General Cunsel to sn to
Sam, Baon and Bolan, Attrneys, the lettera
by the camission, alon with questions subitrtd with
the Geeral msel's Navemr 4, 1980 report in this

o matter.

Ccmissiners Aikrn, Harris, MaGar, and IMide voted
affirmatively for the decisin. zunduiicners Frieersdcf ad

Tiernan wre not present at the time of the vote.

Attest:

t ate MarjorieW.Secretary to the Camdicn
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VW~RL EEC1ONCOMISS0 j
WASIIItSN.P 2*

i~o~t 4,19840 ;

AtMOflANDUM

TO: The Commission

FROM: Charles N, Steelt~'
General Counselw

SUBJECT: Questions for respondents -MUR 1137

BACKGROUND:

MUR 1137 was initiated by complaint from Citizens for La.
17 Rouche. Basicly, it concerns anti-La Rouche advertisements which
14^ appeared in Our Town, a weekly newspaper published by respondent

Manhattan MedTai Corporation, and an anti-La Rouche advertisement
0. which appeared in the New York Times# having been purchased by

respondent Committee Organized to Inform the Electorate (COFITE).

After being served with our RTB notice, counsel for respondents
O Manhattan Media and Edward Kayatt (president of Manhattan Me~

advised that they were interested in conducting informal con sliation.
(See Attachment 1) However, counsel's letter was vague and did not
provide any information which would be of use in conciliation nego-
tiations. The lack of information raises particular problems here.
In this MUR the Commission found RTB against both Kayatt and Manhattan
Media because we didn't have enough information to proceed against
either of them exclusively.

Additionally, counsel indicated that his clients are "unwilling
and unable in good conscience to admit any violation of the Federal
election law."

DISCUSSION:

The Commission is not required to enter into any negotiations
directed towards reaching a conciliation agreement unless and until
it makes a finding of probable cause to believe. 11 C.F.R. S 111.18
(d)e



Memo to The Conmisilon
Page Two

It is our opinion that (a) because we lack information bas!oi to
this case and (b) because respondents are unwilling to negotiate*-on an
"admission" clause, the Commission should not entertain conciliation at
this point. We feel that the Commission should proceed with its."investi-
gation under 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(2), and to this end have proposed a
series of questions to be submitted to counsel for respondents.

RECOMMENDATION:

I. Reject Edward R. Kayatt's and Manhattan Media Corporation's
request for "informal" concilation.

2. Authorize Office of General Counsel to send to Saxe, Bacon
and Bolan, Attorneys, the letter (with questions) at Attachment 2.

Attachments:

1. Ltr from counsel for respondents, 23 Sep 80
2. Poposed ltr, with questions, to counsel



JOHN GODFRNY SAXN (I*O9t9i*S)
ROGERS H. BACON (10IS-19i9)

ROY M. COHN
STANLEY M. FRIEDMAN
DANIEL J. ORISCOLL
MICHAEL ROSEN
THOMAS A. ANDREWS
JOHN F. LANG
LOUIS DIANCONEC
LAWRENCE E. CAMPANELLI 4
8. VINCENT CARLESIMO
HOWARD FALCK HUSUM

% JOHN A. KISER
OF COUNSEL

* MEMSER OF N W YORK AND NEW JERSEY MRS
*0 MEMBER OF PIENNSYLVANIA SAR ONLY

CASL99 SAM*JM

September 23, 1980

Vincent J. Converty, Jr., Esq.
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: 14UR 1137

Dear Mr. Converty:

Although our clients, Manhattan Media Corporation,
Our Town, and Ed Kayatt, are willing to enter into "informal"
conciliation in an attempt to resolve this matter, they are
unwilling and unable in good conscience to admit any violation
of the Federal Election law.

We do not believe that Mr. Kayatt failed to register
"COFITE - Committee Organized For Informing the Electorate."
The FEC's own preliminary findings state that on February 22,
1980 Mr. Kayatt filed a document with the Commission thereby
registering "COFITE" as a "political committee."

Subsequent to registration COFITE proceeded to
solicit contributions and make expenditures "in an attempt
to see that Lyndon LaRouche is defeated," but prior to
February 22, 1980 COFITE had not generated contributions nor
made expenditures in a quantity sufficient to require regi-
stration.

With respect to Manhattan Media Corporation, the
corporation has not made any contribution to COFITE, nor has
it made any expenditures on COFITE's behalf.

A4 e
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Vincent J. Converty, Jr., Esq.
September 23, 1980
Page -2-

COFITE has made an expenditure of $8,615.00 for
an ad placed in the New York Times. This ad was partially
paid with $3,320 of COFITE's funds, the balance remains
unpaid and is an outstanding obligation of COFITE.

COFITE at present has no funds in its treasury.
On advice of counsel it suspended acceptance of any further
contributions last June, and this suspension will remain
in effect until the FEC investigation is cleared up.

Since our clients are anxious to resume solicitation
of funds and to clear up COFITE's debts, it is imperative
that the FEC investigation be completed as quickly as possible.

In order to expedite the investigation, we are
willing to produce whatever documents that you require. In
order to make arrangements for your inspection of the relevant
documents, please call Mr. Rick Sabbatini of our firm.

Very truly yours,

SAXE, BACON & BOLAN, P.C.

J Jep C aiazzo

Law Clerk
0 /if

,44-t( k



Joseph Caiasso
Saxe, Bacon apd Bolan P.C.
39 mast 68th S1te*t
New York, New York 100-21

Re: MUR 1137

o Dear Mr. Caiazzo:

This will acknowledge receipt of your letter, 4ted
September 23, 1980, to vincent J. Convery, Jr., of lthbi
office.

N You stated that your clients Manhattan Media Carporation,

Our Town and Edward R. Kayatt are willing to enter into Winformal"
Eo-ncTlition in an effort to resolve MUR 1137. However, you
submitted no information upon which we could base conciliation
discussions.

The Commission is of the view that, under the *xisting
circumstances, informal processing of this matter will benefit

oneither party. At this time, then, we will proceed with our
investigation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(2).

Accordingly, I request that Mr. Kayatt provide sworn
and notarized responses to the questions on the attached pages.
Having received the information requested therein, this office
will prepare a brief which sets forth the factual and legal
issues of the case and which contains a recommendation as to
whether or not the Commission should find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred. See 11 CFR S 111.16(a).

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Convery
at 202-523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Attachment 2



QUMTZONS ?O MWAW R~.~

1. State your name and the position you hold or held in:,
a) _Manhattan Media Corporation; b1, ."nspaper.
c) the Committee Organized to Inform the ZI.dctotrt
(COFITE).

2. In an affidavit dated February 4, 1980, you stated that:
"My efforts to see that Lyndon La Rouche is defeated...•
has nothing to do and is in no way connected with the
political activities of any other candidate or any other
party."

Please detail all "efforts" which you have taken, or are now
taking "to see that Lyndon La Rouche is defeated." Specifically,
do such efforts include the formation of, and the activities
of, COFITE?

3. In your affidavit of February 4, 1980, you indicated, that to
that point, you had collected contributions of $614.

a. Were the funds so collected to be used for the purpose
of making independent expenditures for or against any
Federal candidate? If so, which candidate?

b. Did you collect any contributions after February 4, 1980?
If so, in what amount?

c. What disposition have you made of all contributions you
have received?

A+C. h2.
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Contributi b, datedP 19
filed1 with 0he Comision the asa 4Y, you, a Carma
of COflPTS , ind-4ated that Uohat. Co.itte. was maki an
independ.t: expehnditu~re 6L6in01064 t:iion:n to a ederal
candidate,- Identify that candidate.

5. In that same FEC Form 5, you indicated that, through
February 15, 1980, COFITE had received contributions of
$619.

a) Was the $614 you earlier stated you had received included
in the $619 COFITE is reported to have received?

b) Has COFITE received contributions in addition to the
initial $619. If so, in what amount?

6. On or about February 26, 1980, a half-page advertisement,
sponsored by COFITE, appeared in the New York Times.

a) State the date on which COFITE ordered this ad.

b) State the date on which COFITE paid for this ad. Attach
copies (both sides) of any instrument used by COFITE to
pay for the ad.

c) State the amount of funds COFITE had on hand as of the
date it paid for this ad.

d) State the cost of this ad.

A44L



Page.Three

e. State the terms of payment impod by the,
TimU. Attach copies of all bills. recet,
pertaining to the ad.

7. If the cost of the New York Times advertise*n-tvWA;s l ter.
than the amount of funds held by COFITE, state who paidthe
balance of the cost of the advertisement. Was such 0alance
paid to COFITE or to the New York Times? Attach copies
(both sides) of any instrument used pay such balance.

8. Has COFITE made any expenditures other than that for the
New York Times ad? If so, please list them.

9. State, or attach schedules of, the advertising rates charged
by Our Town during the period December 1979 through July 1980.

10. Attached as Exhibit I is a copy of an advertisement which
appeared in Our Town on or about February 24, 1980. State
the cost of t-his ad, and attach copies (both sides) of any
instrument used to pay for it.

, 11. Attached as Exhibit II is a copy of a solicitation, entitled
"COFITE funds" which appeared in Our Town on or about May 11,
1980. State the cost of this advertisement and attach copies
of any instrument(s) used to pay for it.

END OF QUESTIONS

A4+hcl 2..
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Me"e, b*hil doors on Om am.Se"tden, EaoM
Comm ion rovn tching funds for the Preidenial am.
Ign of Lyndon Hwnvl Lalouche. bunder of the sW4emo

U.S Labor PleY. As of lest week Laxh mised
$327,64.01.

LaRouche's succo with the FEC bosterns
this would-be utocrm electon statg for
influence in U.& politic, Last fll. - i I a
Democrat and prpeed to enter al pikIso, as In
the Now Hampihire I is L his ewo ts of
the major cndidate

The alms adtacice of LaRouche's Ir~lumdescribedintheooing elevenput res ".Oenls gInOur
Town News ft Manhattan weedy. AddfttI a Iwibien
presented In a recen New York Times serletand In fth W'---
report released by the Anti-Defaneion Leeguautast tdower.
But the moat disturbing d ems In LaRou 's iev for
national influence stem from the FEC's matching funds approval.
Following the FEC decision LaRouche bought national televison
advertising mob on ABC and NBC (jel. 20 and 27). He softpeddled the extremist ideology and talled Intead boeut
world peace, morality the ition's need for a gold-based economy
... and his own nod fr campaign donaions.

The Jan. 27 LaRouche TV advertisement alm ermphlszed his
success in gaining matching funds, implying that the FEC's decision
is proof of his political legimacy.

LaRouche uses his matching funds to launch lundrelsng appels on
television which lead to further matching funds and further tel8i
sion appeals - and all one a sale far out of p ion to his initial
political support. Using this technique. LaRouhe ca theorenlly
receive up to 8&5 million in Federal matcMng funds.

The American public must not be deceivem d b LaRouche. In fecant
articles in USLP publications, Lalouche has dlecribed Adolf
Hitler's murder of 6 million Jews asmyhcal" and &"delusion of the
Anierican Zionist." He has warned his followrs about the Elders of
Zion. an alleged conspiracy of Jewsh bankers to contrl the world.
He has branded the B'nai B'rith assa treasonous cPirc againPst,-P
the United States." claiming thlat It "resurrects ft raiton f ewwho denunded the crucifixion of Jesus Christ."

The USLP has slavishly fbliowed the thoughts of .Chairman
LaRouche. It has joined with the Uberty Lobby (a longtime
anti-Semitic organization) to haras the AntioDefamation Leue of
B'nai B'rith via a committee to V Up the ADV and malance
lawsuits. The party has alst attacked the Jutice DO'8 Nad War
Crimes Prosecution unit. claiming it was established to "t
LaRouche." And an official party statement has denounced the
Holocaust curriculum in Now York City's public schools as "flth."
urging "disciplinary action" against any school which dares to teaoh
about the genocidal crimes of the NpiL

SOME INFORMED SOURCES ON LAROUCHE A CO.... a sa
but well-financed extremist political group, the U.S. Labor Pry
which has a history of violence and hate propaganda... The Party
literature attacks respected Jewish organizations and Individuals.
The party blames drug traffic on an elaborate International Zionist
and British conspiracy - a conspiracy federal drug enforcmen
officials call "absolutely untounoed."

-Detroit Free Press Augud 26. 1979
Alona the way aocxx'dino to former party members and. In some
cases to Party Publications, internal arty records and law enforce-
ment officials--members of the (USLP) have initiated gang assults
at rivals' meetings, taken courses in the use of knives and rifles at an"anti-terrorist" schootl and produced private intelligence reports on

urtbmartaiiups intWe unt OWs fir te Burea of 81011
Usuiyof.Sml Airs

-New ork Times Wber 7. 11
1sofpllne 1!-M- NCLC -ade ormabuao of te USLP s si--- m uc pm r Nbrd of onAdmly me

dun with nveey... The the of an NCLC meN"rwho wet
elleimpting tol pesaehsduhe olaeteog aiIn wet

orete-mong byehas riro n attenderim he
een told " pick up the body" an unMdiabte thOewt.

i-adoml eview, March 0, IS

Metgs of (rva) goups haebeen dbrupted and emrshaow
bi ult In ore lo vid fm tn t of e0131 1
iiI Ian Itveathee groupeto beadaspr of Lalouhesl

lonermnin psyhology, t NC C si subed seel ofIs -. douhtin mner to seree pttooglce 'rprgm
sling," tooling thein moms s deystodo so h actsWaind N own mmers and othms we consisent with the

aresive and highly antoni tone the NCLC taks tords
spersns B perceive to be its opponents. NCLC memers have

acquired weaponi , and effoirts haebeen madeto instruot eets
. . . it is Reonaleto431"cthatatof,

VWmrsonce wil oniue and, perhaps take dimffrn directions.
-#lrl A. Taylor. Jr.

in his apty as Actng.A General of the United States)
- August 19. 1976

3hee ctiviti ofLalouche can not be disn da m eoen -
by. Adolph Hitter began his rimeto power with even fewer followers
Too often Laf 'uches solutions have included "gn assaults' on
oponentsl In our opiniol, them inclents re a harbinge of future
atcks on Jews, 4Slacks, CathoIcs and anyone who dingres with

4 USLP ideology. The FEC' apol of matching taxdollas for
LaRoude must be condemned by the public. Lalouche has arNh
I* freedom of speech; he should not have a right tousth
taxpyer's money in pursuing his ethnic de mcgoguery.

. WHAT CAN YOU DO?
1. Write your Congeman and Senato. omand rever of the

FEC. decision in the Aouche can. Enclose a cap of this
ad.

cL. erie copies of your letter to the fur FEC commissim who
voted in bv of the most rew-t ($30.000) match t grt to
LaRouche. These om ors we Joan =kns Thomas
Hwri Frank Reiche. and Robert Tiernanr all c/o Federal
Election Commisson, 1325 K St. NW. Wsshington D.C. 20463.

. Help us rais the fundsneededtopia=thisadandotherdu in
newspapers around the country. Send us $1 or $2 or more if you

n afford it. Every bft help. We have put a coupon in this ad for
your conmnienc. •

1 T: CORTE (Committee Organized For Informing The Electorate)500 East 82 Street. New York City. New York 10028
I will contact my Congressman and/or Senators. I am enclosing

c contribution to help detray the cot of similar ads inn i 500Ea FI Tres. ThwYos Cmuit n isW ntZ aut00 ze2 bnewspapers throughout the coutry.

Pwnm n Hereby Granted for Duplication of This Meoe
NAME

ADDRESS
Contribution Enclosed S.. Make check or Money Zroer
ayable to CORITE. This amer icsm ion is not or i byany candidate. This advertomenS is paid for by COFRTE
Coffmitee Ortnized For informing The Electorate).

_a

American ptoI
and Insidiou Eirnuoitflu bAI

beI i="nto U
Party ~ ,~LyndnH.Latuftfoh

pan nh h41
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*Ben Ganz
Manhattan

(OUR TIRED...
at paying attention to the news lately, -but
tow how many Cuban refugees are going to
shington, D.C., and Plains, Georgia?

S. P. Neves
East n8th St.

I OF EXPRESSION .;j
total support for showing "Death qf a Prin-
,ericans. would be giving up our freedom of
sion if we would give In to the oil blackmail
us of a country because they didn't like
i of their lifestyle.
;o wonderful about this country. We can
vs of one subject, leaving us the freedom of
hich view we ourselves accept. I refuse tous freedom for all, and anyone who wants

take a good look at what they are.giving
,ill get in return.
WNET on their stand for freedom of ex-
ia is enough.

Joseph Zinzi, Jr.
Manhattan

ION ASKED
e; mature adult female who bicycles from
pect Park, Brooklyn, to work on East 21st
L Ido not excuse bicyclists from common
aws. If pedestrians would also cooperate,

and bikers might use offense as a defense
e cyclist deliberately hits a pedestrian,

•uns an equal ,isk of injury to himself or
-damage to the bike as well.

Can anyone blaine Israel for being against the proPL
Palestinians having total control of the land In the Wast
Bank? Public opinion throughout the world must realiln that,
Israel Will not receive any support from the members ofthe ow
Security Council, with the exception of the United Stats.' ,

It is evident that the Security Council does not consider the '
murder of Israeli people a violation of its rules.

Abraham Berkowittz.

COFITE funds
COFITE (The Committee Organized For Inforulag

The Electorate) was created to inform volen abool he
real neo-Nazi, anlisemitlc program of Lyndon
LaRouche, founder and leader of the U.S. Labor Party.
LaRouche, In campaigning for the Democratic
presidential-nomination, has attempted to conceal his
true positions. COFITE's purpose has been to reveal
the truth behind the campaign rhetoric.

To date, COFITE has raised $3,154. Of this amount
approximately $1,100 came in response to an ad placed
in the Feb. 26 New York Times. Our Town readers have
contributed about $2,000.

The ad In the Times has cost COFITE $8,615. This
hus resulted in a deficit of approximately $5,500.

According to tie Federal Elections Commission.
LaRouche's campaign contributions througli February,
1980, amounted to $34,572 In New York State alone.
This sum included only contributions of more than
$200. ' i

Readers Interested In spreading the word ,on the real
LaRouche are asked to send their contributions to
COFITE, 500 E. 82nd St., NYC 10028.

a]3
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Edward R. layttp
Commiite _'V4,04q I tit~

the ElectOrte. .
500 East 82 Steet- ,
New York, kty 1v* 10028

Re MUt 1137

Dear Mr. Kayatt ..:

V

0"-no

A revieov "f- #g ites; 4diq. t*s that your coMtteo
has not desS!t *eOQ el 4~i this mtterw A letter, dated
September 23'S.,;, om A ize, Bacon and Bo an, Attorneysat Law, sugg t ta4ttha firm maybe representiq COfITE.

If COP~tE As to .presented by counhel, a letter to
I that effec t tbe bO vtted. See 11 C -.R. "i11o23(a). In

this regard, you should forward i € ument which' contains:
(a) the name, address and phone number of counsel, and (b) a

_ statement authorliing counsel to receive any and all noti-
fications and oamt6nications from the Commission in COFITE's

oD behalf.

General Counsel

Oc.obeA 31, 1980

Th m.a 6 ae~ve aA aut iz tion So Loftence Abumon, E6q., Saxe,

acon, Botand, 39 Eat 6tkee t, N.Y.C. 10021 to act in behat oj the

a~tementioned Couwv tee mid Chambnn ox any otheot individWt invotved

with Comntee%

Edwa4d R. Kaya.tt

47



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

October 30, 1980

Edward R. Kayatt, Chairman
Committee Organized to Inform

the Electorate*
500 East 82 Street
New York, New York 10028

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Kayatt:

A review of our files indicates that your committee
has not designated counsel in this matter. A letter, dated
September 23, 1980, from Saxe, Bacon and Bolan, Attorneys

Sat Law, suggests that that firm may be representing COPITE.

If COFITE is to be represented by counsel, a letter to
that effect must be submitted. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.23(a). In
this regard, you should forward a document which contains:
(a) the name, address and phone number of counsel, and (b) a
statement authorizing counsel to receive any and all noti-
fications and communications from the Commission in COFITE's
behalf.

Since



PE~RA. E1$%~0~eC4~MMSS -

Edward R. Kayatt, Chairman
Committee Organized to Inform

the Electorate
500 East 82 Street
New York, New York 10028

Re: !MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Kayatt:

A review of our files indicates that your committee
0 has not designated counsel in this matter. A letter, dated

September 23, 1980, from Saxe, Bacon and Bolan, Attorneys
Sat Law, suggests that tbat firm may be representing COPITE.

If COFITE is to be represented by counsel, a letter to
that effect must be submitted. See 11 C.F.R. 5 111.23(a). In
this regard, you should forward adocument which contains:
(a) the name, address and phone number of counsel, and (b) a
statement authorizing counsel to receive any and all noti-
fications and communications from the Commission in COFITE's
behalf.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel'"



(WRI
F.IUWN

MANHATTAN
MEDIA
CORP
500 E. 82 ST.
NEW YORK, N.Y.
10028

.c.

