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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 16, 1981

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Gail M. Harmon

SHELDON, HARMON & WEISS
1725 1 Street, N.W.
Suite 506

Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: MUR 1160

Dear Ms. Harmon:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed on
February 12, 1980, concerning the Missouri Citizens for Life
("MCL") and the Lawyers for Life ("LFL").

Based upon your complaint, the Commission determined on
June 19, 1980, that there was reason to believe that MCL
and LFL violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and instituted an invest-
igation into this matter. After an investigation was
conducted and the brief of the General Counsel was considered,
the Commission on December 19, 1980, found probable cause
to believe that respondents MCL and LFL had violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b by paying for an advertisement in the December 14,
1979, St. Louis Review made connection with a federal election.
However, after considering the circumstances in this matter,
the Commission has determined to take no further action
and close the file. Should you wish to submit any materials
to appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.

If you have any questions, pledse direct them at R. Lee
Andersen, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)

523-5071.
Sini%i;;32/<77 ¢//,

Chrar¥e . ele
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 16, 1981

CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

James P. Finnegan

1126 Title Guarantee Building
706 Chestnut Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Re: MUR 1160

Dear Mr. Finnegan:

on December 19, 1980, the Commission found probable
cause to believe that your client, Missouri Citizens for
Life had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, by paying for an advertise-
ment made in connection with a federal election. However,
after considering the circumstances of this matter, the Com-
mission has determined to take no further action and close
the file. The file will be made part of the public record
within 30 days. Should you wish to submit any materails to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.

The Commission reminds you that for a corporation to
make expenditures in connection with a federal election is
nevertheless a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b and you should
take immediate steps to insure that this activity does not
occur in the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them at R. Lee
Andersen, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-5071.

C

Charles N. eele
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 (
April 16, 1981

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

John J. Donnelly
P.O. Drawer No. 1
St. Louis, Missouri 63188

Re: MUR 1160
Dear Mr. Donnelly:

On December 19, 1980, the Commission found probable
cause to believe that your client, Lawyers for Life had
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended, by paying for an advertise-
ment made in connection with a federal election. However,
after considering the circumstances of this matter, the Com-
mission has determined to take no further action and close
the file. The file will be made part of the public record
within 30 days. Should you wish to submit any materails to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.

The Commission reminds you that for a corporation to
make expenditures in connection with a federal election is
nevertheless a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b and you should
take immediate steps to insure that this activity does not
occur in the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them at R. Lee
Andersen, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-5071.

8 N. Steele
General Counsel
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. BEFORE THE FEDERAL RLECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 1160
Missouri Citizens for Life
and
Lawyers for Life

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal
Election Commission, do hereby certify that on April 13,
1981, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the
following action regarding MUR 1160:

1. Take no further action.

2. CLOSE THE FILE in this
matter.

Attest:

t

4/, 43/ 7 »7 ?I—% wémmz_
Date Marjorie W. Emmons
retary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: ~ 4-9-81, 9:59
Circulated on 48 hour tally vote basis: : . - 4=-9-81, 4:00
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ;' = I!f

: ~CRTTARY
April 3, 1981

81 APR 9 ag: 59

In the Matter of
Missouri Citizens for Life MUR 1160

and
Lawyers for Life

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. Background

On December 19, 1481, the Federal Election Commission
("Commission”) found probable cause to believe that Missouri
Citizens for Life ("MCL") and Lawyers for Life ("LFL")
vioclated 2 U.S.C. § 441b, by paying for certain political
newspaper advertisements. On December 22, 1980, respondents
received notice of the terms of conciliation proposed by the
Commission. Subsequently we received one written response
trom LFL and had several telephone conversations with counsel
tor LFL, none of which have resulted in the Office of General
Counsel being able to bring a conciliation agreement to the

Commission for consideration.

II. Legal Analysis

Although there is ample evidence that the respondents
participated in making payments for the newspaper advertisements
attacking Senator Kennedy as alleged by complainant, the over-
all amount alleged to have been paid for the advertisement,
apparently distributed among five different entities, was only

$1,300. (The advertisement in question shows sponsorship by




o ®

by the Nurses for Life, Social Workers for Life and the National
Youth For-Life Coalition in addition to MCL and LFL). While the
additional sponsoring organizations were not included in the
complaint as respondents, it seems likely that they contributed
to the payments made for the newspaper advertisement. Assuming
for purposes of discussion that each organization sharéd equally
the éost of the advertisement, it is possible that LFK and MCL
each paid about $260 for their share.) While a $260 expenditure
may not be "de minimus", it does not seem to warrant the initia-
tion of litigation measures when other matters involving the '
same legal issues, but presenting facts more favorable to

the Commission, have been approved by the Commission for 1liti-

gyation

III. Recommendation
The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission

take no further action and close the file in this matter.

I Y G U _ . A
Date Ch¥fles N. Steele
General Counsel

Attachment

Letters to respondents and complainant
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 (

CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

John J. Donnelly
P.0O. Drawer No. 1
St. Louis, Missouri 63188

Re: MUR 1160
Dear Mr. Donnelly:

On December 19, 1980, the Commission found probable
cause to believe that your client, Lawyers for Life had
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended, by paying for an advertise-
ment made in connection with a federal election. However,
after considering the circumstances of this matter, the Com-
mission has determined to take no further action and close
the file. The file will be made part of the public record
within 30 days. Should you wish to submit any materails to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.

The Commission reminds you that for a corporation to
make expenditures in connection with a federal election is
nevertheless a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b and you should
take immediate steps to insure that this activity does not
occur in the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them at R. Lee
Andersen, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-5071.

Sincerely,

- - Afchnont




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

James P. Finnegan

1126 Title Guarantee Building
706 Chestnut Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Re: MUR 1160

Dear Mr. Finnegan:

On December 19, 1980, the Commission found probable
cause to believe that your client, Missouri Citizens for
Life had violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, by paying for an advertise-
ment made in connection with a federal election. However,
after considering the circumstances of this matter, the Com-
mission has determined to take no further action and close
the file. The file will be made part of the public record
within 30 days. Should you wish to submit any materails to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.

The Commission reminds you that for a corporation to
make expenditures in connection with a federal election is
nevertheless a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b and you should
take immediate steps to insure that this activity does not
occur in the future.

If you have any questions, please direct them at R. Lee
Andersen, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-5071.

Sincerely,




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Gail M. Harmon

SHELDON, HARMON & WEISS
1725 I Street, N.W.
Suite 506

Washington, D.C. 20006

< Re: MUR 1160

Dear Ms. Harmon:

0 This is in reference to the complaint you filed on

o~ February 12, 1980, concerning the Missouri Citizens for Life
("MCL") and the Lawyers for Life ("LFL").

c

- Based upon your complaint, the Comnmission determined on

‘ June 19, 1980, that there was reason to believe that MCL

c and LFL violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and instituted an invest-

- igation into this matter. After an investigation was
conducted and the brief of the General Counsel was considered,

“ the Commission on December 19, 1960, found probable cause

to believe that respondents MCL and LFL had violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b by paying for an advertisement in the December 14,

1979, St. Louis Review made connection with a federal election.
However, after considering the circumstances in this matter,
the Commission has determined to take no further action

and close the file. Should you wish to submit any materials
to appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.

If you have any questions, please direct them at R. Lee
Andersen, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-5071.

Sincerely,
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

October 14, 1980

CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

James P. Finnegan, Jr.

1126 Title Guarantee Building
706 Chestnut Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Re: MUR 1160
Dear Mr. Finnegan:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on
February 11, 1980, and information supplied by you the
Commission determined on June 19, 1980, that there was
reason to believe that your client, Lawyers for Life,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe
that a violation has 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) stating your position on the issues and replying
to the brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such
brief should also be forwarded to the Office of General
Counsel.) 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 a violation
has occurred. ‘



James P. Finnegan, Jr.
Page Two

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that
the Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not
less than thirty, but not more than ninety days to settle
this matter through a conciliation agreement. This does
not preclude settlement of this matter through informal
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe,
if you so desire.

Should you have any questions, please contact R. Lee
Andersen, at (202)523-5071.

Chdrles N. Ste
General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

October 14, 1980

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

John J. Donnelly
P.0O. Drawer No. 1l
St. Louis, Missouri

Re: MUR 1160
Dear Mr. Donnelly:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on
February 11, 1980, and information supplied by you the
Commission determined on June 19, 1980, that there was
reason to believe that your client, Missouri Citizens for
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441lb of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe
that a violation has 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) stating your position on the issues and replying
to the brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such
brief should also be forwarded to the Office of General
Counsel.) 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 a violation
has occurred.