1-0t1
4,C>qCm:

f ::::." -cl. --

4coov ; JrA7
0 c'.*



/ ~,

I.. I

.~ /*~. d-j
fl- 39 EAST 68TH STREET, NEW YORK, N. Y. 10021

ri CYSP.

Vincent J. Converty, Jr., Esq.
Federal Eflection Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463
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JOHN GOOIPPRY SAX9 0
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ROY "I CON
STANLEY MO rRnED040W
DANIEL J. DRISCOLL'
MICHAEL ROSEN
THOMAS A. ANiftWS
JOHN Or. LANG
LOUIS @IANQ0N%*
LAWRENCE E.q4AMANELLI*L*
U. VINCENT CARLESIMO
HOWARD FALCK HUSUM

JOHN A. KISER
Of COUNSEL

SMEMBER Or NEW YRK AND NEW JERSEY RAt
MEM8BERt OF PtNNSVIL.VoN am owL September 23, 198,0

Vincent J. Conve ty, LJr., Ee
-- Federal Election "Co144ssion

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: !R11,37

Dear Mr. Converty:

Although our clients, Manhattan Media Corporation,
Our Town, and Ed Kayatt, are willing to enter into "informal"
conciliation in an attempt to resolve this matter, they are
unwilling and unable in good conscience to admit any violation
of the Federal Election law.

We do not believe that Mr. Kayatt failed to register
C"COFITE - Committee Organized For Informing the Electorate."

The FEC's own preliminary findings state that on February 22,
1980 Mr. Kayatt filed a document with the Commission thereby
registering "COFITE" as a "political committee."

Subsequent to registration COITE proceeded to
solicit contributions and make expenditures "in an attempt
to see that Lyndon LaRouche is defeated," but prior to
February 22, 1980 COFITE had not generated contributions nor
made expenditures in a quantity sufficient to require regi-
stration.

With respect to Manhattan Media Corporation, the
corporation has not made any contribution to COFITE, nor has
it made any expenditures on COFITE's behalf.



Vinen i7 Coh"Wtye Jr,, Esq.
Septse*r 23, 1980
Page -2 -

COFITE has made an e xnditure of $8,615.00 for"
an ad placed in the New York Times. This ad was partially
paid with $3,320 of COFITE's funds, the balance remains
unpaid and is an outstanding obligation of COFITE.

COFITE at present has no funds in its treasury.
On advice of counsel it suspended acceptance of any further
contributions last June, and this suspension will remain
in effect until the FEC investigation is cleared up.

Since our clients are anxious to resume solicitation
of funds and to clear up COFITE's debts, it is imperative
that the FEC investigation be completed as quickly as possible.

In order to expedite the investigation, we are
willing to produce whatever documents that you require. In

'order to make arrangements for your inspection of the relevant
documents, please call Mr. Rick Sabbatini of our firm.

Very truly yours,

SAXE, BACON & BOLAN, P.C.

r 6C .aiazzo

/ Law Clerk
/lf
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RETUIRMNQUEVCID

Joseph Caiasso, Esquire
Saxe, Bacon & Bolan, P.C.
39 East 68th Street
New York, NY 10021

Re: .IUR 1137

Dear Mr. Caiazzo:

It is my understanding that you are now representing
ell respondents Manhattan Media Corporation, Our Town, Edward R.

Kayatt, and Dennis King, upon the departure of Hr. Schuman
% from your firm.

N The Federal Election Commission notified your clients on
January 15, 1980, of a complaint which alleged that they
may have violated certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ["the Act"]. A copy of the
complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.

The Commission acknowledges receipt of a response dated
'7 February 1, 1980, by Mr. Schuman on behalf of your clients.

The Commission notified Mr. Schuman and respondent King

(who had not yet identified your firm as representing him) on
February 7, 1980, of an amendment to the complaint. The Commission
has not received any response to the amendment; of course, there
was no obligation to respond.

On the basis of the allegations contained in the complaint,
the response, the amendment to the complaint, and information
ascertained by the Commission in the ordinary course of carrying
out its supervisory responsibilities, the Commission determined
on September 3, 1980, that there is reason to believe that respondent
Manhattan Media Corporation (trading as Our Town) has violated
2 U.S.C. S 441b. On the same date, the Commission determined that



Letter to Joseph Caiazzo, Isq.
Page Two

there is reason to believe that respondent Edward R. Kayatt has
violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434. A report on these Commission
findings is attached for your information. You are of course
encouraged to submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's investigation and analysis
of this matter. A description of Commission procedures is also
attached for your information.

The Commission also considered the allegations of the complaint
with respect to respondent Dennis King and determined on the same
date that there was no reason to believe that Mr. King violated the
Act. Accordingly, the Commission voted to close the file with
respect to Mr. King.

If you have any questions, please contact Vincent J. Convery, Jr.
the attorney assigned to this matter, at 202-523-4000.

Sincerely,

Cax L. Fr/eansdo4
Chairman

ITIV
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Joseph Caiazzo, Esquire
Saxe, Bacon & Bolan, P.C.
39 East 68th Street
New York, NY IOU21

Re: MUR 1137

Dear hr. Caiazzo:

It is my understanding that you are now representing
a- respondents Manhattan Media Corporation, Our Town, Edward R.

Kayatt, and Dennis King, upon the departuri of Mr. Schuman
from your firm.

The Federal Election Commission notified your clients on
January 15, 1980, of a complaint which alleged that they
may have violated certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ["the Act"]. A copy of the
complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.0

The Commission acknowledges receipt of a response dated
February 1, 1980, by Mr. Schuman on behalf of your clients.

The Commission notified Mr. Schuman and respondent King

(who had not yet identified your firm as representing him) on
February 7, 1980, of an amendment to the complaint. The Commission
has not received any response to the amendment; of course, there
was no obligation to respond.

On the basis of the allegations contained in the complaint,
the response, the amendment to the complaint, and information
ascertained by the Commission in the ordinary course of carrying
out its supervisory responsibilities, the Commission determined
on September 3, 1980, that there is reason to believe that respondent
Manhattan Media Corporation (trading as Our Town) has violated
2 U.S.C. S 441b. On the same date, the Commission determined that



Letter toPage Two

there is reason to believe that respondent Bdwawd R Eayatt has
violated 2 U.S.C S 433 and 434. A report on these Comtasion
findings is attached for yotur 4n£ormation. You are of course
enorgd to submit anY faOtual: Or legal mteorial 1 hc you

believe are relevant to the Commission's investigation and analysis
of this matter. A description of Commission procedures is also
attached for your information.

The Commission also considered the allegations of the complaint
with respect to respondent Dennis King and determined on the same
date that there was no reason to believe that Mr. King violated the
Act. Accordingly, the Commission voted to close the file with
respect to Mr. King.

If you have any questions, please contact Vincent J. Convery, Jr.

the attorney assigned to this matter, at 202-523-4000.

0Sincerely#

NI



FEDERAL UL3C flI.

NOTIlFICATION OF RZMSOW TO OXWZ~f F280tW1

DATE: Septet, 10, 1980 NR *0

RESPONDENTS: Manhattan Media C2ELvation
Ma OurTown) IEward-o

Kayatt (202) 5,23-4529

SOURCE OF MUR: Complaint Generated and Internally Generated

BACKGROUND

NRespondent Kayatt is the president of Manhattan Media Corporation,
a New York corporation which publishes a regular weekly newspaper known
as Our Townj Mr. Kayatt also functions as the editor of Our Town.

Citizens for LaRouche, the principal campaign committee of Lyndon
LaRouche, filed a complaint with the Commission against the above
respondents alleginq, inter alia, that respondent Kayatt was operating
a "political committee" without so registering and reporting with the
Commission, and that some of the advertisements critical of LaRouche

p were financed at least in part by the corporate funds of respondent
Manhattan Media Corporation. The respondents filed a response to the

O complaint which included a sworn affidavit of Mr. Kayatt. An amend-
ment to the complaint was also filed. The Commission also received
relevant information in the normal course of carrying out its

o supervisory responsibilities, including a document filed with the
Commission by COFITE - Committee Organized For Informing The Electorate
and including newspaper clippings and advertisements on file in the
Commission's Press Office.

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 impose registration and reporting
requirements upon any organization which is a "political committee,"
which term includes any "group of persons which receives contributions
aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendar year or which makes
expenditures aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendar year."
2 U.S.C. 5 431 (4)(A). Whether a financial transaction is a
"contribution" or an "expenditure" depends upon whether it is done
"for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office."
See 2 U.S.C. SS 431(8) and (9).



Mja-pondint Kayattts afftd-t., .it d.: fbtuazy 4,19. 10,. toffra
to *my efforts to se that Lyndon l.ahO.. is, deteated. Q
February 22, 1980, Mr. aKyattiled &.ocuit ,with the. CORWaifl
as chairman of a new organization known as "CO!TR - .Comud -
Organized For Informing The Electorate" which represented to tOhe
Commission that the organization would be making independentoxpendi-
tures "in opposition to Federal candidate." COPIT pur chts4. at
least part of an advertisement in the February 26, 1980 issIueof
The New York Times highly critical of Lyndon LaRouche. Notices were
printed both in the May 11-17 issue and in the May 25-31 issue of
of Our Town stating.that the New York Times ad had cost $8,615 and
had generated an additional $1,100 in contributions to COFITE1 these
notices also mentioned that Our Town readers had donated $2,000.
These facts and the legal analysis above indicated to the Commission
that there was reason to believe that respondent Kayatt was operating
a "political committee" without registering and reporting as such
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434.

The Commission took into account that many of the activities
alleged in the complaint might well be excluded from the definition

0 of "expenditure" because of the provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 431(9)(B)(i)
excluding most news stories, commentaries, and editorials. However,
the Commission concluded that many of the activities involved with
respect to Mr. Kayatt appeared to go beyond the normal press operations
of Our Town and that, using the New York Times ad as an example,
those activities did not constitute news stories, commentaries,
or editorials within the meaning of the exclusion. This conclusion

* was supported by the fact that Mr. Kayatt set up a separate organization
to carry out many of these activities.

o With respect to Manhattan Media Corporation, the Commission
took note of Our Town's pledge in the January 27 - February 2 issue
to advance any extra funds needed to purchase the half-page ad in
the New York Times, which indeed was run less than one month later.

0 The Commission also noted that the COFITE notice in both the May
11-17 and the May 25-31 issues of Our Town indicated that COFITE
was approximately $5,500 short of the cost of the ad. The Commission
concluded that there was reason to believe at this stage of the
proceedings that Manhattan Media Corporation had used its funds
to partially finance the New York Times ad and perhaps others.
2 U.S.C. S 441b prohibits corporations from making contributions
or expenditures in connection with a Federal election.

Based upon the foregoing analysis, the Federal Election
Commission has found:

1. That there is reason to believe that Edward Kayatt has
violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 by failing to register COFITE as
a "political committee" and by failing to file the required reports.

2. That there is reason to believe that Manhattan Media
Corporation, trading as Our Town, has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b
by making contributions or expenditures in connection with a federal
election.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

September 10, 1980

j CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

TREASURER
COFITE (Committee Organizea For

Informing the Electorate)
500 East 82nd Street
New York, NY 10028

Re: MUR 1137

O4f Dear Treasurer:

0 On the basis of information ascertained in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the

%10 Federal Election Commission determined, on September 3, 1980,
that there is reason to believe that your committee violated
2 U.S.C. S 433 and 434 by failing to register and report

I" as a "political committee." A report on the Commission's
finding is attached for your information. You are encouraged
to submit any factual or legal materials which you believe
are relevant to the Commission's investigation and analysis

oD of this matter. A description of Commission procedures is
vq[ enclosed for your information.

oD This matter will remain confidential in accordance
with 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12) (A) unless you
notify the Comission in writing that you wish the matter
to be made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Vincent J.
Convery, Jr., the attorney assigned to this matter, at 202-
523-4000.

Sincerely,

hi F e dersdOrf

Chairman

Enclosures (2)

10 .
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nowR EDMIP REQUESTED

TREASURER
COFITE (Committee Organixed For

Informing the Electorate)
500 East 82nd Street
New York, NY 10028

Re: MUR 1137

__ Dear Treasurer:

0 On the basis of information ascertained in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the

t Federal Election Commission determined, on September 3, 1980,
that there is reason to believe that your committee violated
2 U.S.C. S 433 and 434 by failing to register and report
as a "political committee." A report on the Commission's
finding is attached for your information. You are encouraged
to submit any factual or legal materials which you believe
are relevant to the Commission's investigation and analysis

S of this matter. A description of Commission procedures is
enclosed for your information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance
with 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter
to be made public.

If you have any questions, please contact Vincent J.
Convery, Jr., the attorney assigned to this matter, at 202-
523-4000.

Sincerely,

W'msr

Enclosures .(2)



FEDERAL ELECTION; CONMISSION

NOTIFICATION OF REASON TO BELIEVE FINDING

DATE: September 10, 1980 MUR NO. 1137
STAFF MEMBER & TEL. NO.

RESPONDENTS: COFITE (Committee Organized
For Informing The Electorate) Kevin H. Smith (202) 523-452.

SOURCE OF MUR: I N T E R N A L L Y G E N E R A T E D

BACKGROUND

COFITE is an organization which, on February 22, 1980, filed
with the Commission a form entitled "Report of Independent Expenditures
or Contributions By Persons" (FEC Form 5). This report lists Edward
Kayatt as the organization's chairman and indicates that it will make

o independent expenditures "in opposition to Federal candidate." The
report does not indicate that any expenditures had yet been made by
COFITE, but that it had received $619 in contributions. In an affidavit
prepared less than three weeks prior to the filing of that report,
Mr. Kayatt had referred to "my efforts to see that Lyndon LaRouche
is defeated." On February 26, the day of the New Hampshire primary
and two days after COFITE's report had been filed, a COFITE advertise-
ment appeared in the New York Times highly critical of LaRouche. A
few months later, COFITE placed notices in Our Town, a Manhattan
weekly newspaper, stating that the ad had cost COFITE $8,615 and had
generated approximately $1,100 in additional contributions; the notices,
which appeared in both the May 11-17 and the May 25-31 issues, also

o stated that approximately $2,000 had been raised from Our Town readers.

The above facts were ascertained by the Commission in the normal
course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 impose registration and reporting
requirements upon any organization which is a "political committee,"
which term includes any "group of persons which receives contributions
agregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendar year or which makes
expenditures aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendar year."
2 U.S.C. S 431(4)(A). Whether a financial transaction is a "contri-
bution" or an "expenditure" depnds upon whether it is done "for the
purpose of influencing any election for Federal office." See 2 U.S.C.
SS 431(8) and (9).

Based upon the facts recited above and an examination of the
various COFITE advertisements, the Commission concluded that there
was reason to believe that COFITE's purpose was to influence the



That thezre As ~oon o be3~.ttCF~hsoa~
2 US.C $94fland 4- ty tlioVt CgIsTw as %riolat4t

a ittet* ahd -by tailln to tile the. rquir*8 rep4~*s.

N



33F RTE FEDRAL U~WCU(SXU

In the Matter of )
( R 113.7

Manhattan Media Corporation )
(t/a Our Town) )

Edward r. Kayatt
Dennis King
COFITE (Committee Organized )
For Informing the Electorate) )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary to the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on September 3, 1980,

the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the

following actions regarding MUR 1137:

1. Find REASON TO BELIEVE that
Edward Kayatt has violated
2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 by
failing to register COFITE
as a "political committee"
and by failing to file the
required reports.

2. Find REASON TO BELIEVE that
COFITE has violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 433 and 434 by failing to
register as a "political
committee" and by failing to
file the required reports.

3. Find NO REASON TO BELIEVE that
Dennis King has violated the
Act by the acts alleged in the
complaint.

(Continued)



CU~TI7ICATION

F*rSt General Counsel's Report
Dated: August 29, 1980

4. Find REASON TO BELIEVE that
Manhattan Media Corporation,
trading as Our Town, has
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by
making contributions or
expenditures in connection
with a federal election

5. Send the letters (2) and
notifications (2) as attached
to the above-named report.

Voting for this determination were Commissioners

Aikens, Friedersdorf, Harris, McGarry, Reiche, and Tiernan.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
,etary to the Commission

Received in Office of the Commission Secretary:
Circulated on 48 hour vote basis:

8-29-80, 10:27
8-29-80, 2:00

Wage
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-M EETION CONNI55,~ V F
1325 K Stret, f

Washington, D.C. 2G0

PIRST GENERAL COUNSEL 8QAO.2

DA AND TRZ OF1, RANSMITTAL MUR# 1137
BY T TO 441 $CiISSION AIN 2.9 90 DATE COMPLAINT CRIVED

BY OGC

STAFF MEMBER Smith

COMPLAINT'S NAME: Citizens for LaRouche

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Manhattan Media Corporation (t/a Our Town);
Edward R. Kayatt; Dennis King; COME?
(Committee Organized For Informing the
Electorate)

C' RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. SS 431(4), 431(8), 431(9), 433, 434,
441b

K
INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: COFITE "C" Index; Press Office

P FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

This matter arises in part from a complaint filed by Citizens
for LaRouche and in part from information ascertained by the

oCommission in the normal course of carrying out its supervisory
responsibilities. The complaint (Exhibit I) basically alleged that

Nrespondents Manhattan Media Corporation, Kayatt, and King, were
acting as a "political committee" in that they solicited funds in
the editorial pages of Our Town, a Manhattan weekly newspaper, such
funds to be used for an advertisement in the New York Times which,
according to the complaint, would be for the purpose of defeating
Lyndon LaRouche in his campaign for the Democratic presidential
nomination. Manhattan Media Corporation is a New York corporation
which publishes Our Town. Edward R. Kayatt is the president of
Manhattan Media Corporation and the editor/publisher of Our Town.
Dennis King is a free-lance reporter who writes for Our Town and
who authored a series of articles critical of LaRouche. The
complaint further alleged that the anticipated New York Times
advertisement would be partially financed by corporate funds,
presumably those of Manhattan Media Corporation.

Among the materials attached to the complaint were copies of
two Our Town editorials. The first, from the December 30 - January 5,
1980 issue, is entitled "Taxpayer's money for fascism?" and generally
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criticizes the Comission for granting matching funds to 0 .
whom it accuses of espousing a " neo-Nazi, anti-semitic ide=

It calls for a congressional investigation of the Commissi 0

action and asks readers to write their Congressmen demandi U '

hold on the matching funds pending a further investigation. M
the end of the editorial, it invites donations toward the co$.Rt .,

of a full-page advertisement in the New York Times "so that *%
can spread the word of this alarming situation to a wider' #00 Ie."
The editorial does not expressly advocate the defeat of Ladctio,
and appears to be primarily directed towards a Congressional.
investigation of the Commission's action; it does, however,

complain that the Commission's decision "will have the effect of

seeming to legitimize LaRouche as a Democratic Party candidate

to those who do not understand his real position." The affidavit

of James Cleary, submitted with the complaint, states that he tele-

phoned respondent Kayatt after reading the first editorial and that

Kayatt advised that the anticipated advertisement would cost

approximately $16,000 and that checks should be made payable to

"Our Town" and should bear the notation "New York Times Ad Fund."

Kayatt also urged Cleary to contact various government officials

regarding the Commission's action.

CThe second relevant editorial, appearing in the January 6 -

12, 1980 issue, is entitled "Scrutiny Needed" and generally states
N that LaRouche's receipt of matching funds "points up the growing

menace of the neo-nazi, anti-semitic ideology of his U.S. Labor
Party." The editorial then goes on to urge readers to call on
Congress to launch a full investigation into "the activities of

LaRouche and his cult." The last paragraph of this second editorial

again solicits contributions for a full-page advertisement in the

New York Times "for a wider public awareness of the threat to society

represented by LaRouche and his followers," and asks that the checks

be sent to Our Town bearing the notation "New York Times Ad Fund."

This editorial does not expressly advocate the defeat of LaRouche
and appears to be primarily directed toward the perceived necessity

for a Congressional investigation of LaRouche.

The original complaint was duly forwarded to respondents. Prior

to receiving their response, the Commission received additional

material from complainant which was treated as an amendment to the

complaint and which was forwarded to respondents with an opportunity

to respond thereto. The amendment (Exhibit II) enclosed a clipping

from the January 27 - February 2, 1980, issue of Our Town. This was

labeled "NOTICE" and advised that "we" (i.e., Our Town) planned to

take a half-page ad in the New York Times rather than wait until

enough money was collected for a full page ad; this "NOTICE" also

solicited further contributions and gave prior contributors the

opportunity to obtain a refund if they did not wish their money to

be used for a half-page ad. The "NOTICE" also states, "If this

should leave insufficient funds to cover the cost of the half-page,

we pledge to advance the difference so that the ad can be published."

The "NOTICE" does not state what the proposed New York Times ad would

say but indicates that the ad would be placed "[i]n order to get the

warning about Lyndon LaRouche's neo-Nazi ideas to a wider audience

as soon as possible." The "NOTICE" does not expressly advocate the

defeat of LaRouche.
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On the day after this office received the above af t to,
we received a response (Exhibit III) from respondent'soia tQorY.to

the original complaint. The attorney's letter addres# s."tlZf Ito
the series of news articles run by Our Town and to its levitiitl h
comments on LaRouche and on the Commission's actions, ma taining that
those activities are exempted from the coverage of the Act* The
letter does not appear to have addressed itself to the Propo4k
New York Times advertisement, except that in discussing 2 U.S.C.
S 441b it generally refers to "permissible and non-partisan
corporation speech and activities"; it is not clear that this

general reference even refers to the proposed New York Times ad

as opposed to the Our Town "news stories." Attached to the letter,
however, is an affidavit of respondent Kayatt. Mr. Kayatt explained

that Our Town had run a series of articles based upon respondent
King's investigation of LaRouche and that during that investigation

it had learned of LaRouche's qualification for matching funds.

Kayatt stated that he felt the public should be so informed
and that "the facts as set forth in the news articles written
by Mr. King should be read by a larger number of New Yorkers,

many of whom live outside the area of distribution of the
newspaper." He further explained that Our Town sometimes

O determines that a particular candidate Tsnot qualified to

hold public office and, in that event, attempts to elicit

facts and to write news articles based upon those facts to

inform the general public. Kayatt then makes the following state-

ment: "My efforts to see that LYNDON LAROUCHE is defeated and that
the public is made aware of his activities in the past has nothing
to do and is in no way connected with the political activities of
any other candidate or any other party." The affidavit does not
make clear whether the "efforts" referred to encompass the proposed
New York Times advertisement or merely the news articles and

117 editorials previously run in Our Town. The affidavit states at the
end that Kayatt has collected contributions of $614.00, "far short

o of the $1,000 set forth in the complaint."

NThe respondents have filed no response to the "amendment" con-

3 cerning the January 27 "NOTICE." While awaiting such a response,
this office received another letter from complainant enclosing an
identical "NOTICE" clipped from the February 3-9, 1980, issue of
Our Town. We did not forward a copy of this to respondents because
of its identical nature. While continuing to await the expiration
of the 15-day period from our forwarding of the "amendment" to
respondents, complainants sent us another letter enclosing a third
"NOTICE" clipped from the February 17-23, 1980 issue of OUR TOWN,
once again identical to the previous two "notices"; this material
was also not forwarded to respondents.

Two days after the publication of the third "NOTICE," respondent
Kayatt prepared an FEC Form 5 (Report of Independent Expenditures Or
Contributions By Persons) which was filed with the Commission on
February 22, 1980, on behalf of "COFITE - Committee Organized To
Inform The Electorate" having the same address as Our Town; the report
was forwarded in an Our Town business envelope. This material is
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attached hereto as Exhibit IV. The report is somewhat confusiLrb
in that it reports that COFITE had received $619.00 in under-$l6O
contributions during the period of January 21 - February 15,
19801 the Kayatt affidavit, dated February 4, 1980, had stated that
$614.00 had already been collected by him as of that 

date. The

report indicated that no expenditures had been made "to date," but
indicated in Item 3 that "[tjhis is an Independent Expenditure in
opposition to Federal candidate." In Item 6, in the space marked
"Name and office Sought of Federal Candidate," the report stated
"none." The Reports Analysis Division advised this office of this
filing and also furnished us with a copy of a clipping (Exhibit V)
received by the Commission's Press Office which was an advertisement
published in the February 24 - March 1, 1980 issue of Our Town
which advertisement stated that it was "paid for by COFITE (Committee
Organized For Informing The Electorate." We do not know whether
Our Town actually charged for the space and, if so, how much it
charged. The advertisement headlines the amount of matching funds
received by LaRouche and generally emphasizes the extent to which
LaRouche has politically benefited from those funds. The advertise-
ment contains a series of quotations from various newspapers, magazines
and individuals, all of which contain derogatory references to LaRouche.
It then exhorts the reader to write members of Congress and members of
the Commission to demand a reversal of the matching funds decision.
It also solicits contributions "to help defray the cost of similar
ads in newspapers throughout the country." The advertisement does
not expressly advocate the defeat of LaRouche.

Until recently, this office had no information as to whether
COFITE or Our Town had placed advertisements in the New York Times
or in any newspapers other than Our Town. We had also repeatedly
checked the Public Records office to see if COFITE had reported

.... receiving any additional funds which would total more than $1,000;
1!7 as recently as May 30, 1980, a check of COFITE's "C" Index revealed

no filings subsequent to its original filing received February 22,
1980. However, in checking with the Press Office to see if any
New York Times ad had appeared with COFITE or Our Town sponsorship,
we found that although the Press Office did not have the clipping,
they did have the most recent issue of Our Town, dated May 25-31,
1980, which contained a notice (Exhibit VI) by COFITE stating that
it had placed an ad in the February 26 issue of the New York Times
which had cost $8,615. The notice further stated that the ad had
generated approximately $1,100 and that Our Town readers had contri-
buted about $2,000. The notice explains that this has left COFITE
with a deficit of approximately $5,500. The notice does not explain
how COFITE had been able to purchase an $8,615 ad with at most
$2,000 of pre-ad contributions. It solicits further contributions
from "[r]eaders interested in spreading the word on the real LaRouche."
This latest notice also states the purpose of COFITE as follows:

"COFITE (The Committee Organized For
Informing The Electorate) was created
to inform voters about the real neo-Nazi,
antisemitic program of Lyndon LaRouche,
founder and leader of the U.S. Labor Party.
LaRouche, in campaigning for the Democratic
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presidential nomination, has attempted to conceal
his true positions. COFITE's purpose has been to
reveal the truth behind the campaign rhetoric."

Prior to this notice, it had appeared from the prior editorials,
notices, advertisements, and solicitations, that respondent
Kayatt's activities, both through his corporately-owned Our
and through his committee, COFITE, had been directed towards iiking
legislative and/or administrative action to reverse the Commission's
decision on granting matching funds to LaRouche. It had also appeared
that his activities had not gone beyond the pages of Our Town and had
not involved the receipt or expenditure of more than $1,000. This
notice not only contradicts those earlier appearances, but also
sheds new light on the reference by Kayatt's February affidavit to
"my efforts to see that LYNDON LAROUCHE is defeated." The fact
that the New York Times ad was apparently published less than one
month after the "NOTICE" appearing in the January 27 - February 2
issue of Our Town (Exhibit I), had pledged to "advance the difference
so that the ad can be published" suggests the strong possibility that
respondent Kayatt may have advanced over $5,000 of Manhattan Media
Corporation (trading as Our Town) funds in support of those "efforts."

As this report was being prepared to reflect the new information,
we received another communication from complainants (Exhibit VII)
enclosing a copy of the half-page at which appeared in the
February 26 issue of the New York Times and a notice from COFITE
which had appeared in the May 11-17 issue of Our Town. That
notice is identical to the notice in the May 25-31 issue (Exhibit VI)
and the text of the New York Times ad is identical to that
of the advertisement which had appeared in the February 24-March 1
issue of Our Town (Exhibit V).

LEGAL ANALYSIS

At the outset, it should be made clear that this case does not
present the question of whether an "independent expenditure," as
defined by 2 U.S.C. S 431(17), has been made by any of the respondents;
none of the communications or solicitations involved expressly
advocated the defeat of Lyndon LaRouche. The fact that COFITE chose
to register itself on an independent expenditure form is legally
irrelevant to the issue. There is therefore no possible violation
of 2 U.S.C. S 434(c)(2) or S 441d(a). There are two issues at this
stage of the proceeding: (1) whether there is reason to believe
that any or all of the respondents are a "political committee" as
defined by 2 U.S.C. S 431(4)(A); and (2) whether there is reason to
believe that Manhattan Media Corporation has made a "contribution or
expenditure" prohibited by 2 U.S.C. S 441b. This office concludes
that the answer to both questions is in the affirmative.

A. The "Political Committee" Issue

2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 impose registration and reporting
requirements upon any organization which is a "political committee."
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That term is defined to include any "grop of persons which -r !es
contributions aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendi ar
or which makes expenditures aggregating in excess of $1,000 4diur'lg a
calendar year." 2 U.S.C. S 431(4)(A). Both "contribution" a6
"expenditure" are defined to cover only acts taken "for the ]pibse
of influencing any election for Federal office." The courts hae
placed a limiting construction on these statutory standards such.
that the "political committee" obligations may only be imposed,
with respect to groups acting independently of candidates or parties,
upon "committees soliciting contributions or making expenditures the
major purpose of which is the nomination or election of candidates."
United States v. National Committee for Impeachment, 469 F.2d 1135
(2d Cir. 1972). Accord, ACLU v. Jennings, 366 F. Supp. 1041 (D.D.C.
1973), vacated as moot sub. nom. Staats v. ACLU, 422 U.S. 1030
(1975). The Supreme Court cited these limiting constructions as
having avoided the vagueness problems which would otherwise plague
the "for the purpose of influencing" standard. See Buckley v. Valeo,
424 U.S. 1, 79 (1976). Expenditures of political committees so
construed, the Court said, 'are, by definition, campaign related."
Id.

Applying those standards to the facts as they appear at this
preliminary stage of the procedures, it should first be made clear
that none of the activities of any of the respondents, insofar as
they involve the writing, editing, and publishing in the pages of
Our Town of articles and of writings purporting to set forth the
opinions of the editors or management personnel of Our Town, may be
considered as "expenditures" for the purpose of applying the
"political committee" standard. This is so both because of the
standards outlined above and especially because of the provisions
of 2 U.S.C. S 431(9)(B)(i) specifically exempting news stories,
commentaries, and editorials, from the definition of "expenditure"
unless the publication is owned or controlled by a political party,
political committee, or candidate.i/ However, the acts of at
least some of the respondents appear to go beyond the publication
of articles and editorials in Our Town and those acts require separate
analysis.

The Our Town editorals and notices attached as exhibits solicit
contributions from the reader for communications other than in the
pages of Our Town. Respondent COFITE (chaired by respondent Kayatt)
appears to have purchased advertisements both in Our Town and in the
New York Times at least partly wth funds solicited from the public.
These financial activities are not covered by the exemption for news
stories and editorials and are therefore "expenditures", depending
upon their major purpose. At this point in the proceedings, we have
two indications of the purpose of respondent Kayatt and of respondent

I/ It appears that the individual and corporate respondents were
involved with the newspaper business, specifically Our Town, before
the alleged activities giving rise to this complaint. Therefore, even
if the other activities of respondents would give rise to "political
committee" status, that would not remove their activities in publishing
an established newspaper such as Our Town from the protection of the
exemption. To hold otherwise would endanger all established newspapers
every time their editors chose to become independently involved in
the operation of a "political committee."



COFITE. Respndent Kayatt'l affidavit (see Exhibit I) t*11Q
"my efforts to see that Lyndon LaRouche is defeated atnd thE L,
public is made aware of his activities in the past." ?Th'
Our Town notice (Exhibit VI) states that COFITE "was cr te4 !
inform voters about the real neo-Nazi, anti-semitic proJr Q
Lyndon LaRouche, founder and leader of the U * S * Labor i
It then makes specific reference to LaRouche's candidacy tAd
campaign:

"LaRouche, in campaigning for the Democratic
presidential nomination, has attempted to
conceal his true positions. COFITE's purpose
has been to reveal the truth behind the campaign
rhetoric."

As suggested in the factual section of this report, the earlier

activities of respondents Kayatt and King, through Our Town,
appeared to be for the purpose of seeking a reversal of the
Commission's matching funds decision with respect to LaRoucheo
However, considering the Kayatt affidavit and the subsequent
formation of COFITE, it appears to this office that there

-- is reason to believe that the purpose changed as the activities
went beyond the pages of Our Town and that COFITE has both

1%, received "contributions" of over $1,000 and has made "expenditures"
of over $1,000, and therefore became a "political committee"
subject to the registration and reporting requirements. Respondent
Kayatt, as the apparent founder and admitted chairman of COFITE,
appears at this point to be the individual responsible for
COFITE's decision not to register and report as a "political
committee." This office does not feel, however, that there
are sufficient allegations or facts concerning respondent
Dennis King's purposes, his financial transactions, if any,
and his relationship to COFITE, if any, to give rise to a

oreason to believe that he has violated the Act.

Respondent Manhattan Media Corporation, owner and publisher of
Our Town 2/, had pledged to advance funds to meet the cost of the
New York Times advertisement and had solicited funds for the ad before
the formation of COFITE. Considering those facts and the apparent
COFITE deficit of approximately $5,500 after the New York Times ad,
it is the opinion of this office that there is reason to believe that
Manhattan Media Corporation loaned, advanced, or in some manner made
funds available to COFITE, or made payment directly to the New York
Times, for the February 26 advertisement. However, it does not appear
appropriate to analyze this allegation in the context of the "political
committee" issue since if the corporation's financial activity would give
rise to "political committee" status, it would ipso facto indicate a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b prohibiting any "contributions

2/ Our Town does not appear to have a legal existence of its own
but instead appears to be merely a name through which Manhattan Media
Corporation conducts its newspaper publishing business. The two are
therefore considered as one for our purposes.
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or expenditures" by a corporation. This allegation will
therefore be analyzed in that context only.

In summary, we conclude that there is reason to believI 'that
respondents Kayatt and COFITE violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 by
failing to register and report as a "political committee" aftit
receiving "contributions" over $1,000 and making "expenditure"s
in excess of $1,000. This conclusion relates solely to their
activities in soliciting, collecting, and expending funds for
advertisements, and in forming and operating COFITE. We further
conclude that there is no reason to believe that respondent King
has violated the Act based upon the activities alleged in the
complaint.

B. The Corporate "Contribution or Expenditure" Issue

As mentioned in the preceding section, this office concludes
that there is reason to believe that Manhattan Media Corporation
advanced, loaned or made funds available to COFITE for the Xev York

V Times advertisement on February 26, 1980, or paid money directly to
The-New York Times to cover prt of the cost. This raises the issue
of whether, if that proves to be true, it was prohibited by 2 U.S.C.
S 441b.

There are three distinct statutory definitional categories of
financial transctions prohibited to corporations:

(1) "Contributions" as defined by 2 U.S.C.
S 431(8) (see 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a));

(2) "Expenditures" as defined by 2 U.S.C.
147 S 431(9) (See 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)); and

o (3) "Contributions or expenditures" as defined
by 2 U.S.C. S 441b(b)(2), supplemented by the
broader definition of that phrase in 11 C.F.R.
S 114.1(a)(1).

Analyzing the alleged corporate activity first under categories (1)
and (2), one is again faced with examining whether the transaction
was made "for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal
office." See 2 U.S.C. SS 431(8),(9). Although it is difficult to
ascertain the "purpose" of a corporate act, corporations do act
through their officers and one might therefore consider that respondent
Kayatt, as president of Manhattan Media Corporation, if he indeed
directed the expending of corporate funds to help finance an
advertisement which was also financed by an organization (COFITE) of
which he was chairman, did so for the same purpose for which COFITE
expended its funds. Therefore, the Kayatt affidvit's language - "to
see that Lyndon LaRouche is defeated" - is probative of Manhattan
Media Corporation's purpose as well as COFITE's.
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In Ash v. Cort, 496 F.2d 416 (3d Cir. 1974) rev' d 0 j,,[
glounds 422 U.s. 66 (1975), the court analyzed a seri1w' -Orate
.d4vertisements using the "purpose of influencing" test4d at
that time from former 18 U.S.C. S 591. The advertiseent* Ln
question were directed towards countering allegedly untre Anti-
business statements which, although his name was not mentioned,
were quotations of Senator McGovern who was a candidate for
President. The corporation also encouraged the formation
of "truth squads" to counter similar statements throughout
the campaign. This is strikingly similar to the stated purpose of
COFITE "to reveal the truth behind the campaign rhetoric." See
Exhibit VI. In Ash v. Cort, the Third Circuit stated as follows:

The definition of expenditures in S 591 requires
a partisan purpose; we assume here that where a
communication is the expenditure's direct product,
the partisan purpose must appear from the communi-
cation's content, viewed in light of the surrounding
circumstances.

Id. at 425n.9. 3/ The court made clear that the partisanship of
the statements is a factual dispute. The communication in this
case, the New York Times advertisement, contains an extensive litany
of negative sttements and quotations about LaRouche and accuses him
of attempting to hide his true beliefs from the electorate. The
surrounding circumstances include the preceding Kayatt affidavit and
also the COFITE filing of a Form 5 (Exhibit IV), shortly before the
advertisement, on which was checked off "in opposition to Federal
candidate." Also part of the surrounding circumstances was Our Town's
pledge in the January 27 - February 2 "NOTICE" (Exhibit II) to

t  advance any extra funds needed to purchase the New York Times ad
noting that the ad would be placed "[iJn order to get the warning

oD about Lyndon LaRouche's neo-Nazi ideas to a wider audience as soon
as possible." Those circumstances, coupled with the timing of the
ad on the day of the New Hampshire primary, lead this office to
conclude that, even under the "purpose of influencing" standard of
prohibited corporate activity, there is reason to believe that
Manhattan Media Corporation made "contributions" or "expenditures"
in connection with the 1980 Presidential primary election.

The conclusion reached above obviates the need to determine,
at this state in the proceedings, whether Manhattan Media Corporation's
alleged partial financing of the ad would, regardless of purpose, come

3/ It must again be noted tht this approach, permitting inquiry
into "surrounding circumstances" of a communication, is based upon
an entirely different standard than the very restricted analysis
required when the issue is whether or not the "independent exenditure"
sections have been violated. See FEC v. C.L.I.T.R.I.M, 616 F.2d 45
(2d Cir. 1980) (en banc). As noted previously in this report, there
is no contention here that those sections have been violated and they
are not involved here in any way.



4/ It should be noted that the corporate advertisements in Ash v.
Cort, supra, were not considered by the Third Circuit to have come
within the special "contributions or expenditures" definition in
what was then 18 U.S.C. S 610, apparently based upon the fact that
nothing of value had been given "to any candidate, campaign committee,
or political party or organization." See Ash v. Cort, supra at 424-
25. However, 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) has added "any other person"
to the list of prohibited recipients, which would, of course,
encompass the alleged recipient here - The New York Times. The
Regulations were not before the court in Ash v. Cort.

with the pecial supplemental category of prohibited "cotwi on
orepedtures" fti rd, by 2 U.S.C.& t 4Alb(b)(2),,afd'ep~ ~

11 C.F.R. S 114.A(a)(). The Commission thereoro- n4 rtdOLcide
whether if the corporation's "purpose" was other than to. Itflue'nce
an election, it nonetheless made a "payment .. to any .,. person
in connection with any election." 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a) (1),

Based upon the foregoing analysis, this office concludes that
there is reason to believe that Manhattan Media Corporation has
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by helping to finance the February 26
advertisement in The New York Times.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find reason to believe that Edward Kayatt has violated 2 U.S.C.
SS 433 and 434 by failing to register COFITE as a "political
committee" and by failing to file the required reports.

2. Find reason to believe that COFITE has violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433
and 434 by failing to register as a "political committee" and
by failing to file the required reports.

3. Find no reason to believe that Dennis King has violated the Act
by the acts alleged in the complaint.

4. Find reason to believe that Manhattan Media Corporation, trading
as Our Town, has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b by making contributions
or expenditures in connection with a federal election.
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5. Send the attached letters (2) and notifications (2).

Attachments

Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit

I
II
Iii
IV
V

Exhibit VI
Exhibit VII

Letters (2)

- The Complaint
- Amendment to Complaint
- Response to Complaint
- Form 5 Filed by COFITE
- Advertisement from February 24 - March 1, 1980,

issue of Our Town
- "NOTICE" from May 25 - 31, 1980, issue of Our Town
- Letter dated May 30, 1980, with enclosurest from
Complainants

and Notifications (2)



January 8P 1980

Robert 0. Tiernan, Chairman
Federal Election Comission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Tiernan:
P , M -
%w k

Enclosed please find a copy of a complkint we are .
filing with the Commission entitled" Citizens for LaRoUcbe
v. Our Town et al.

The complaint charges the respondents with acting
in violation of FEC laws, namely that they are operating
as an unregistered political comittee.

If there are further questions please feel free
to contact me at Citizen for LaRouche headquarters.
I can be reached at 212-247-8820, ext. 633.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Felice Merritt Ge iii
Treasurer, Citizens
LaRouche

FM: bs

enc.

DETROIT: 1249 Washington Blvd., Suite 626, Michigan 48226 l
NEW YORK: Box 976 Radio City Station. New York 10019

-* ~ MANCHESTER: 967 Elm Street. Suite 403, N, H. 03101
P.O. Box 296. New Hampshire 03105

Air/1(gI r- X

Ico

-/

Poo ., j/ , ; I .!



OsEr~0 LROUKE

Complainmat

~~a~atI2-Stt TC~ON
.OUR TOWN, MANHATTAN MEDIA CORPORATION, :
EDWARD KAYATT, and DENNIS KING

Respondents

SUMMARY

This complaint sets forth a prima facie case that

demonstrates that the respondents are an unregistered

political committee whose (sole) purpose is the defeat of

Democratic Party presidential -candidate Lyndon H. LaRouche,

O Jr. in his first electoral test of the 1980 cpmpaign: the

Democratic Party primary in New Rampshire on February 26,

1980.

The facts set forth below will show that respondents,

a corporation and a group of anti-LaRouche activists employed

by the said corporation, solicited contributions to print

anti-LaRouche advertisements in the New York Times, and

have printed and caused to be distributed anti-LaRouche

literature.

Respondents have willfully, knowingly and maliciously

violated the plain terms of the Federal Election Campaign

Act (hereinafter FECA) by soliciting, accepting and ex-

pending contributions to campaign for the defeat of LaRouche

while failing to register as a political committee with



the Coeio a 7qired b2USC.43 rt

'their contributors and- expenditures as required by 2 .

434.

Respondents have launched and coordinated a nationv4.A

attack against Democratic Party contender LaRouche. As of

this date respondents have caused to be published no less than

10 slanderous articles on LaRouche written by respondent

Dennis King, and a number of like-minded editorials written

by respondent Edward Kayatt. On August 23, 1979, LaRouche

filed a lawsuit against respondents for libel per se. See

o LaRouche v. Our Town, Index No. 16280/79, Supreme Court of

the State of New York, County of New York. (Exhibit A)

In its concluding section, the complaint describes

the relief sought herein, including an order (or conciliation

agreement by the Commission) that:

1. requires such further registration and reporting

by respondents as is required by the law,

0~2. prohibits further contribotions to the unregistered

Ncommittee in excess of the statutory limits,

3. requires return of any such contributions that

have already been made and,

4. includes any other such relief that the Commission

may find justified under the circumstances.

This complaint is filed on behalf of Citizens for

LaRouche, P.O. Box 976, Radio City Station, New York, N.Y.

10019. Complainant aski leave to amend this complaint

if necessary, based on new information contained in upcoming

issues of Our Town and/or any other relevant information

-2-
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may obtain during the pendency of this proceediA .g.

II.

RESPONDENTS

OUR TOWN, is on information and belief, a newspaper

published by Manhattan Media Corporation, a New York

corporation.

MANHATTAN MEDIA CORPORATION, is on information and

belief, the publisher of Our Town with offices at 500 East

• , 82nd Street, New Y8rk, N.Y.

EDWARD KAYATT, is on information and belief, the publisher

and editor of Our Town.

DENNIS KING, is on information and belief, a person

who writes for Our Town.

III.

COUNT ONE

THE RESPONDENTS ARE A POLITICAL COMMITTEE AND ARE PART
OF A COORDINATED CAMPAIGN TO DEFEAT LAROUCHE BUT HAVE
FAILED TO REGISTER WITH THE COMMISSION AS REQUIRED BY
2 U.S.C. 433 OR TO DISCLOSE EXPENDITURES AS REQUIRED BY
2 U.S.C. 434.

1. BACKGROUND

2 U.S.C. 431(d) defines a political committee as "any

committee, club, association or other group of persons which

receives contributions or makes expenditures during a

calendar year in an aggregate amount exceeding $1,000."
-3-



Section 431.3 ~ ai~ conttr 4on zs;

a- gift, s*ct-ion, loanz a..Sace 6 rdpo~omoney or anything of Yalue made for the purpose 'of
(A) influencing the nomination for electIon. r

election, of any" person to FPderal office or for ti
purpose of influencing the results of a primay held forthe selection of delegates to a national nominating
convention of a political party; or

(B) influencing the result of an election held forthe expression of a preference for the nomination of
persons for election to the office of the President of
the United States.

Expenditure is defined as "a purchase, payment..,or gift of

money or anything of value" made for these same purposes.

2 U.S.C. 433 requires each political committee which

anticipates receiving contributions or making expenditures

in excess of $1,000 during a calendar year to register with

the Commission within 10 days of its formation and to disclose

its officers, address, affiliated organizations, etc.

In Advisory Opinion 1979-41, the Commission made it

o clear that any group spending more than $1,000 to influence
the presidential nomination is a political committee subject

to reporting and other such requirements, without regard to

other purposes of the group or whether or not it expressly

supports .a particular candidate,

The facts below will sufficiently demonstrate that

respondents violated the law in their operations as an

unregistered political committee.

In the December 30--January 5, 1980, issue of Our ?own

a front-page editorial entitled "Taxpayers money for fascism?"

-4-



attieks ht nI the inte rity ad name of Lalouche Wt

attackS the' Co ssion for certifying Federal matchIng

funds to the candidate. Again, this editorial and yet

another editorial in the January 6--12, 1980 issue of

Our Town, entitled "Scrutiny Needed", appear after a

five-month long series on LaRouche by respondent Dennis

King. It is not at all appropriate at this time nor in this

forum to review the history and merits of the LaRouche v. Our Town

case; however, these two boxed front-page editorials were

not paid for, and were underwritten by the corporate res-

pondents, and openly solicit campaign contributions.

The first editorial cited above states in relevant part:

"Carrying civil liberties to a bizarre extreme, the
N Federal Election Commission announced December 18

that Federal matching funds will be granted to Lyndon
LaRouche in his campaign for President in 1980...

The FEC action will have the effect of seeming to
O legitimize LaRouche as a Democratic Party candidate

to those who do not understand his real position.

We think the granting of the funds merits close
inspection, and suggest a congressional investigation.
We ask our readers to write their Congressmen demanding
that Congress act to hold up the matching funds for
LaRouche until a thorough investigation is conducted.

So that we can spread the word of this alarming situation
to a wider audience, we are inviting donations toward
the cost of a full-page adverti ement in the New York
Times. Phone us at 472-3333 if you can help."
tEmphasis in the original)

(See Exhibit B)

On Saturday, December 29, 1979, an investigator for Citizens

for LaRouche called the phone number published in the above-

cited editorial and spoke to respondent Kayatt, who appears

to be coordinating the intake of contributions for the

New York Times ad and for other as yet unknown purposes.
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(See Ethibit C -- Cleary Affidvit. The caler, a.e .. .. ,

was told by respondent Kayatt-to write a chock pybel

Our Town and was further inStructed to make a notation o

the back of said check indicating that the moeny was to be

used for the "New York Times Ad Fund." Cleary was then

told by respondent Kayatt that he had already received

money in the mail from donors and had received about two

dozen phone calls from people who wanted to pledge money

to aid respondents campaign to stop LaRouche from receiving

Federal matching funds. Respondent Kayatt informed Cleary

that the cost of the ad -- which he expected would be

placed in the New York Times by mid-January -- would be

$16,000. On Monday, December 31, 1979 Cleary enclosed

a $5.00 check made out to Our Town and further follow6d

the instructions he received from respondent Kayatt.

On Friday, January 4, 1980 Complainant received a

copy of the January 6 -- 12 issue of Our Town which

featured a front-page boxed editorial entitled "Scrutiny

Needed". Said editorial in addition to calling for a

Congressional investigation of LaRouche's certification

by 1he Commission of matching funds glso prints the

same instructions to their readership that respondent Kayatt

had previously kiven to Cleary. The editorial states

in relevant part:

"For a wider awareness of the threat to society
represented by LaRouche and his followers, we propose-
a full-page advertisement in the New York Times.

-6-
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(See Exhibit 0)

It is known by complainant that even before th..

direct solicitations by respondents for contributions to

their "Stop LaRouche" campaign, that they had been

using other forums to encourage citizens to send money to

respondent King to continue his crusade against LaRoUche.

More specifically, on October 23, 1979, respondent King

appeared on WBAI-Radio, a New York City radio station, and

was interviewed from midnight to approximately 3:00 A.M.

by the show's moderator Lenny Lopate about LaRouche and

his supporters (See Exhibit E, affidavit by Jeffrey

Steinberg). First, respondent King stated (in a perverted

and false manner) the reasons Why he wishes to campaign against

LaRouche:

"Already the LaRouchies have the best record of any
such groups in terms of the local electoral politics

0 and if LaRouche walks away with a quarter of a million
or half a million votes he's opened the door to all
that crazy right-wing Dallas money. Its just going
to pour into his coffers...the international money,
those neo-nazis over there in West Germany already
know about him...And then there's the nazis down there
in Latin America, Paraguay and Argentina...And if he
produces a significant vote,- then they're going to
start sending him money. And then he's gonna take
Off."

If one examines the compendium of articles respondent King

has written on LaRouche, quite aside from the various slanderous

characterizations, lies and half-truths about the-candidate

and organizations he is (or is not) associated with, it

is plain that respondent King's effort is a campaign

-7-



subsidized by the other respondents, for the defeat Of

LaRouche in the upcoming presidential primaries, A s6Iw t,

while after respondent King made the above remaks he demast~ted

the campaign nature of his enterpi'se, as opposed to anY

journalistic intent, by openly soliciting funds and con-

tributions, and admitted that respondent Our Town was

underwriting this campaign:

"I'm in much need of funds for continuing the fight.
This series has been 7 articles so far...Much to be
done, much information to be uncovered to the public.
Our Town newspaper is a small community paper. It
doesn't have the resources on its own to sustain" tIifsf
fight fully 'and ' therefore I'm calling on readers .ere .
to send donations to me to help me with the research
effort. Send those donations to Our Town...Mark it
'Attention Dennis King' and make clear in the envelope
that the check is for his efforts...for continuing

N4 the NCLC series." (Emphasis added)

As the Commission knows, NCLC or the National Caucus of

Labor Committees, is a voluntary political association whose

founder was Lyndon H. LaRouche. The Commission, indeed, takes

the position that NCLC is itself a political campaign committee

identified with LaRouche. While complainant disputes this,

it is clear that respondents shared the Commission's

opinion and campaign against NCLC as a "surrogate" for

LaRguche.

-8-
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2, US.C. 437gU (2) por vides that up . C t~i4Ea.'

valid complaint, the Commission, if it has reason to -

believe that a violation has occurred, shall notify the

persons involved in the alleged violation and shall make

an expeditious investigation of the complaint's allegations. v

If the Commission is unable to correct or prevent

the violation through informal methods provided under

2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(5)(A), the Commission may institute in

United States District Court a civil action for relief,

including a permanent or temporary injunction or other

such order and a civil penalty not exceeding the greater of

$5,000 or the amount of any contribution or expenditure involved

0D in the violation. 2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(5)(B).

Generally the Act provides a period of not less than

30 days for the conciliation process. In cases of complaints

filed within 45 days of an election, however, the conciliation

period dan be shortened to not less than half the number of

days between the date of the finding of reason to believe that

a violation has occurred and the date of the election involved.

2 U.S.C. 431(a) defines election inter alia, as "a convention

or caucus of a political party which has authority to

nominate a candidate."

Finally, 2 U.S.C. 441j sets out the penalties for

knowing and willful violations of any of the provisions of

-9-



the Act wk- W nvolie the aaking, receiving or reporting of

any contribution or expenditure of ore than $1,000,

Complainant has set forth clear evidence that respondents

are in fact operating as an unregistered political committee

in clear violation of the Act. The evidence shows that

this violation has been knowingly, willfully and maliciously

committed to prevent LaRouche from gaining the vote due to him

at the upcoming New Hampshire Democratic Party primary on
CO

February 26,1980 and may continue thereafter. The New

Hampshire primary is widely perceived as an important national

test for the Democratic nomination. For this reason

complainant requests that the Commission process the instant

complaint well before the primary and further, consider the possibi'"

lity of processing said complaint before mid-January, the period

in which respondents intend to consumate their crime by
0

placing a full-page ad, paid for with unreported and corporate

contributions, condemning LaRouche's candidacy and integrity,

all in direct violation of the Act. Complainant further requests

that the Commission use both its statutory enforcement and

general administrative powers to fashion an appropriate remedy,

and to make public at the earliest possible date its enforcement

policy and intentions with respect to the fact situations described

herein. Complainant's specific prayer for relief with respect

to respondents is set forth below.

Based on all of the foregoing, Complainant asks the

Commission to find reason to believe that the violations.

-10-



09,0g4 heR have occrrd;, td~cM~~ i0 opd~tio#t la"-

gation using its subpoena power; to -make &,prompt finding tbat

respondets are acting as an unregistered political. toMwIttee

and that violations of the Act have occurred; and to promulgate

through an expedited concilation agreement process, or obtain,

through petitioning the United States District Court for the

District of Columbia, an order that:

(1) requires such further registration and reporting

as is required by law;

(2) prohibits further contributions to respondents,

who are operating as an unregistered political

committee;

(3) requires the return of any such contributions

that have already been madi'; and

0 (4) includes any other such relief that the Commission

may find justified under the circumstances.

VERIFICATION

The undersigned counsel for the complainant swear that

the allegations and other facts in the complaint are true and

correct to the best of their knowledge, information, and

belief.
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TreasurerC

Sworn to before me this
7 day of " 1980

DAVID . W LM
?4OTAtY PUSLIC - STATI 01 142W Yc"

# 31,46200 -"
QUALIFIED IN 'NEW IWup
COMMISSION EXPIRES 3130
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Rau -tar. JR

-UNDON H.LAtOU CEJ.
.. Plaintiff,

COMPLAINT

Index No.

OUR TOWN, MANATTAN MEDIA CORPORATION I I R/7
and DENIIS KING,

Defendants.

- LYNDONH. LAROUCHE, JR., by and through his attorney

DAVID S. HELLER, complaining of the defendants hereby alleges

as follows:

FIRST: LYNDON H. LAROUCHE, JR., is a citizen of

the.State of New York.

SECOND: Defendant OUR TOWN is a newsyaper published

by Manhattan Media Corporation, a New York corporation.

."THIRD: Defendant DENNIS KING is a person who writes

for OUR TOWN.,

FOURTH: Defendant MANHATTAN MEDIA CORPORATION is the

publisher of OUR TOWN," with offices at 500 E. 82nd Street,

New 'York, N.Y.

FIFTH: Defendants in the August 26, 1979 issue of

OUR TOWN published, or caused to be published, distributed and

disseminated to the general public at large the-.accusation that

LYNDON I. LAROUCIIE, JR. was planning to commit mass murder,

describing plaintiff as a•
S. IIELLER
.NY A" LAW

EXHIBIT A
..o27 m-/I(.



SIXTH: These' Btatemen't-s haVe the meatn lieally,
* in context and -ih.,the cPmmn ,un *and 4*ng that plaintiff is

planning murder, liquidation or similar genocide against the
American Jewish population, comparable to Hitler's mass murder

of European Jews.

SEVENTH: These statements are false and are libelous
pr se in that they accuse plaintiff of a felony, to wit:

preparing, conspiring and engaging in a plot to commit the
murder of literally millions of persons.

EIGHTH: These statements are false.

NINTH: •.These statements are false to defendants' own
knQwledge and such statements were made in complete and total
disregard of their lack of truthfulness and with the intent~to

damage, disgrace, discredit and harm plaintiff*

TENTH: Plaintiff was damaged in his reputation by
reason of said statements and is and will be brought into
disgrace and discredited thereby and-has, does and will suffer
humiliation, disgrace and monetary loss as well as psychological
pain and anguish- as a result of such statements having been

published by defendants..

HELLER
ECY AT LAW

27Z- /.5-



ivtettand JPtwose Of aanL~p &te ~~iq~te

Oliquoy, pain, disgrace and hUiliation -upon: A AI o
arousing'and/or signalLng personis Whd: road the same
attack, kill or otherwise disable plaintiff in order to
prevent the "Holocaust" that defendants' falsely accuse
plaintiff of planning. Plaintiff is thereby entitled to-
punitive or exemplary damages.

WHEREFORE, plaintiff demands judgment against the
defendants as follows:

1. Damages in the amount of $10,000,000.00.

2. Punitive .damages in the amount of $l0,000,000.00
3. His costs, disbursements and attorneys fees incurred

in bringing this action and
4. Such other and further relief as may be necessary

and proper in the circumstances.

."T

HELLER
VAT LAW

Dated: New York, New York
August 23, 1979

DAVID S. HELLER
Attorney for Plaintiff
Office and P.O. Address
304 W. 58th Street, Fifth Floor
New York, New York 10019
(212) 247-7488
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DECEMBER 30 thru JANUARY 5.,1080

Editorial Tanpycr monel b f~ asagovrn
SClarrYuig VIA liberfles to a bi7.crre extrem~e, thes Federul EIctions Conuissio,k'annouisced Dec. 18 that 1rederai srtcehiln funds will be pr aged to LyndolkSLa1~ouchein hiS camni for President In 1".'30. This menus thait taxpayers money10, ti o ward furthering, the nropa7--flon of thle nco-Nzzi, anti-Semitic ideologyesoued by Lai"ouche and his U.S. Lebcr Pl.rty.STize decisionu, mada at a closed-door.; r.weetimtg, stanis slrmnge in view of the h111:.a io still going an In the courts ov'er the FEC's denial of matching funds, toLRouche In 1976. The funds wyere denit-d on t!~e basis of en FEC Investigation

ihturned up serious questions as to the compaleteuness of financial reports sub.

rnitted by the La[Zouviae organizrution In its 1976 application. The FEC ha tresort to a sub.pocna.-resisted by the Liacuche pcople-to obtain the financialrecords of the orgonizadlon.
The FEC action will have the efrect of v-entiusg to l".iflM12e.-LaRouches as aDemocratic Party candidate to those who do not understaqnd his real position.We think the rmnzing of the funds merits close inspection, and suggest a con.jTresioR81 investigaiin. We nsk our reandc~r to w.rite their Conegrensmen deniand-lnc that Con-tress act to hold up th~e inatchlng funds for LEuouche unatil athaorough Investleatlon Is coirductv~d.

So 1-44t Iv' car. spread the word of lids alanning' situation too aside, audience, w
o.-e Inviling donzldons toward ffic cost of( a fuhl-p-ae advcn'isomcng In Tim New
]VOrA Times. Ph one as at 472-3333 Iff;',:: can help. I

EXHIBIT B

N



I, JAMES CLEARY, do hereby depose and say th. foling

is true:

1. On Saturday, December 29, 1979, I received a COPY

of the December 30--January 5, 1979 issue of Our Town,

which featured a front-page editorial entitled "Taxpayer's

money for fascism?" After demanding that Congress act to

"hold up the matching funds for LaRouche until a thorough

In investigation is conducted," the editorial added: "5.

that we can spread the word of this alarming situation to a

wider audience. we are inviting donations toward the Cosgt

of a full-page advertisement in the New York Times. Phone

us at 472-3333 if you can help." (Emphasis in the original)

2. In an investigatory capacity for Citizen's for

LaRouche, I decided to find out more about Our Town's

0 intentions by calling the published number.

3. I spoke to Edward Kayatt, the publisher and editor

of Our Town who told me the following:

4. First Kayatt confirmed that they were asking for

money for the New York Times ad. When I asked him to whom

I should make the check out -;'- Kayatt replied "Our Town"

and gave me the precise address (500 E. 82nd Street, New York,
to

NY. 10028). He further instructed me/mark the reverse side

of the check with "New Ydrk Times Ad Fund." When I asked

him how much they were going to need to buy the ad, Kayatt

EXHIBIT C



zeplied: "Somewhere cl, to $16,00." After t.I 4 j *

to write to Congressman Ted Weiss and Senator Jacov ; iWt

the"President of the United States as well as the Cong s

sional committee which oversees the FEC's appropriation

he informed me that his office had received about two dozen

phone calls from people pledging money and that one check

had come in. Kayatt informed me that he expected to place

the ad in the New York Times some ti=e in midwJanuary,

S. On Monday, January 31, 1979, I enclosed a check

for $5.00 made out to Our Town and mailed it to their

business address.

Sworn to before me this

7 day of 1980.

NOTARY PUBLIC

DAVID . LLER
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OP MEW YOnU

# 31-4620080
QUALIFIED IN NqEW YORK OUNTY

COMMSSION~ EXPIRES 31z

EXHIBIT C
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%,. VOL. 10* N0.37 JANUARY 6 thr JANUARY 12,1980

SCRUTINY NEEDED
Lyndon LaRounche's success in qualifying for

federal matching founds in his bid for the l)em-cratic q
Party nomination for President in 1980 points up the"
growing menace of the neo-nazi, anti-semitic
ideology of his U.S. Labor Party.

We believe lite activities of LaRouche and his cult,
as detailed In the ten part series of articles by Dennis

-King published in Our Town in 1979, call for a full
ccngressional investigation. We urge our readers lo
join us in calling on our representatives in Congress !
to see that such an Investigation is launched. Write
oSenalor Jacob Javits, 110 E. 45th S1., NYC 10017.

Sciator Danicl P. Moynihan, 733 Tiird Ave.,
NYC 1017.

Represenlative S. William Green, 1628 SecondAve.. NYC 10028.

Representative Theodore Weiss, 37 W. 65th St.,SNYC 10023.
Neprcs,-nlative Charles B. Rangel, 55 W. 125th St.,

NYC 10027.
5 For a wider public uwareness of the threat to
* society rcpresenled by LeRouche ani his followers, .

We propOse a ftIi!-pnge adverlisement in the Ncw
'orh I lines. ConJtributions for his purpose ma) he

sent to: Our "i, 510 E. 82nd St., NVC 10023. (On
revers.e side of check print. "New York Tints Ad
F LFud.")

EXIBTT D 27- o
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I, JEFFREY STEINBERG, do hereby depose and say the

following is. true:

1. I am a security consultant for the LaRouche campaign.

2. In that capacity, I have been monitoring the

effects of the Our Town series on the physical safety

of democratic party presidential candidate Lyndon H. LaRouche.

Since the series began LaRouche and/or his campaign workers

have been subject to death threats, physical attacks and

N other forms of harassment.

IN 3. On October 23, 1979 Dennis King was interviewed

by Lenny Lopate for about three hours on a New York City

radio station WBAI. I was able to tape most of the show

including the following excerpts which are taken from the

closing part of the interview:

DENNIS KING: "The second thing I want to say is that
this investigation into the Labor Committees requires
really massive effort. I'm in much need of funds for
continuing the fight. This series has been seven
articles so far...Much to be done, much information
to be uncovered to the public. Our Town newspaper is
a small community paper. It doesntt have the resources
on its own to sustain this fight fully and therefore I'm
calling on readers here to send donations to me to help
with the research effort. Send those donations to Our
Town, 500 East 82nd Street, New York City, 10028...
Mark it 'Attention: Dennis King' and make clear in the
envelope that the check is for his efforts, for continuing
the NCLC series..."

EXHIBIT E



4. These remarks had been previously preceded br ._41tle''

of slanders against LaRouche's person and the nature of ±s
campaign as well as his supporters. Kingts call for donations

came in the context of his desire to reverse the potential

success of LaRouche's campaign:

"Already the LaRouchies have the best record of any
such groups in terms of the lcoal electoral politics and
if LaRouche walks away with a quarter of a million or
half a million votes he's opened the door to all that
crazy right-wing Dallas money. Its just going to pour
into his coffers -- and not just that --the international
money. Those neo-nazis over there in West Germany already
know about him...And then there's the nazis down there
in Latin America, Paraguay and Argentina. Don tt think
they're not watching LaRouche,...They know who he Already
is, that he's their boy, and they're waiting to see if
he can produce the goods. And if he produces a sig-
nificant vote, then they're going to start sending him
the money. And then he's gonna take off."

5. Subsequent to the above-cited WBAI-Radio interview I

learned that King has been giving forums to private groups

and associations to "spread the word"' on LaRouche. I do

not as yet know whether King has been paid for these "lectures";

nor do I know whether he has been actively soliciting contribu-

tions-for his effort to stop the LaRouche campaign.

1-k*4 'V lte

Sworn to before me t

-2----day ofA

JIFFREY STdINBE G
his

41 1980
DAVID S. HELL PUB K1

NOTARY PUBLIC. STATE OF NEW YORK
# 31-4620080

QUALIFIED IN NEW YORK C9UNTy
COMMISSION EXPIRES 313 0.i
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January 31, 1980

Robert 0. Tiernan, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Tiernan:

I am enclosing additional information for use in a complaint
we filed with the Cmdssion in early January entitled Citi or
LaRouche v. Our Town et al. Attached please find a copy Of aVt-

0 page "Notice" in the January 27, 1980 issue of the newspaper
Our Town which for the third time openly solicits money to place
an advertisement in the New York Times against Democratic contender

.for president, Lyndon H. LaRouche.

NSecondly, I have just received information that Our Town
reporter and respondent in the abovementioned ccmplaintW-'i]3s
King is actively circulating slanders against LaRouche to the
New Hampshire State Democratic Committee for the purpose of
insuring Mr. LaRouche's defeat at the polls during the February 26, 1980

o Democratic Party primary in that State.

It is therefore important that the Comission act expeditiously
in its investigation of the allegations set forth in the complaint,
namely that the respondents are actively, maliciously and wilfully
acting in violation of laws under FECA and will continue to do so
unless the Conunission uses its enforcement powers.

You should be aware of the fact that I sent a copy of the comlaint
to the New York Times at the same time that I sent the complaint to
the Commission.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

FMG:rr Pelice Merritt ( ian, Treasurer

DETROIT. 1249 Washington Blvd.. Suite 626. Michigan 48226
NEW YORk- Box 976 Radio City Station. New York 10019 - P.O. ox Se. u2tNew Ha 03105

I I i LilX111 4P
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Charles N. Steele
Federal Election CdoXsion
Washington, D. C. 20463

l: MUR: 213+'7

Dear Mr. Steele:

I am writing this letter in 'response to a copy of a complaint
received in the matter of Citizens for LaRouche v. Our Town,
Xanhattan Media Corporation, Edward Kayatt a d Dennis King..

I would first like to point out to the Counission that the
gravaman of the complaint herein is based primarily on news
articles published in Our Town Newspaper, copies of which
are annexed hereto as Exhibit "A". Those articles are presently
the subject of a civil suit in Supreme Court of New York,
LaRouche v. Our Town, index number 16280/79. A copy of the
complaint therein was annexed to the complaint of the complainant
herein. It is respectfully contended that Mr. LaRouche has
chosen his course and that that-course is by way of civil
action and that action is presentl1 pending. In the event
that the Commission should determine that in addition to the
relief sought in the civil complaint, Mr. LaRouche is entitled
to an opportunity to request further relief from this Commission,
the respondents contest that the allegations as set forth in the
complaint do not warrant any sanctions being imposed upon them.



The respondents admit tb* aI gaons set forth in ,eat

of the complaint herein. The respondents deny havin rl
contributions or of having made expenditures during te . 1e dar
year in an aggregate amount exceeding $1,000. As to the
allegations that the articles in the Our Town Newspaper
constructively or otherwise expenditures embraced by the
definition of Section 431(3), it is clear that news stories
are "of general concern to the public and therefore exempt from
the definition. An examination of the request discloses that
they are of a factual nature and meant as news stories and not
editorials. In any event, Section 441(b) which precludes
corporations from making contributions in connection with
candidate elections, does not cover the situation herein.

Section 441(b) is not a blanket prohibition against corporation
free speech on general issues of public concern and a dichotomy
between permissible and non-partisan corporation speech and
activities (2 U.S.C. 5431(f) and impermissible partisan
corporation speech and activities (2 U.S.C. S441(b)) is inherent
in the statute and the Commission's regulations relating to

NSection 441(b). Furthermore, the Commission has repeatedly ruled
that news stories are not covered by the Act. Our Town Newspaper
is a small newspaper with a history of political freedom in that
it attempts to recommend and endorse those candidates from any
party which it deems best qualified to serve in public office.

In the particular instance of Mr. LaRouche, the articles
portray a fairly convincing portrait of Mr. LaRouche as a
Nazi sympathizer and as part of Our Town's 6ndeavor to inform

Tr its reading public of the true facts regarding Mr. LaRouche,
it has run a series of almost twelve informative articles.
In fact, those articles that resulted in, or have been joined
by articles appearing in the New York-Times. Quite clearly,
the newspaper has as one of its obligations, a duty to inform
the public regarding the history and qualifications of candidates
not only seeking public office, but seeking matching funds from
taxpayer dollars.

Surely, it would not be considered that when a newspaper such
as the New York Times, the Daily News or the New York Post gives
its endorsement to a candidate and sets forth its reasons, that
it is not seeking to influence an election. However, it would
be ludicrous to then conclude that these companies or individuals
which endorse a specific candidate and thereby advocate a defeat
of other candidates running for the same office, are committees
or other organizations which must register with the Commission.

.Z.
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-: Ed Kayatt
Dennis King

~the affidavit of Nt.
4 urdeais to inform th 3

a particular candidate w1L
necessary for the publia .to .

ijt'Li *eiP6ttlly requested that the ae ant herein
Sbe without rit and the facts as set for thethat fondation and that no action will b6
t: the r in this matter. The respondents

uost that this matter be made publi*P7'
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LZYNDON H. 0 &ROaCMU w 1R6 litf

-againstm- _I Vfl

SOUR TOWN, et al,

Defendants
"" 1 im~mm i I i mmlm im in mm m m m m r nm s a a u.

x

STATE OF NEW YORK) a
COUNTY OF NEW YORK )

ED KAYATT, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. I am the publisher of Our Town Newspaper.

2. Our Town Newspaper is a local newspaper distributed

on the upper east side of New York, free of charge through

apartment buildings and other -public places such as banks and

supermarkets

3. DENNIS KING is a free lance writer who has written

a series of articles based upon an investigation of LYNDON LAROUCHE.

Those articles have found that Mr. LAROUCHE is a Nazi sympathizer

and those facts elicited during the investigation were covered

in news articles in the Our Town Newspaper.

4. During the investigation, it was learned that

Mr. LAROUCHE had qualified for matching funds. As these funds

come from taxpayer dollars, I believe that the public should

be informed of that:fact and I further believe that the facts

as set forth in the news articles written by Mr. KING should

be read by a larger number of New Yorkers, many of whom live

outside the area of distribution of the newspaper.
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support candidates fouay atiua prt *b

af~er an investigation, of a Candidate's record, we a to

determine which candidate we believe is best qualifi+4 i the

position which he or she is seeking. In some instances, such

as the one herein, it is determined that a particular candidate

is in our opinion not qualified to hold public office. In that

event, we attempt to elicit facts and to write based on those

facts, articles which will be news articles and which will

inform the general public of what that investigation has

uncovered. My efforts to see that LYNDON LAROUCHE is defeated

and that the public is made aware of his activities in the

past has nothing to do and is in no way connected with the

political activities of any other candidate or any other party.

6. I have not collected contributions of $1,000. I

1."have collected contributions of $614 which is far short of

the $1,000 set forth in the complaint.

WHEREFORE, it is respectfully requested that the

.Commission take no action in regard to the complaint herein.

ED KAYATT

'ISworn to before me this

day of February, 1980

N -X
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-against-
OUR

Det.E4a~tS

AFFIDAVIT

SAXE, BACON & BOLAN, P.C.
Anomeysfor Defendants

39 EAST 60h STREET
NNEW YORK, N.Y. 10021

(212) 472-140

N'.o: DAVID S. HELLER

Attorfte(a) for Plaintiff
,u,. . ... ... ".L....L.. .. J..J#SaA

0. Attorney(s) for

N PLEASE TAKE NOTICE

NOT OF

SETTLENT

that the within i. a (certifted) true cM of a
entered in the office of the clerk of the within named court on

that an Order of which the within is a true copy will be presented for settlement to the Hon.
one of the judge. of the within mmed Court,

at
on 19 , at

Anorneys for

SAXE, BACON & BOLAN, P.C.

39 EAST 68th STREET -

NEW YORK. N.Y. 1.0021

Attoruev(s) for

T7Seriise of & cony or thewiti

Dated:

To:

= ja
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COMJE.j2
TO TRAoiuhThe EretA,&..

tbi fd Street)I.
eet O nsupp&or 0 Fderal Maddat.

.. . ,o,,n to Pedea .. " 4109-4

~~ /t&~~~~ .T'L~ FC l e

above___________________ __

4. Tve of Report (check appropriate box and complete)

(a) 0 Amendment for (which report) 1d) M Ocober 10 Cluarterly Report

(b) = April 10 Quarterly Report ( s"" January 31 Year End Report

Wc) 2 July 10 Quarterly Report

if) C Tenth day report preceding election on in the State of

(primary, general or convention) (date)

tg) = Thirtieth day report following election on in the State of . .. ...

(primary, general or convention) (date)

S. This repori 7-k.;irs the period MvIW I F91 ,,,.ry 15, 7 10 o
... I .. Now -

Compete either Lino 6 or Line 7 whichever is appropriate. CONTRIBUTIONS
6.

, •,• , ...... .,, ... ,,...,. .. *,* ,* :. " "* . .. .... 'q* ** * * * '*** *

Fu Name, aiailing Address an d ZIP Code of Payee Prticular of Expenditure Date (month. Amount Name and Office Sought of

day. year) Federal Candidate

o o00 .0n0 e1e6 o $619.00 none

Comolete either Line 6 or Line 7 whichever is appropriate. EXPENDITURES
7. 7 . ........................... ... . ............ ..... . . . . . . . ....

Full *Name. Mailing Address ano ZIP Code of Payee Particular of Expenditure Date (month, Amount Name and Office Sought of
day, veer) Federal Candidate

8. TOTAL CONTR18UTIONS ..................................................... .

9. TOTAL EXPENDITURES ............................................................
S __

Under penalty of perjury I certify that the independent expenditures re6rtted
herein were not made in cooperation, consultation, concert with, or at the

request or suggestions of any cindidate or any authorized committee or agent

of such candidate or authorized committee. Furthermore, these expenditures

did not involve the financing of dissemination, distribution, or republication

in whole or in part of any campai gk' materials prepared by the candidate, his
• *''=.a ~mm;tm'eN as their a.r~t. , -

Subscr o n swxp to before me this

Mt .,ommission expires: -f-

Signature i Date OTA. PI

ncmpetifomaiomyu "c t s ~ hs R penalties of 2 U.S.C. Section 437g
, inn 441i (See revers side side of form).

For further inormtion
Fontfut Federal Election Commission Any information reported herein may not be copied for

1325 K Street. N.W. sale or use by any person for purposes of soliciting con-

Washington, D.C. 20463- tributions or for any commercial purpose.
800-424-9530

~ //?/77~- /

.. D EutS A 12 Sti
(j) CtSeeadZP Code
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-0mplg fir Ptsdg t U s InhdtUsd 82.1...th Brauoff
Meeting behind close d doors on Ow fS, th'ee Ali l its kzsc~S Bueau of SCommission approved matching fund for the Presidential m Now Yk Tin Otobr 7 1Paign of Lyndon Hewmyie LaRouche. founder of the wn t

U.S. Labor Pary. As- of las week..Laf tU e slplneIn teNCLC - cadre organization of tho USLP is owo327.64.01. . _ Mi -laoch's particular brand tho ox
LaRouche's success with the FEC bolers, t an dealt Ith severely... The father of an NCLC nmber, who tthis would-on aocraroielectorl sttgy lot i~wo = = ilng to persuade his daughter to eave the oraizatonthis ~ ~ ~ ~ T~ wol-ealca'elcoa taeyfrT oeld oneoraning by a hearse whose driver an atndanthinfluence In U.S. politics. Last fall, len told "to Pick up the body,"an unmml threat# .Democrat and prenP to enter In Review, Mrch 30. 1the Now Hampshire ontest his eforts M . .. Now of
the major candidals.. .

The alma and .tactics of LaRouche's ornW e.divl Meetings of (ia)groups have been disrupted end member he
d e s r i be d in t oh e oro o e l v e p or t dhIg L inA -describedn teongoin elen part serie s nt 1g O n aSaulted. In orer to avoid becoming the kind of "soTown News, the Manhattan weely. AdditloW fact ebn 11gnllnfviewe thmmgrukpeobe.and as aof ouchlPresented in a recent Now York Times NsOslend Int 1 i0s Meliefs converning psych lo as ubjce severalreport released by the Ari-Defan t on Lsaguast Nve OW own doubting m bers to severe Pholog ca 1ra

mtng.l0ecidngthem n roon far-, v- r days to do so. TeacBut the moat disturbing ds in LaRouche's drive fr it fs own mom and othe ar onsisten with tInational influence stem from the FEC's matching funds appm l. agresive and highly antagonistic tone the NCLC takes towrFollowing the FEC decision. LaRouche bought national tsleision ersons V perceives to be its opponents. NCLC members ha,advertising spots on ABC and NBC (Jan. 20 and 2 Heo a c uId weapons, and efforts have been aderto instruct membePeddld th piey's xtreist deolgy ad taliedb~eaabou -Imiltarydtlll.. . It is reasonale to exp~ec tha acts of force s!world peace, morality the nation's need for a gold-base economy violence will cOntnue and. perhaps, take different directions.
• .. land his own need for campaign dona ti-ons-. ft

The Jan. 27 LaRouche TV advertisement e hissuccess in gaining matching funds. implying that the FEC'I dolin
is proof of his political legitimacy.

LaRouche uses his metcing funds to launch fundrasi ngappealson
television which lad to further nWtng funds and fh levi-sion appeals - and all on a cle far out of proportion to his Initisipolitical support. Using this technique. LaRouche can theoreticallyreceive up to $6.5 million in Federal matchino funds.

The American public mus not be deceived by LaRouche. In recentarticles in USLP publications, LaRouche has describedr AdolfHitler's murderof 6 million JOwas"mthal"anda o"dlusionof theAmeric n Zionist." He has w d hi follower about the Elders ofZion, an alleged consracy of Jewl benkers to control the WMLHe has branded the B'nai 'rith asa reasonous conspiracy ainst
the United Stals,"caiming that It "resurrects the tradition ofJ
who demanded the crucifixion of Jesus Christ."
The -USLP has slavishly follow d the thoughts of Chairman
LaRouche. It has joined with the Lberty Lobby (a in gime
anti-Semitic organization) to harm the Anti-Dlemation .16gof
B'nai B'rfth via a committee to "Clean Up the ADL" end
lawsuits The party has also attacked the jsl oes Nai WirCrimes prosecution unit, claiming it wes established to "aLaRouche." And an official party sttement has denouned
Holocaust curriculum In New York City's public schoola - "filth,
urging "disciplinary action" against any school which dore to ladhabout the genocidal crimes of the N40&s

SOME INFORMED SOURCES ON LAROUCHE CO.. A smallbut well-financed extremist Political group. the U.S. Labor Pattwhich has a history of violence and hate propaganda... The party
literature attacks respected Jewish organizations and Individuals.
The party blames drug traffic on an elaborate Inernational Zkntand British conspiracy - a conspiracy federal drug enforcement
officials call "absolutely unfounded."

-Detroit Free Frees, August 36.1979
Along the way acording to former party members and, In a
cases to prt publicati, iaernal party records and law enforce-ment offiials- ebers of the (USLP) have initiated gang asultsat rivals' meetings, taken coures In the use of knives and riflesa t an"anti-terrorist" school and produced Private intelligence reports on

Fa
7E

m.

Is
Of

Ne

irs

Md
(in his capacity as Acting Attorney General -of Un States).

Augul 19. 1976

J1he aotlvltisot4aRouche cn not be diumssd as mor eccentric-
Try. AdlJph Hiler began his rise to power with even fewer followers.

Often LaRouche's solutions have included "gang assaults" on
opponents. In our opinion, thee incidents re a habngor of future
attacks on Jews, Blacks Catholics and anyone who diagrees with
he USLP Ideology. The FEC's approval of matching taIxdollars for
Lafouche must be condemned by the public. LaRouche has a right
t1 freedom of speech; he should not have a right to use the
laxpayer's money in pursuing his ethnic demogoguery.

WHAT CAN YOU 00?
1. MFEW, your Conwesman and Senator. Demand a reversal of the

FEC'S declsion in the LaRouche ase. Endow a copy of this

2. Send copes of your letter to the four FEC cmm'ssio who
- voted In favor of the moat recent ($30.000) matchino grant to

LaRouche. These commissioners are Jan Aikens. Thomas
_Hai1, Frank Reiche, and Robert Tiernan: all c/o Federal

ElcinCommnssion. 1325 K St. NW. Washingtn D.C. 2046.3 Me ue Iais the funds needed to place this ad and other ads in
newspapers wound the country. Send us $1 or $2 or more if you
an affrd IL EverY bit helps. We have PLO a coupon in this ad forour conm~nien

TO: COFTE (Committee Organized For Informing The Electorme)
500 Eat 82 Street Now York City. New York 10028
I will conta my Congressman and/or Senaors I am enclosing
a contribution to help defray the cost of similar ads in
newppe throughout the country.

Permission Hereby Granted for Duplicalmon of This Message
NAME

ADRESS_________
ibution Enclosed $... Make che or Money Order

ayable to 00FITE. This communication is not authorized by
S candidate. This advertisement is paid for by COFITE
l tCommOee Organzed For Informing The Electorate)

"Th e. .. of Iofh he"
ghe Ia49eft of-
Anmin poIIca icEg.gu

and hnsilicus Eeinto Uala
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MAy, 30,

Federal Election CommiSsion
Office of Legal Counse.
Washington, Q C. 20463

.~'

1980
~0

Re: CFL V. Our Town

Attn: Tom Whitehead

Dear Mr. Whitehead:

On May 14 a member of ay staff spoke to Mr. Ken Gross
of your office who informed hot that you were inA charge of

LP the above matter.

It is my understanding that although the 90 day statutory
limit on the investigation of, Respondents has- passed, the
case is not yet closed. The0fore I am lsendin- you fUrther
information germaine to t e actfon, Enclosed p ease find
a copy of an appeal by COPITE (The Committee Organized for
Informing the Electoratel soliciting funds to "inform Vbters
about the real neo-Nazi, antisenitic program of Lyndon

0 LaRouche... ," in the May 11 edition ofO~Ur" Town. Also
enclosed is a copy of the half -page adverfnsemedt placed in
the New York Times on Feb. 26 by Respondents.

0 Respondent Dennis King continues to give "lectures

IN throughout New YOrk City-- not as a member of the
belatedly registered COFITE Committee -- but as .an

I investigative reporter. King is actively soliciting
Jewish groups in particular to to take action against
LaRouche including putting up picket lines. King's
continuing activities has already elicited a "response"
from one terrorist group, the Jewish Defense League,
which -has repeatedly threatened to take LaRouche's life.

Therefore a more expeditious response from the
Commission would be appreciated.

Sjncerel yours

ei4 ce man
Treasurer

FG:sr

attachments
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conn'IF (The Coninillee Orgaunized For informing
The Elecorae) was creaed to Inform voers bout he~real nee-Nazi. antisemitic progiram of Lyndfan
laRouche. foutder and leader of (lie U.S. Labor Party.LaRotlhe, in campaigning for the Democrallcpresidential nonmination. has attempted to J.onceal histrue positions COFITl.'s purpose ties bees to revealthe trulh behid the campaign rhetoric.

To date. CO.ITF has raised $3.154. Of this amnounlapproximagel. ;1. 10l came in response to an ad ph;cedin the Feb. 26 New York Times. Our Town readers have0 contributed alot!t $2.000.
The qd in the Times has cost COFITE $58.615. Thishas resulted in a deficit of approxiannfely S$5,00.
According to the Federal lEletlions Commission.o' 

iLaRouche's campaign conhribulians through February.1980, amounted to $34,572 in New York Stale alone.This sum included only contributions of more hmn
$200.o 

leaders interested in spreading the word on lhe real
LaRnucle ore asked It) send their contributions toCOF rF, ;P0 E,. 92nd St., NVC MUM128.

1
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CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQgZ§T33D

TREASURER
COFITE (Committee Organized For

Informing the Electorate)
500 East 82nd Street
New York, NY 10028

Res MUR 11-37

tfl Dear Treasurer:

tOn the basis of information ascertained by the Federal
Election Commission in the normal course of carrying out its
supervisory responsibilities, the Commission determined, on
c i , 1980, that there is reason to believe that your
committee violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 by failing to register
and report as a "political committee." A report on the Commission's
finding is attached for your information. You are of course
encouraged to submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's investigation and
analysis of this matter. A description of Commission procedures
is also enclosed for your information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Kevin H. Smith,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at 202-523-4529.

Sincerely,

Enclosures (2)



~~~~0 ?8~1A L~ZUC IIZ$SIO-R

DATEs__ _ _________ MR N14.
S~hFP3~IB3&~ILNO*

RESPONDENTS: COITE C CoimmIttoe Organized
For Informing The Electorate) Kei H.'Smith 1202) 523-452.

SOURCEOFMUR INTERNALLY GEN ERATED

BACKGROUND

COFITE is an organization which, on February 22, 1980, filed
with the Commission a form entitled "Report of Independent Expenditures

CO or Contributions By Persons" (FEC Form 5). This report lists Edward
A Kayatt as the organization's chairman and indicates that it will make

independent expenditures "in opposition to Federal candidate." The
report does not indicate that any expenditures had yet been made by
COFITE, but that it had received $619 in contributions. In an affidavit

N prepared less than three weeks prior to the filing of that report,
Mr. Kayatt had referred to "my efforts to see that Lyndon LaRouche
is defeated." On February 26, the day of the New Hampshire primary
and two days after COFITE's report had been filed, a COFITE advertise-
ment appeared in the New York Times highly critical of LaRouche. A

o few months later, COFITE placed notices in Our Town, a Manhattan
weekly newspaper, stating that the ad had cost COFITE $8,615 and had
generated approximately $1,100 in additional contributions; the notices,
which appeared in both the May 11-17 and the May 25-31 issues, also

o stated that approximately $2,000 had been raised from Our Town readers.

The above facts were ascertained by the Commission in the normal

course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 impose registration and reporting -
requirements upon any organization which is a "political committee,"
which term includes any "group of persons which receives contributions
agregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendar year or which makes
expenditures aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendar year."
2 U.S.C. S 431(4)(A). Whether a financial transaction is a "contri-
bution" or an "expenditure" depnds upon whether it is done "for the
purpose of influencing any election for Federal office." See 2 U.S.C.
SS 431(8) and (9).

Based upon the facts recited above and an examination of the
various COFITE advertisements, the Commission concluded that there
was reason to believe that COFITE's purpose was to influence the
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U.8~433 n4 4,34 b6Y, o *4~~*~*

conwitte ahd:'by aV n to, fe tEqidrp ti

jpob



CERTIFIEDU

Joseph Caiasso, Esquire
Saxe, Bacon , Bolan, P.C.•
39 East 68th; treet
New York, NY 10021

Re: MUR .1137

0o Dear Mr. Caiaszos

LAIt is "y u rstanding that you are now. rpresent -a
respondents Manhattan Media Corporation, Our ?own, Edward R.
Kayatt, and D*nnfis King, upon the departure of Mr. Schuman
from your firm.'

The Federal Election Commission notified your clients on
January 15, 1980, of a complaint which alleged that they
may have violated certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ["the Act"]. A copy of the
complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.

The Commission acknowledges receipt of a response dated
o February 1, 1980, by Mr. Schuman on behalf of your clients.

NThe Commission notified Mr. Schuman and respondent King
(who had not yet identified your firm as representing him) on
February 7, 1980, of an amendment to the complaint. The Commission
has not received any response to the amendment; of course, there
was no obligation to respond.

On the basis of the allegations contained in the complaint,
the response, the amendment to the complaint, and information
ascertained by the Commission in the ordinary course of carrying
out its supervisory responsibilities, the Commission determined
on , 1980, that there is reason to believe that respondent
Manhattan Media Corporation (trading as Our Town) has violated
2 U.S.C. 5 441b. On the same date, the Commison determined that



Letter to Josph1l C x'ZOO*09o
Pa ge. 'wo

there is reason to believe that respondent Edward A.i 4aat hai
violated 2 U.S.C. $S 433 and 434. & report on thesee Co0mi.s -on
findings is attaphed for your inforton. You Rar o u ......
encouraged to submit any factual or legal *aterki41 wh ich you
believe are relevant to the Commission's investigation and analysis
of this matter. A description of Commission procedures is also
attached for your information.

The Commission also considered the allegations of the complaint
with respect to respondent Dennis King and determined on the same
date that there was no reason to believe that Mr. King violated the
Act. Accordingly, the Commission voted to close the file with
respect to Mr. King.

If you have any questions, please contact Kevin H. Smith, the

01. attorney assigned to this matter, at 202-523-4529.

Er Sincerely,



thOTFICATION OF RAA1 191oi~ FNON

23__________M; NOgo &,17
STAFF M:'IM R TgL NO.

E M Ned a : oripOration Kevin, H. Smith:
(ta ur Town Va
Iayatt (202) 523-4529

SOURCE OF MUR:, Complaint Generated andL Internally Generated

BACKGROUND

0Re~spondent Kayatt is Lthepresident of Manhattan Media Corp ration
a New York corporation which publishes a regular weekly newspaper known
as Oul 'Town; Mr. Kayatt also functions as the editor of our Town.

Citizens for LaRouche, the principal campaign committee of Lyndon
LaRouche, filed a complaint with the Commission against the-above
respondents alleging, inter alia, that respondent Kayatt was operating
a "Political committee" without so registering and reporting with the
Commissionr and that some of the advertisements critical of LaRouche
were financed at least in part bfrthe corporate funds of respondent
Manhattan Media Corporation. The respondents filed a response to the
complaint which included a sworn affidavit of Mr.- Kayatt. An amend-
ment to the complaint was also filed. The Commission also received
relevant information in the normal course of carrying out its

oD supervisory responsibilities, including a document filed with the
Commission by COFITE - Committee Organized For Informing The Electorate
and including newspaper clippings and advertisements on file in the
Commission's Press Office.

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

rU.S.C. SS 433 and 434 impose registration and reporting
requirements upon any organization which is a "political committee,"
which term includes any "group of persons which receives contributions
aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendar year or which makes
expenditures aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendar year."
2 U.S.C. S 431 (4)(A). Whether a financial transaction is a
"contribution" or an "expenditure" depends upon whether it is done
"for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office."
See 2 U.S.C. 5 431(8) and (9).



February 22, 1980, Isr. I aWa d ©* n wt ;q~~*#~
! as chairman of a new organiaato[ i ....... " OI-

Organized For Informing The Eleotorate h;brepr. t4
SCommission that the organization wOtald b Juaking i4 # te!ni

... ... IN T -

tur es "in opposition to-Federal cidat£ "-. COPZ... * t.i
least part of an advertisement in the bruary 26,o
The New York Times highly critical of Lyn00n LaRouch Noties were
printed both in the May 11-17 issue and in the May 25-3 isae of
of Our Town statt the New York Tori ad hado cIstd b8, 0and

had generated an additional $1,00incotibutions t o COVY.Ep these
notices also mentioned that Our Town readers had donad $2,000.
These facts and the legal analysis above indicated to the Commission
that there was reason to believe that respondent Kayatt was operating
a "political committee" without regLstering nd repo1ting as such
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. -433 and 434.

f oThe Commission took into account that many of the activities

-- alleged in the complaint might well be excluded from the definition
of "expenditure" because of the provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 431(9)(B)(i)
excluding most news stories, commentaries, and editorials. However,
the Commission concluded that many of the activities involved with
respect to Mr. Kayatt appeared to go beyond the normal press operations

-of Our Town and that, using the New York Times ad as an example,
those activities did not constitute news stories, commentaries,
or editorials within the meaning of the exclusion. This conclusion
was supported by the fact that Mr. Kayatt set up a separate organization
to carry out many of these activities.

With respect to Manhattan Media Corporation, the Commission
took note of Our Town's pledge in the January 27 - February 2 issue
to advance any extra funds needed to purchase the half-page ad in

S the New York Times, which indeed was run less than one month later.

The Commission also noted that the COFITE notice in both the May
11-17 and the May 25-31 issues of Our Town indicated that COFITE
twas approximately $5,500 short of the cost of-the ad. The Commission
concluded that there was reason to believe at this stage of the
proceedings that Manhattan Media Corporation had used its funds
to partially finance the New York Times ad and perhaps others.
2 U.S.C. S 441b prohibits corporations from making contributions
or expenditures in connection with a Federal election.

Based upon theforegoing analysis, th Federal Election
Commission has found:

c . That there is reason to believe that Edward Kayatt has

vi~&ated 2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434 by failing to register COFITE as
a "political committee"- and by failing to file the required reports.

2. That there is reason to believe that Manhattan Media
Corporation, trading as Our Town, has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b
by making contributions or expenditures in connection with a federal
election.



May 30, :19 i
Federal Election Commission
Office of Legal Counsel ' "
Washington, , C. 20463 Re: CFL v. Our Town u's

Attn: Tom Whitehead ..

Dear Mr. Whitehead:

On May 14 a member of my staff spoke to Mr. Ken Gross
of your office who informed her that you were in charge of
the above matter.

NIt is my understanding that although the 90 day statutory
limit on the investigation of Respondents hasv- passed, the
case is not yet closed. Therefore I am sending you further
informationernaine to tile action, Enclosed please find
a copy of an appeal by COFrTE (The Committee Organized ?or
Informing the Electoratel soliciting funds to "inform *bters
about the real neo-Nazi, antiseuitic program of Lyndon
LaRouche... ," in the May 11 edition of--Ofr- ToWn. Also
enclosed is a copy of tile half-page advFertisement placed in
the New York Times on Feb. 26 by Respondents.

Respondent Dennis King continues to give "lectures
'N throughout New YOrk City-- not as a member of the

belatedly registered COFITE Committee -- but as an
investigative reporter. King is actively soliciting
Jewish groups in particular to to take action against
LaRouche including putting up picket lines. King's
continuing activities has already elicited a "response"
from one terrorist group, the Jewish Defense League,
which has repeatedly threatened to take LaRouche's life.

Therefore a more expeditious response from the
Commission would be appreciated.

Sncerelv yours

1i6 ce eX man
Treasurer

FG:sr

attachments
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CO ITE funds
COFITE (The Committee Organized For InformingThe Electorate) was created to inform voters about thereal neo-Nazi, andsemilic program of LyndonLaRouche, founder and leader of the U.S. Labor Parly.I.aRouche, in campaigning for the Democraticpresidential nomination, has attempted to conceal histrue positions COFITE's purpose has been to revealthe truth behind the campaign rhetoric.

To date, COFITp has raised $3.154. Of this amountapproximately $1,100 came in response to an ad placedin the Feb. 26 New York Ties. Our Town readers havecontributed about $2.000.
The ad in the Times has cost COFITE $8,615. Thishas resulted in a deficit of approxiinately $5,500.
According to Ihe Federal flections Commission,iLaRouche's c~unpasign conltriiitins through February,1980, amounted ito $34,572 in New York Stale alone.This ston included only contributions of more than$200.

Readers interested in spreading the word on the realLaRouche are asked to send their contributions to('OFITI;, 500) E'. 82ndl St., NV 11,1W28.

I 5-11g



"The use.. .of anti-Jewish hate prta qdzThe4jecn cl ar*i-Sciticqois4 '4. the American political bloodstraam, adds
an extra and insidious dimen,.3n to tha bizarre conspiracy theonies and political halucinations of the LaRouchites.

s327,864.01 of your tax dollars has already been given to the
United States Labor Party founder, Lyndon H, LaRouche,
for his campaign for President of the United States.
Meeting behind closed doors on Dec. 18. the Fedorz' Election
Commission approved rr atch.;ig funds for the Prewdeaia cam-
pa' of Lyndon Hermyle LaRouche. foUnde- of t',e aMi-Se"1.i1c
U.S Labor Party. As of last week. LaRouche has received
S327.864.Mi.

LaPotche's success with l e FEC bolsters, to v. alarming degree.
th;s wo;!"be autocrat's electoral strategy for becoming a
silrgiicant influence in U.S. politics. Last tail. LaPouche decared
him elf a. Democrat and preoared to enter soveral Presidential
primaries. In the New HamPhire Contest. his efforts are
c9mnparable to .fhose of tne maor candidates.

The aims and tacvics o LaRouche's organizat;on are exhuswety
de-cribed in "Ie on-going efe5in part series by Dennis King ,n Our
Ton News. tN Manhattan weekly. Addiona.t fI&= have been
presen!Ed iii a recent Now York Times series anri i !he 1 Spage
repor, reeased by the Anti-Defa.maon Leaue last November.

131i the mot: Ostu lirbg oeve:op nts in LaRowclies drive for
nattonal intlu.erce stem from the FECs matchirg fI.nds apprOval.
Fo;aowmr the FEC decision. LaRiusne bought national televislion
advertsing swts on AaC and NBC {Jan. 20 v.-J 27). He soft

teled te part(s etremist ideclogy and talked instead about
e,'.o peace. rroraity. ite nation's nee for a gold-osed
economy...and ha own neec for campaign dona ons.

T:,,e Jan. 27 LaRouc ,e TV advartniseent also e'nphas.zed na
success in ga,.,ing matching funds. implying that 'he FEC's
0,.cf;cr. is proof of his polltcai trii--acy.

LaRouc.ne Lses f'S malching finds to launch tundising appeals
on telev.on wnich lead to further matching funds and fether
tetevsion a;goals-and all on a scale far out of prorton to h's
int t, political support Using this technique, LaRouche can
ieoreticaity receiv up to $6.5 mil lion in Federal natoing funds.

The American PL:b¢c must no, be deceiwed by LaRo'iche. In recant
artJCes i USLP put4cis,rs La~aouCfe has Ci:-scrxed Ac_-.t
ih:ler's rr.rrr f 8 r;,.l r, Jews as 'my~hic&!" ara "iltgsior, of
te Amer:car' Zionist." He has waremd his folos.ers axit thi

Ellers -, Zion. an alleged covspiraci of Jewish barkers to con.rol
the word. He has branCed the B'nai B'th -as a "Ireasolcis
consipracy against Ii United Sta'e." claiming that it "'aurrermc
the tradition Of Jews who dema nded t.e crucifixion of Jesus
Christ -
The USLP has slavishly followed the thought: of Chairman
Laouce. If has joined with lie Lberty Lobbi (a longt4rie anti-
Seitc organizaton) to haass the Aiiti-Oefanation Lague of

3rai 8'r=r via a ccmmiltee to "Clean Up the AD' " n rusnm
lawss. The party has also attaled the Jusie De t$ Nas, War
Crames prosecution taut ciainsemg it was estabgiafed to gat
LaRWCne." An offilat prtW atatement has denounced the
Holocaust curricutunsm in Ni*w "Orit City's public schools as "MitW,
or;ng "disciplinay action" agait any scho which dares to
teach about the genocidal crimes of the NAN&

Some Informed- Sorm ot LaRouce& Co.
...a tai " W04MAI wtrsanelftnit Politca DID%%, the U.1

Labor Party, sfiih has a hisr of violence ad hate
propaganda... Tne pary literature attacks respocted Jewish
organizalipns and indvidvus. The party bWles thug traic on an
elaborate internationat Zionist and Bitish cOnSpiracy-a conmpir-
acy leder drug enorcnia ottic fUjcag '"alutl uinoundedt I

-OsWrAi FMa Press A4 26,1519
Along the way accoritl to /Drte pWty memers an in sote
Cams to pat publictiom. an.ir.f parr records &W law
entorreM Offho fbersolt am SLP neie itiated gag
asaUts at reivals' mnpis, taln courses n "e use of knive aand
rifls a an "ant.trro.'achootanpdcdri e itence
reports on a.ti-aarrhtild groups in the Uiled Su for the
Bure u of State Security of South Afric&

-Niew Vot Tow.. Ociobs'?. 1975
ZDlsp4hr in the (NCLC--cdre orgatiza oe ol. USL

0
1 4 stric

and dissenters trom LaFoucte's Particular b iotrrorodaiy Me
dealt wi th stwely... 7s fttr of an NCLC eemer, who was
aampting to persuude Ps daug'tsar to leeiaVe erqa'an'atwoas was
greeted One Moning bs hea*=e whose dri'e and aftedAn hd
been told 7o pick up s beify," an whiausakable Woo.

-%atna Illay., uarms 31L tM
Meetigs ot frivJ rn haft D oisrupted ad Members have
been assaulted. In orce to avoid becoming e kid of "o"
orgenizaticn it v ews tte groups foo. ands pan olLatRoucne's
bei ts ccr.err;ig ps'OPSOWgy. rho NCLC has assefedsereralof
its own dcL;b 'Jn m, s to severe piychzliogical "reprogta,."i
Mhng." lockig ,tem ii oaf-$ trs earatdays to doso Theaeacts
against lis own mw-s and Others are corsitent wdh te
aggressive ad hory "2ar,4,tic tc,-t a NCLC takes fowsrf
ZoCrsofls it perceivas to 'a is (ppnentim Membhers ha.e acpirei
weapons. and ellons We Wen maVe to intruct memrees in
miiliary drill... It is reoanble to expect that acts of force en
iotinci wilt continue ad, perhaps, tae differan dwectiom

-i45f5W R.T arlg,,er
rw'laso m a ,tt emrew
ele M 5 A~w ,upiS 157

The acmivajs ot ,aRouc, cannot be 0wls'ssed as rm
eccetriityAdof htle begn hs ese o pwerwilt ever% fewer

MMMsauls n oPW orns. in ouar optiNt thes Tiscidert afe a
harbingar of futue itacks on .os. faciks. Choficat anyone"
who disagrees with the USLP ideoogy. The FECs qpovalvi
m IU% taa-dolars for LaRauche mus: be conde nned by th
public Laftuche has a right to freedom of speech, tse should not
have a right to use the taxpayer's money in purig ha s et
demragouerlf.

What Can You Do?

1. Write your Congressman and Senator. Den-4 a reversalol t e
FECs deision in t" Latouche ase. Encloses copy of this ad.

2. Sar copies of yur letter no the t Ccoier mino ft
Med in avor of the most recent 15 1183) match qmf 10

Lafucha These commisIoers are Joan Anso, os. ma
arn'i, Frank Rece. and Roert Tiernan- all co Feder

Elecen, Commission, i125 IK SL NW. Washiton G0 C 20I.

3. Help us raise the f.nds neeced to place tt sad and oVWaf in
neWSPapes arond the countrYSen. whatever you Can frd.
Every bit help ft have put a coupon in this ad for your

I Irw's €o.i't. met c re t..-&-4 fr+ $ -,0a.; im afem,€osh a II o:tiulo tatld er 11 sai.Te C=of elerd 'dSMtya i

j newsape-s :niragiuou he ca.i',ry

I O m Fo r g W ixtr Cocoraej arm as rosteorad
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'CJTIZENS FOR LAROUCHE
Box 976 Radio City Station. New York, New York I(0l

Attn: Tom Whitehead

Federal Election Commssion
Office of Legal Counsel
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D.C. 20463

May 19,I 1980

MEMORANDUM TO THE FILE

FROM: Kenneth A. Gros

B E: Complaint by Citizens for LaRouche

On May 15, 1980, in the afternoon, Renee Reniotis called
on behalf of Felice Gelman for the Citizens for LaRouche requesting

0some information concerning the complaint filed against Our Town.
She said the complaint was filed ninety days ago, and that they

'0 are considering their options as far as AS suit and they would
Nlike to know whether the investigation is proceeding. I told

them that I could not tell them anything about the investigation,
but that the fact that it had not been dismissed or a conciliation
agreement had notibeen entered intDor the fact that a court suit
had not filed, that they could reasonably infer that there was
an investigation ongoing. She asked also if she could file further
updates on the complaint, and I said that they could supply

oadditional information if they wished. Additionally, I told her
that I was not directly supervising the case and gave her the name
of Tom Whitehead.

C

cc: Tom Whitehead
Kevin Smith
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February 16, 1980

Robert 0. Tiernan, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463 Re: CFL v. Our Town

Dear Mr. Tiernan:

It is my understanding that the Commission is allowed
a 90-day statutory period to conduct an investigation into
allegations made in complaints filed with the FEC. How-
ever, I also understand that under certain circumstances,
the Commission has the power to conduct such an investi-
gation in an expedited -- and still thorough -- fashion.

pN It has become increasingly clear that the case at
hand warrants such an expedited treatment by the FEC.
Since this complaint was filed with the Commission last
January, Respondents have continued to act in flagrant
and obvious violation of FECA law, that is, the Respondents
have been spending more time, money and resources as an
illegal political committee to lead an opposition movement
to Democratic Party presidential candidate Lyndon H. LaRouche,
Jr.

Enclosed please find a copy of the fifth appeal for
contributions published in the February 17p 1980 issue
of Our Town. You should also note that Respondent Dennis
King has been on tour in different states giving speeches
under the sponsorship of a group called The Generation After
and is soliciting contrfstions and support for his campaign
against LaRouche. Some of these events are being attended

N by the Jewish Defense League and other terrorist groups
whose actions against LaRouche himself may prove quite
ugly and regrettable since Respondent King, according to
witnesses is demanding that the "neo-nazi" "anti-semite"
LaRouche be "smashed." (As the original complaint indi-
cated, Mr. LaRouche has sued Respondents for libel per se
in:.the State of New York)

At this time I feel that unless we hear from the
Commission over the next 48 hours I will be forced to
go to the Senate and House Appropriations Committees
with the evidence I have filed with the FEC in the
above-referenced complaint in order to resolve this
matter more expedit usl

DETROIT: 1249 Washington Blvd- Suite 626, Michigan 48226 MANCHESTER: 967 Elm Street, Suite 403. N. H. 03101

NEW YORK: Box 976 Radio City Station. New York 10019 P.O. Box 2%, New Hampshire 03105

-WV



S±nceey,

relice Gelman, "
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Ifirk .976 Radio CityS ,ation New York. New York 10019

N...

Robert 0. Tiernan, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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(2127SO WE CARE ABOUT YOU

FebWAg 15, 1980

Kevbi H. Smith
Fedeut Etection Comi,68on
1325 K SMeet N.W.
Okhiigton V.C. 20463

VWLt Mk. Smith

I am advied that you a"e ,the atto'Aneg uAo wiU be h ndUu te comp~oant
againt myr6etd, Ed Kapt, Out Tom New, ete.z. 4ent to tke FEC by Citizeiu
jo . Lo.Rouchke.

I he~eby autho'~Zze Mk. Jej~tey Schumnan, U~qo~e, to tep~eAent me in tki,6 mawteA.
and to tectiLve any notA.Lcaton and otheot communetionu J4om thet ConnuiPon.
tA. Sdswumn'a adtAkA .6: e/o Saxe Bacon ?Botan 8 Mant y , 39 E, s'68 St.,

New Yoek, N.Y. 10021. Tetephone 212-472-1400.

I atso wai.ve the con~detMotity ptov.~Won& 4etting to thih 0A~e.

SinceAety youAA,

WiLtiam VemtZ" King

cc: Jej~i4ey Sehuma

ADVERTISING DISrP "-729 O j SSI Fl ED 472.3333
If f
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February 9, 1980

Robert 0. Tiernan, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Tiernan:

I am enclosing additional information to be included
in the CFL complaint filed with the Commission in early
January against Our Town et al. Attached please find a
copy of a front-page prominently displayed "Notice" in the

N, February 3, 1980 issue of Our Town which for the fourth
time openly solicits money to place an advertisement in the

New YOrk Times to Warn the population against Democratic
presidential contender for president Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

I hore the Commission will act quickly to complete its
investigation of charges alleged in said complaint. Mr.
LaRouche is actively running in the Democratic Party
New Hampshire primary which is sceduled for February 26.

The continuous publication of these "Notices" and more
importantly the publication of Our Town's advertisement
in the New York Times will obviously act adversely on
Mr. LaRouche's candidacy.

S'crely,

Felice Gelman, Treasurer

FG: rr.

enc.

DETROIT: 1249 Washington Blvd., Suite 626, Michigan 48226 1 MANCHESTER: 967 Elm Street, Suite 403, N. H. 03101

NEW YORK: Box 976 Radio City Station, New York 10019 P.O. Box 2%. New Hampshire 03105
II,.
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Mrs. Felice Gelman, Treasurer

CITIZENS FOR LAROUCHE
Box 976 Radio City Stalon. New York New York 10019

• Robert 0. Tiernan, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washinton, D.C. 20463

4 •.



Februiary 7, l1

CERTIFIED MU, L

Mr. Dennis King
c/o Our Town
500 East 82nd 8tgoet.
New York, New Tokk

e: 3L 11371',

Dear Mr. King:

This letter is to notify- You that On FbuaryR S, i980,
the Federal lectionC reosiv &44$tioa4
gations against -you. fOCi$sl** S00* xL410 t
their complaint agait, kou w ch -laint was owa .d to
you by letter dated January 15, 1980. I am enclosing a copy
of the letter and attachment containing the new allegations.

This office considers the additional allegations to be
amendments to the original complaint and will therefore allow
you the opportunity to respond in writing to these additional
allegations within 15 days of your receipt of this letter
before this office will make its recommendations to the
Commission.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath.

Mr. Jeffrey Schuman, Esquire, has advised this office
that he will be representing you in this matter, but we have

* **,*'. received no written letter of representation from you con-
firming this. If you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commission by sending a letter
of representation stating the name, address, and telephone
number of such counsel authorizing such counsel to receive
any notifications and other communications from the Commission.

L j J,



Mr. Dennis King

Page 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with

2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) and S 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. You should be aware, however, that respondents
Manhattan Media Corporation and Edward R. Kayatt have already
waived the confidentiality provisions with respect to themselves
which may have unavoidably resulted in the complaint (which also
contains your name) being made public by those respondents.

If you have any questions, please contact Kevin H. Smith,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4529.

Sincerely,

Charles t.

Enclosure
Amendment to Complaint (letter with attachment)

Jot

. 1 ~~ ...-........- I:: .. .... .... .

Pe



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

February .1,80
CZRTIFIED MAIL
METURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Jeffrey Schuman, Esquire
Saxe, Bacon
667 Madison Avenue
New York, New York 10021

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Schuman:

This letter is to notify you that on Febraary 5,
1980, the Federal Election Commission received additional
allegations from Citizens for LaRouche relative to their
complaint against your clients, Our Town Newspaper,
Manhattan Media Corporation and Edward R. Kayatt, which
complaint was forwarded to your clients by letter dated
January 15, 1980. I am enclosing a copy of the letter
and attachment containing the new allegations.

44 This office considers the additional allegations to
be amendments to the original complaint and will therefore

Oallow you the opportunity to respond in writing to these
additional allegations within 15 days of your receipt of
this letter before this office will make its recommendations

o to the Commission.

NPlease submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath.

If you have any questions, please contact Kevin H.
Smith, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-4529.

Sincerely, 

Charles N.- " tee,
General Counsel

Enclosure
Amendments to complaint (Qletter with attachment)



MUR 1137 (K.Smith)
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Charles N. Steele
Federal Xlection Comission

r Washington, D. C. 20463

RE: MUR 1137

Dear Mr. Steele:

I am writing this letter in response to a copy of a complaint
received in the matter of Citizens for LaRouche v. Our Town,
Manhattan Media Corporation, Edward Kayatt and Dennis King.
I would first like to point out to the Commission that the

0 gravaman of the complaint herein is based primarily on news

articles published in Our Town Newspaper, copies of which
are annexed hereto as Exhibit "A". Those articles are presently
tkie subject o. a civil suit in Supreme Court of New York,
Laf ouche v. Our Town, index number 16280/79. A copy of the
complaint therein was annexed to the complaint of the complainant
herein. It is respectfully contended that Mr. LaRouche has
chosen his course and that that course is by way of civil
action and that action is presently pending. In the event
that the Commission should determine that in addition to the
relief sought in the civil complaint, Mr. LaRouche is entitled
to an opportunity to request further relief from this Commission,
the respondents contest that the allegations as set forth in the
complaint do not warrant any sanctions being imposed upon them.



-2-

The respondents admit the allegations set forth in Sectioao-1
of the comlaint herein. The respondents deny having received
contributions or of having made expenditures during the calendar
year in an aggregate amount exceeding $1,000. As to the
allegations that the articles in the Our Town Newspaper are
constructively or otherwise expenditures embraced by the
definition of Section 431(3), it is clear that news stories
are of general concern to the public and therefore exempt from
the definition. An examination of the request discloses that
they are of a factual nature and meant as news stories and not
editorials. In any event, Section 441(b) which precludes
corporations from making contributions in connection with
candidate elections, does not cover the situation herein.

Section 441(b) is not a blanket prohibition against corporation
free speech on general issues of public concern and a dichotomy
between permissible and non-partisan corporation speech and

- activities (2 U.S.C. 5431(f) and impermissible partisan
corporation speech and activities (2 U.S.C. S441(b)) is inherent
in the statute and the Commission's regulations relating to
Section 441(b). Furthermore, the Commission has repeatedly ruled
that news stories are not covered by the Act. Our Town Newspaper
is a small newspaper with a history of political freedom in that
it attempts to recommend and endorse those candidates from any
party which it deems best qualified to serve in public office.

2 In the particular instance of Mr. LaRouche, the articles

o3 portray a fairly convincing portrait of Mr. LaRouche as a
Nazi sympathizer and as part of Our Town's endeavor to inform
its reading public of the true facts regarding Mr. LaRouche,
it has run a series of almost twelve informative articles.oIn fact, those articles that resulted in, or have been joined
by articles appearing in the New York Times. Quite clearly,
the newspaper has as one of its obligations, a duty to inform
the public regarding the history and qualifications of candidates
not only seeking public office, but seeking matching funds from
taxpayer dollars.

Surely, it would not be considered that when a newspaper such
as the New York Times, the Daily News or the New York Post gives
its endorsement to a candidate and sets forth its reasons, that
it is not seeking to influence an election. However, it would
be ludicrous to then conclude that these companies or individuals
which endorse a specific candidate and thereby advocate a defeat
of other candidates running for the same office, are committees
or other organizations which must register with the Commission.



"-3-

iff~olle It im

pl~aint ave ,4*
Ah -Against
,046: requst-

JM:AM
Inc.
cc: Ed Kayatt

Dennis King

N

cc

the affidavit of W, .+..
dnsis t uo

aparticular oad8~i h
adnecessary for the p~l.tk .

otfully requested that the o lnt herein
t merit and the facts as setSertL in the

Out + idation and that no aotimnVili be
ap.-dents in this matter, t e nts

at this matter be made publi
S~ /



LYO~ M. LOU~~R

l oPUMN.W04 W,, 
" 

0 ... m. 0 "a oan -...... " GOAMU1 00 0i v

Plaintiff 1 /79

-against- "_____T_

OUR TOWN, et al.

Defendants

STATE OF NEW YORK )

COUNTY OF NEW-YORK ) .

ED KAYATT, being duly sworn, depo.*s and -says

1. I am the publisher of Our Town Newspa r

2. Our Town Newspaper is a local niewspa distributed

on the upper east side of New York, free of charge through

apartment buildings and other public places such as banks and

supermarkets.

o 3. DENNIS KING is a free lance writer who has written

a series of articles based upon an investigation of LYNDON LAROUCH1

Those articles have found that Mr. LAROUCHE is a Nazi sympathizer

and those facts elicited during the investigation were covered

in news articles in the Our Town Newspaper.

4. During the investigation, it was learned that

Mr. LAROUCHE had qualified for matching funds. As these funds

come from taxpayer dollars, I believe that the public should

be informed of that' fact and I further believe that the facts

as set forth in the news articles written by Mr. KING should

be read by a larger number of New Yorkers, many of whom live

outside the area of distribution of the newspaper.
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"Cpast has nothing toi do and,. is, -in no way connected1 with. the

political activities of any other candidate or any other party.

06. 1 have not collected contributions of $1,000. 1

have collected contributions of $614 which is far short of

the $1,000 set forth in the complaAnt.

WHEREFORE, it is respectfully requested that the

Commission take no action in regard to the complaint herein.

Sworn to before me this /
day of February, 1980
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STREET, NEW YORK, N.Y. 10021 I
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Charles N. Steele
Federal Election Commission

Washington, D. C. 20463
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January 31, 1980

Robert 0. Tiernan, Chairman
Federal Election Comission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Tiernan:

I am enclosing additional information for use in a comlaint
we filed with the Commission in early January entitled Citi fzsfor
LaRouche v. Our Town et al. Attached please find a copy of a ot-

page h otice" in the January 27, 1980 issue of the newspaper
Our Town which for the third time openly solicits money to place
an advertisement in the New York Times against Democratic contender
for president, Lyndon H. LaRouche.

Secondly, I have just received information that Our Town
reporter and respondent in the abovementioned complaint, Dermis
King is actively circulating slanders against LaRouche to the
New Hampshire State Democratic Committee for the purpose of
insuring Mr. LaRouche's defeat at the polls during the February 26, 1980

O Democratic Party primary in that State.

It is therefore important that the Commission act expeditiously
o in its investigation of the allegations set forth in the complaint,

namely that the respondents are actively, maliciously and wilfully
acting in violation of laws under FECA and will continue to do so
unless the Comission uses its enforcement powers.

You should be aware of the fact that I sent a copy of the comolaint
to the New York Times at the same time that I sent the complaint to
the Conmission.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

FMG:rr e MertTreasurer

DETROIT: 1249 Washington Blvd., Suite 626, Michigan 482260 MANC-MN TER: %7 Elm Street, Suite 403, N. H. 03101

NEW YORK: Box 976 Radio City Station, New York 10019 - P0. Box 2%, New Hampshire 03105
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lIZE~IiNS FOR LAROUCHE
Box 916 Radio City Station. New York. New YiiI I(X19 . "
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Robert 0. Tiernan, Chairman
Federal Election Comission
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.Januaty 21, 1980

Kevin Smith, E q.
Fede-at Eteettona Commiha.6on
Wah4ngton, P.C. 20463

Veak M4. Smith:

AA pe4 a tettex dated, Januay 15th, 1980 wtitten by
the Commission's Gene4aL Coun4el, thL4 Lettex shaLL
4e4ve a4 notiiieation o6 ad~tho4'zation 6o the 6ottow-
ing atto/ney to xep4esent a4;

Je~jLey Schuman, EAq.
Saxe, Bacon
667 Madiaon Avenue
New Yotk, New Yo'Iz 10021

Kindly 6o4wa~d M4. Schuman with any and att copie6 o6
sections oJ the taw pe4taining to the charges made.

I have no objection to thi matteA being made pubtic.

Respect u ty yoers,

MAN~HATTAN MEDIA CORP.
Edwa4d R. Kayatt
P4esident

Out Town Nlewspape4
Edwa4d R. Kayatt
Pubti het

PG :Zci W~Vf OC,

ADVERTISING DISPLAY 472-9200 CLAMME 472-3333

Re: MUR 1137



MANHTTfAN
MEDIA
CORP

NEW YORK, N.Y.
I10028

\'~'

Kevin Smith, Esq.
FederaZ Etection6 Commission
Wa6hington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1131



M. aftMtdt* C orporation
Mr. vRdayt . Editor

500O East-: 02nd Street
New York, New Tdrk

Re: MUR 1137

Dear Sirs:

This letter is to notify you that on January 11, 1980,
the 1o.ral lc-tion Commission received a opa~nt wich
alleges that you may have violated certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act")
or Chapters 95 .w 96 of Title 26, .S. Code. A copy of the
complaint is eiilosed. We have numbered th-is matter MUR 1137.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against you in

oconnection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further

o3 action based on the available information.

NPlease submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Comission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) and S 437g(a)(12) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by sending a letter of represen-
tation stating the name, address and telephone number of such
counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive
any notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTONOC. 2*

January 15, 1980

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mrs. Felice Merritt Gelman, Treasurer
Citizens for LaRouche
P.O. Box 976
Radio City Station
New York, New York 10019

aDear Mrs. Gelman:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
of January 8, 1980, against Our Town, Manhattan Media
Corporation, Edward Kayatt, and Dennis King which alleges
violations of the Federal Election Campaign laws. A staff
member has been assigned to analyze your allegations. The
respondents will be notified of this complaint within 5 days,
and a recommendation to the Federal Election Commission as
to how this matter should be initially handled will be made
15 days after the respondents' notification. You will be
notified as soon as the Commission takes final action on your
complaint. Should you have any additional information in this
matter, please forward it to this office. For your information,
we have attached a brief description of the Commission's
procedures for handling complaints.



January 8, 198Q

Robert 0. Tiernan, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Tiernan: C7
Enclosed please find a copy of a complaint we are

filing with the Commission entitled Citizens for ~aR0@b
v. Our Town et al.

The complaint charges the respondents with. acting
in violation of FEC laws, namely that they are operating
as an unregistered political committee.

If there are further questions please feel free
to contact me at Citizen for LaRouche headquarters,
I can be reached at 212-247-8820, ext. 633.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Felice MerrtttGe an

Treasurer, Citizens for
LaRouche

FM: bs

enc.

DETROIT: 1249 Washington Blvd., Suite 626, Michigan 48226
NEW YORK: Box 976 Radio City Station, New York 10019

MANCHESTER: 967 Elm Street, Suite 403, N. H. 03101
P.O. Box 296, New Hamlphire 03105
P.O. Box 2%, New Hampshire 03105

4..-



OUR T * MA i A T W N 0 of A t

RIY~rRD tAATT, u4 Di E,

Respond"ints

Thi s complaint SetU forth~ ptima facit case that
p.f.t,W, sr. .rssti

demonstrates that. tUe respondesSare an u ?9gi~te2ed

political committee whose (sole) purpose is the defeat of

Democratic Party presidential candidate Lyndon H. LaRouche,

Jr. in his first electoral test of the 1980 campaign: the

Democratic Party primary in New Hampshire on February 26,

1980.

The facts set forth below will show that respondents,

a corporation and a group of anti-LaRouche activists employed

by the said corporation, solicited contributions to print

anti-LaRouche advertisements in the New York Times, and

have printed and caused to be distributed anti-LaRouche

literature.

Respondents have willfully, knowingly and maliciously

violated the plain terms of the Federal Election Campaign

Act (hereinafter FECA) by soliciting, accepting and ex-

pending contributions to campaign for the defeat of LaRouche

while failing to register as a political committee with



the c issio* i*we tded byt ~ 4$~

434.

Respondents, have. launched.ad toordi t, a t A.i
attack against Democratic Partycontender Lao uche.*'

this date respondents have caused to be published no jiqst than

10 slanderous articles on LaRouche written by respondout

Dennis King, and a number of like-minded editorials written

by respondent Edward Kayatt. On August 23, 1979, LaRouche

filed a lawsuit against respondents for libel L se. See
%0 LaRouche v. Our Town, Index No. 16280/79, Supreme Court of

the State of New York, County of New York. (Exhibit.A)

In its concluding section, the complaint describes

the relief sought herein, including an order (or conciliation

agreement by the Commission) that:

o1. requires such further registration and reporting

by respondents as is required by the law,

02. prohibits further contribttions to the unregistered

committee in excess of the statutory limits,

3. requires return of any such contributions that

have already been made and,

4. includes any other such relief that the Commission

may find justified under the circumstances.

This complaint is filed on behalf of Citizens for

LaRouche, P.O. Box 976, Radio City Station, New York, N.Y.

10019. Complainant ask4 leave to amend this complaint

if necessary, based on new information contained in upcoming

issues of Our Town and/or any other relevant information

-2-



II.

RESPONDENTS

OUR TOWN, is on information and belief, a newspaper

published by Manhattan Media Corporation, a New York

corporation.

MANHATTAN MEDIA CORPORATION, is on inforuation and

N belief, the publisher of Our Town with offices at 500 Eist

N 82nd Street, New Y6rk, N.Y.

EDWARD KAYATT, is on information and belief, the publisher

and editor of Our Town.
0

DENNIS KING, is on information and belief, a person

who writes for Our Town.

III.

COUNT ONE

THE RESPONDENTS ARE A POLITICAL COMMITTEE AND ARE PART
OF A COORDINATED CAMPAIGN TO DEFEAT LAROUCHE BUT HAVE
FAILED TO REGISTER WITH THE COMMISSION AS REQUIRED BY
2 U.S.C. 433 OR TO DISCLOSE EXPENDITURES AS REQUIRED BY
2 U.S.C. 434.

1. BACKGROUND

2 U.S.C. 431(d) defines a political committee as "any

committee, club, association or other group of persons which

receives contributions or makes expenditures during a

calendar year in an aggregate amount exceeding $1,000."
-3-
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purpose of iniI
the selection, 6f 4.6* to a nutoi M .i.....convention of a c l...":*rty;- or.

(B) influencing To rSult -of on. electin, .. - . ron -0 ce forthe expression..Of.a pefeenc for fith -t~ at% q"i ~.i
persons for elc:4r tO th office of'the Pr i 4.nt j If
the United State..

Expenditure is defined as "a prchase, pamont..,or g$1! of
*0 money or anything of"Value" tmad for- thse s ."icpu t"*:,

&L 2 U.S. C, 433 requires each political coi*,te Ok.-
anticipates receiving contributions or making expend itinea

in excess of $1,000 during a calendar year to register 'with

the Commission within 10 days of its formation and to disclose

its officers, address, affiliated organizations, etc.

In Advisory Opinion 1979-41, the Commission made it

o clear that any group spending more than $1,000 to influence
N the presidential nomination is a political committee subject

to reporting and other such requirements, without regard to

other purposes of the group or whether or not it expressly

supports a particular candidate.

The facts below will sufficiently demonstrate that

respondents violated the law in their operations as an

unregistered political committee.

In the December 30--January 5, 1980, issue of Our Rwn

a front-page editorial entitled "Taxpayers money for fascism?"

-4-
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A$~~~ t)I Smion- f~ y~witng Federal a4
'fu~~'to 0h adiae Aga*in, thlseioia zd

841hs edTra in the 1antasy' 6._-12, 198 ofueQ

Our Town, entitled "Scrutiny Needed", appear after a

five-month long series on LaRouche by respondent Dennis

King. It is not at all appropriate at this time 
nor in this

forum to review the history and merits of the LaRouche v. Nr Town

case; however, thbse two boxed front-page editorials were

not paid for, and were underwritten by the corporate res-

pondents, and openly solicit campaign contributions.

The first editorial cited above states in relevant part:

"Carrying civil liberties to a bizarre extreme, the
NFederal Election Commission announced December 18

that Federal matching funds will be granted to Lyndon
LaRouche in his campaign for President in 1980...

The FEC action will have the effect of seeming to
O legitimize LaRouche as a Democratic Party candidate

to those who do not understand his real position.

0We think the granting of the funds merits close
inspection, and suggest a congressional investigation.
We ask our readers to write their Congressmen demanding
that Congress act to hold up the matching funds for
LaRouche until a thorough investigation is conducted.

So that we can spread the-word of this alarming situation
to a wider audience, we are inviting donations toward
the cost of a full-page advertisement in the New York
Times. Phone us at 472-3333 if you can help."
(Emphasis in the original)

(See Exhibit B)

On Saturday, December 29, 1979, an investigator for Citizens

for LaRouche called the phone number published in the above-

cited editorial and spoke to respondent Kayatt, who appears

to be coordinating the intake of contributions for the

New York Times ad and for other as yet unknown purposes.

-5-



(see Emhii • , t cC The , 1,:

was told by rpa % *t to writo: a cleh1

Our Town &A4 was frb ntructed t make a, not t401

the back o said.cheki~ig that ''the: a_ .2

used for the "New York Times Ad Fund." Cleary was then

told by respondent Kayatt that he had already received

money in the mail from donors and had received about two,

dozen phone calls from people who wanted to pledge mony

to aid respondents campaign to stop LaRouche from receiving

Federal matching funds. Respondent Kayatt informed CleOry.

ol that the cost of the ad - which he expected would be

cc placed in the New York Times by mid-January - would be.

$16,000. On Monday, December 31, 1979 Cleary enclosed:

a $5.00 check made out to Our Town and further followMd-,

the instructions he received from respondent Kayatt.

On Friday, January 4, 1980 Complainant received a

ocopy of the January 6 -- 12 issue of Our Town which

featured a front-page boxed editorial entitled "Scrutiny

Needed". Said editorial in addition to calling for a

Congressional investigation of LaRouche's certification

by the Commission of matching funds also prints the

same instructions to their readership that respondent Kayatt

had previously kiven to Cleary. The editorial states

in relevant part:

"For a wider awareness of the threat to society
represented by LaRouche and his followers, we propose
a full-page advertisement in the New York Times.

-6-
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direct solicititions by retodisfor c":buti

their "Stop Laiouche,'campaign, that theyhad been

using other forums to encourage citizens to send money to;

respondent King to continue his crusade against LaRoiuche,

More specifically, on October 23, 1979, respondent King

appeared on WBAI-Radio, a New York City radio station, and

now was interviewed from midnight to approximately 3:00 A.,XM.

by the show's moderator Lenny Lopate about LaRouche and

his supporters. (See Exhibit R, affidavit by Jeffrey

Steinberg). First, respondent King stated (in a perverted

and false manner) the reasons why he wishes to campaign against

o LaRouche:

"Already the LaRouchies have the best record of any
such groups in terms of the local electoral politics

Oand il LaRouche walks away with a quarter of a million
or half a million votes he's opened the door to all
that crazy right-wing Dallas money. Its just going
to pour into his coffers...the international money,
those neo-nazis over there in West Germany already
know about him...And then there's the nazis down there
in Latin America, Paraguay and Argentina...And if he
produces a significant vote, then they're going to
start sending him money. And then he's gonna take
off."

If one examines the compendium of articles respondent King

has written on LaRouche, quite aside from the various slanderous

characterizations, lies and ha1f-truths about the candidate

and organizations he is (or is not) associated with, it

is plain that respondent King's effort is a campaign

-7-



subsidized by the other respondents, for the defeat;,

Laftuche in the upcoming presidential primaries. A

while after respondent King made the above remakb h "4 trated

the campaign nature of his enterpttse, as opposed to

journalistic intent, by openly soliciting funds and cone

tributions, and admitted that respondent Our Town was

underwriting this campaign:

"I'm in much need of funds for continuing the f1ght.
This series has been 7 articles so far...Much tobe.
done, much information to be uncovered to the pbic..
Our Town newspaper is a small community paper. It
doesn't have the resources on its own to susta*Ii's
fight fully and therefore I'm calling on reader ,.1 re
to send donations to me to help me with the rest" h

C effort. Send those donations to Our Town...Mark t
'Attention Dennis King' and make clear in the envelope
that the check is for his efforts...for continuing
the NCLC series." (Emphasis added)

As the Commission knows, NCLC or the National Caucus of

Labor Committees, is a voluntary political association whose

founder was Lyndon H. LaRouche. The Commission, indeed, takes

the position that NCLC is itself a political campaign committee

identified with LaRouche. While complainant disputes this,

it is clear that respondents shared the Commission's

opinion and campaign against NCLC as a "surrogate" for

LaRouche.

-8-
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2,iSC. 437a),(2) provtdos thai:on 2P.n.viv4 a

valid complaint, the Commission, if it has reason to

believe that a violation has otcurred, shall notify the

persons involved in the alleged violation and shall make

an expeditious investigation of the comptiint's allegations.\/

If the Commission is unable to correct or prevent

the violation through informal methods provided under

2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(5),(A), the Commission may institute in

United States District Court a civil action for relief,

including a permanent or temporary injunction or other

such order and a civil penalty not exceeding the greater of

$5,000 or the amount of any contribution or expenditure involved

in the violation. 2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(S)(B).

Generally the Act provides a period of not less than

30 days for the conciliation process. In cases of complaints

filed within 45 days of an election, however, the conciliation

period tan be shortened to not less than half the number of

days between the date of the finding of reason to believe that

a violation has occurred and the date of the election involved.

2 U.S.C. 431(a) defines election inter alia, as "a convention

or caucus of a political party which has authority to

nominate a candidate."

Finally, 2 U.S.C. 441j sets out the penalties for

knowing and willful violations of any of the provisions of



the Act 0*& 1ynvle tIea~$k trecv1 orr.

any contribution. or -ep#6ditiare~o th"Q# $1.t 0 0Q*0

Complainant has set forth clear vidence that respo ) S

are in fact operating as an unregistered political com ttee

in clear violation of the Act. The evidence shows'that

this violation has been knowingly, willfully and saliciously

committed to prevent LaRouche from gaining the vote due to hi

at the upcoming New Hampshire Democratic Party primary on

V "February 26,1980 and may-continue thereafter. The New

i Hampshire primary is widely perceived as an important national

httt.
test for the De1ocratic nomination, For this reason

complainant requests that the Commission process the instant

complaint well before the primary and further, consider the possibil
"

o lity of processing said complaint before mid-January, the period

in which respondents intend to consumate their crime by

placing a full-page ad, paid for with unreported and corporate

contributions, condemning LaRouche's candidacy and integrity,

all in direct violation of the Act. Complainant further requests

that the Commission use both its statutory enforcement and

general administrative powers to fashion an appropriate remedy,

and to make public at the earliest possible date its enforcement

policy and intentions with respect to the fact situations described

herein. Complainant's specific prayer for relief with respect

to respondents is set forth below.

Based on all of the foregoing, Complainant asks the

Commission to find . reason to believe that the violations.

-10-
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alegdheE$ 61 t *w -;to " ;4

gainuigits subpoemvt powi t make a promp

respondents,- 1r *9i as n 01,f Pota~ pi itieiI

through an expedited concilation arOqueent process, or obtain1,

through petitioning the United States District Court, for the

District of Columbia, an order that:

(1) requires such further registration and reporting

as is required by law;

(2) prohibits further contributions -to respondents,

who are operating as an unregistered political

committee;

(3) requires the return of any such contributions

that have already been made; and

(4) includes any other such relief that the Commission
'r

may find justified under the circumstances.

VERIFICATION

The undersigned counsel for the complainant swear that

the allegations and other facts in the complaint are true and

correct to the best of their knowledge, information, and

belief.

-11-



Treasurer, (

Sworn to beforeL his -
7 day of 1980

1OTARY PULIC - STATS %P 1
# 31.46S0M

qu 0 , : ,.. 0 .A
QUALI ,ID IN NW I

COMMISSION iXPIRBS 01V) m~m9
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Plaintif t; m

-against-

OUR TOWN, MANHATTAN MEDIA CORPORATION.
and DENNIS KING,

Defendants&''

LYNDON H. LRROUCHE, JR., by a'd though hisatorney

DAVID S. HELLER, complaining of the defendants tr hery alleges

as follows:

FIRST: LYNDON H. LAROUCHE, JR., is a citizen of

the-State of New York.

SECOND: Defendant OUR TOWN is a newspaper published

by Manhattan Media Corporation, a New York corporation.

D .THIRD: Defendant DENNIS KING is a person who writes

for OUR TOWN..

FOURTH: Defendant MANHATTAN MEDIA CORPORATION is the

publisher of OUR TOWN," with offices at 500 E. 82nd Street,

New York,N.Y.

.FIFTH: Defendants in the August 26, 1979 issue of

OUR TOWN published, or caused to be published, distributed and

disseminated to the general public at large the accusation that

LYNDON II. LAROUCHE, JR. was planning to commit mass murder,

describing plaintiff as a
)S. HELLER
RNIY AT LAW

EXHIBIT A



dL~#c~4 ~t hh

SIXTH,- These st~teents hav -the ai~ lttl

in context and in the common understandirl that plai is

planning murder, liquidation or similar genocide against the
American Jewish population, comparable to Hitler's mass murder

of European Jews.

SEVENTH: These statements are false and are li ous
C6

pe r se in that they accuse plaintiff of a felony, to wit:

preparing, conspiring and engaging in a plot to commit the

murder of literally millions of persons.

EIGHTH: These statements are false.

NINTH: These statements are false to defendants' own

knQwledge and such statements were made in complete and total

disregard of their lack of truthfulness and with the intent to

damage, disgrace, discredit and harm plaintiff,
V&

TENTH: Plaintiff was damaged in" his reputation by

reason of Said statements and is and will be brought into

disgrace and discredited thereby and -has, does and will suffer

humiliation, disgrace and monetary loss as well as psychological

pain and anguish as a result of such statements having been

published by defendants..

S. MELLER
NEY AT LAW
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,obliqueyt pai*a: &tiso 6wand htfil ho Z,04

~a~OUSRg rn/oX. wi-9Ur43 1

'attack, kill or otherwise disable plai,6tif .n order t
-prevent the- "HolocauSt" that-defendants Zasely acuse

plaintiff of plannng. Plaintiff i thiw* enttled to

punitive or exemplary ftmaes

WHEREFORE, .plaintiff demands jtdti,1 agaist the

defendants as follows t

1. Damages in the amount of $100ooo,O00.00.

2. Punitive., damages in the amountof $10,000,000.00

3. His costs, disbursements and attorneys fees incurred

in bringing this action and

4. Such other and further relief as may be necessary

and proper in the circumstances.

Dated: New York, New York

August 23, 1979

.HE LLER
EY AT LAW

DAVID S. HELLER
Attorney for Plaintiff
Office and P.O.* Address
304 W. 58th Street, Fifth Floor
New York, New York 10019
(212) 247-7488
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Editorial Taxp~r money frf.m
Carrying vivil lHb i,4o bizarre extreme, the Federal Elei n usC hannounced Do&e.ea 'sMatching funds will be gramed1aRouche n hs fcMnpr4 Iw Prtresident'in 1930. This means that apayt'Mwill go toward forthellp the prop-agaton of ,he neo-Naz, ,an&ds I l-

espoused by LaRouche d his U.S. Labor Party.
The decision, madeat Acosed-doors meeting, seems strange In view of the IWP411on still going on in tMe courts over the FEC's denial of matching funds -toLaRouche in 1976. The funds were denied on the basis of an FEC J ay--which turned -up ious questlons as to the completeesnof linanelul eporta sub.

mitted by the LaRouche organization In its 1976 application. The FEC had tresort to a subpoena--resisted by the LaRouche people-to obtain the-finanealrecords of the organization.
The FEC action will have the effect of seeming to legitimize LaRouche as aDemocratic Party candidate to those who do not understand his real position.We think the granting of the funds merits close Inspection, and suggest a con-gressional investigation. We ask our readers to write their Congressmen demand.ing that-Congress act to hold up the matching funds for LaRoache until athorough Investigation Is conducted.
So t'at we can spread the word of thLs alarming situation to a wider audience, weare Inviting donations toward the cost of a ful-page advertisement In The NewYork Times. Phone us at 472-3333 if you can help.

EXITIB1T B



I, JAMS CLEARY, do hereby depose and say tohe f0 i
is true:

1. On Saturday, December 29, 1979, I received a.:copy

of the December 30--January S, 1979 issue of Our Town,

which featured a front-page editorial entitled "Taxpayer's

money for fascism?" After demanding that Congress act to

"hold up the matching funds for LaRouche until a thorough

investigation is conducted," the editorial added:
No that we can spread the word of this alarming situaton to a

wider audience. we are inviting donations toward the cost

of a full-page advertisement in the New York Times. Phone

us at 472-3333 if you can help." (Emphasis in the original)

2. In an investigatory capacity for Citizen's for

LaRouche, I decided to find out more about Our Town's

intentions by calling the published number.
N 3. I spoke to Edward Kayatt, the publisher and editor

of Our Town who told me the following:

4. First Kayatt confirmed that they were asking for

money for the New York Times ad. When I asked him to whom

I should make the check out ';' Kayatt replied "Our Town"

and gave me the precise address (500 E. 82nd Street, New York,
to

N.Y. 10028). He further instructed me/mark the reverse side

of the check with "New Ycrk Times Ad Fund." When I asked

him how much they were going to need to buy the ad, Kayatt

EXHIBIT C
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to. write -to Congrsessai Td Vieiss and Sethator $*

-tha,7Pw~id1&et of "the "Unitoed Stat*tawllstb

sional committee which overses the PECts appropriation

he informed se that his office had received about ,,t dozen

phone calls from people pledging money and that one check

had come in. Kayatt informed me that he expected to place

the ad in the New York Times some time in 'md4anuWy

5. On Monday, January 31, 1979, 1 enclosed a check

for $5.00 made out to OurTown and mailed it to their

0 business address. "

Sworn to before me this
7 day 1980.

DAMI .RLINOTARY PUBLIC - STATS OF NW YOng

#$31 -462006
QUALIFIED IN NE W YORK 9UNTY

NOTARY PUBLIC Wfo

EXHIBIT C



V

JANUARY 6 thru JANWIAUtII 16N7.VOL. 10* NO. 37

SCRUTINY NEEDED
Lyndon LaRouche's success In qualifying for

federal matching funds In his bid for the Democratic
Party nomination for President In 1980 points up the
growing menace of the neo-nazi, anti-semitic
ideology of his U.S. Labor Party.

We believe the activities of LaRouche and his cult,
as detailed in the ten part series of articles by Dennis

'King published in Our Town in 1979, call for a full
congressional investigation. We urge our readers lo
join us In calling on our representatives in Congress
to see that such an Investigation is launched. Write
to:

SenatorJacob Javits, 110 E. 45th St., NYC 10017.
Senator Daniel P. Moynihan, 733 Third Ave.,

NYC 10017.
Representative S. William Green, 1628 Second

Ave., NYC 10028.
Representative Theodore Weiss, 37 W. 65th St.,

NYC 10023.
Representative Charles B. Rangel, 55 W. 125th St.,

NYC 10027.
For a wider public awareness of the threat to

society represented by LaRouche and his followers.
we propose a fil.pape advertisemet in the Ncw
York limes. Contrihutions for this purpose ina., he
sent to: Our Town, 500 E. 2nd St., NYC 10028. (On
reverse side of check print, "New York Times Ad
Fund.")

EXIiJ3TT D)



I, JEFFREY STRINflRG. do hereby depose and say te,

following is true:

1. I am a security consultant for the, LaRouche capaign.

2. In that capacity, I have been monitoring the

effects of the Our Town series on the physical safety

of democratic party presidential candidate Lyndon H. LaRouche.

Since the series began LaRouche and/or his campaign workers

have been subject to death threats, physical attacks and

other forms of harassment.

N 3. On October 23, 1979 Dennis King was interviewed

by Lenny Lopate for about three hours on a New York City

radio station WBAI. I was able to tape most of the show

including the following excerpts which are taken from the

closing part of the interview:

DENNIS KING: "The second thing I want to say is that
this investigation into the Labor Committees requires
really massive effort. I'm in much need of funds for
continuing the fight. This series has been seven
articles so far...Much to be done, much information
to be uncovered to the public. Our Town newspaper is
a small community paper. It doesn't have the resources
on its own to sustain this fight fully and therefore I'm
calling on readers here to send donations to me to help
with the research effort. Send those donations to Our
Town, 500 East 82nd Street, New York City, 10028...
Mar it 'Attention: Dennis King' and make clear in the
envelope that the check is for his efforts, for continuing
the NCLC series..."

EXHIBIT U



4. Those remarks had been previously preceded byai 4

of slanders against LaRouche's person and the nature ._of U '

campaign as well as his supporters. King's call for do t:its

came in the context of his desire to reverse the potential

success of LaRouche's campaign:

"Already the LaRouchies have the best record of any

such groups in terms of the icoal electoral politics and
if LaRouche walks away with a quarter of a million. or

half a million votes he's opened the door to all tat
crazy right-wing Dallas money. Its Just going to peor
into his coffers -- and not just that --the international
money. Those neo-nazis over there in West Germany already
know about hiM... And then there's the nazis down there
in Latin America, Paraguay and Argentina. Dontt think
they're not watching LaRouche.. They know who he Aiready
is, that he's their boy, and they're waiting to see 6f
he can produce the goods. And if he produces a sig-,
nificant vote, then they're going to start sending him
the money. And then he's gonna take off."

5. Subsequent to the above-cited WBAI-Radio interview I

learned that King has been giving forums to private groups

and associations to "spread the word" on LaRouche. I do

not as yet know whether King has been paid for these "lectures";

nor do I know whether he has been actively soliciting contribu-

tions for his effort to stop the LaRouche campaign.

J FFREY ST INBE
Sworn to before me this

7 day of 1980 PUB_ I__- __DAVID S. HELL O T A R Y P
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF NEW YORK

# 31 -4620080
QUALIFIED IN NEW YORX_99UNTY
COMM ION XPIRS 30 Arz

0
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'Mrs. Felice Gelman, Treasurer,
Citizens for LaRouche
P.O. Box 976
Radio City Station
Niew York, "..Y. l'1)
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Robert 0. Tiernan, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N."'.
W.ashington, D.C. 20463
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