John J. Donnelly
Page Two

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that
the Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not
less than thirty, but not more than ninety days to settle
this matter through a conciliation agreement. This does
not preclude settlement of this matter through informal
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe,
if you so desire.

Should you have any questions, please contact R. Lee
Andersen, at (202)523-5071.

- Sincere 7
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

THE COMMISSION
MARJORIE W. EMMONS/MARGARET CHANEY
OCTOBER 14, 1980

MIR 1160 - General Counsel's Brief dated
October 14, 1980

The attached documents are circulated for your information.

ATTACHMENTS :
1) Memo; 2) Brief: 3)Letter
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C\.id'..\:.,‘" " k'.-f'fk‘n’
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 80 0CT 14 PI2: 46

October 14, 1980

MEMORANDUM TO: The Commission

FROM: Charles N. sceeW
General Counsel

SUBJECT: MUR 1160

Attached for the Commission's review is a brief stating the
position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues

of the above-captioned matter. A copy of this brief and a letter
notifying the respondent of the General Counsel's intent to recom-
mend to the Commission a finding of probable cause to believe was
mailed on October 14 1980. Following receipt of the respondent's
reply to this notice, this Office will make a further report to

the Commission.

Attachments
l. Brief
2. Letter to Respondent
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* "Commission”) received a signed and sworn complaint from Gail M.

BEE&E THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

. September 3, 1980

In the Matter of

Missouri Citizens for Life, MUR 1160
James P. Finnegan, and

Lawyers for Life, John Donnelly

Ve Nt N N

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On February 12, 1980, the Federal Election Commission (the

Harmon, on behalf of the National Abortion Rights Action League
("NARAL") alleging that the Missouri Citizens for Life ("MCL")
and the Lawyers for Life ("LFL") violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b of the
Federal Election Campaign Act, as amended, (the "Act") by

causing to have printed in the St. Louis Review an advertisement

paid for with the corporate funds of MCL and LFL.. Respondents
were notified of the complaint and provided with copies of it.
By April 7, 1980, counsel for both respondents had submitted
letters which sought to show why the Commission should dismiss
the complaints against them. However, on June 19, 1980, the
Commission found reason to believe that the respondents violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) through their expenditures in connection with
a federal election.

On June 25, 1980, the Commission sent letters to counsel
informing them of the reason to believe findings. The letters

advised respondents that unless additional information or further
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explanation were provided, thé Commission might find probable

cause to believe that violations of the Act were committed by

the respondents which might lead to initiation of the formal
conciliation process by the Commission. As of July 25, 1980,

no further communication of any kind had been received by the
Office of General Counsel. We therefore telephoned the respohdents
in an attempt to determine whether any additional communications

would be forthcoming. Mr. Finnegan counsel for MCH, was reached

but he stated that he would make no further response to the Com-
mission regarding this matter. Mr. Donnelly, counsel for LFL,
could not be reached, but his secretary indicated that she knew
of no additional response being prepared for the Commission.

Thus it appearing that no further response or information is
likely to come to the Commission from the respondents, the Office

of General Counsel is filing this brief.

II. Legal Analysis

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits any corporation from making ex-
penditures or contributions to any candidate or political committee.
2 U.S.C. § 441b(b)(2) defines contribution for the purpose of
2 U.S.C. § 441b to include any direct or indirect payment or
distribution of anything of value to any candidate or candidate
committee in connection with any federal election. (See e.q.,
Advisory Opinions 1980-19 and 1979-76).

NARAL in its complaint alleges that MCL and LFL are corpora-

tions. As evidence of this NARAL attached to the complaint copies




of certificates of corporate good standing showing that these
organizations are registered as corporations_with the state
of Missouri. NARAL further alleges that a full page ad placed

in the St. Louis Review by MCH and LFL on December 14, 1979, was

an expenditure "in connection with an election" and thus prohibited

by the Act. The first few lines of the advertisement read as follows:

"U.S. Sen. Edward M. Kennedy wants to be
President of the United States at any cost--
including the cost of unborn ehiddren/citizens.

<0 He wants to be president so bad he has
compromised himself and his Senate office at

™~ : the cost of human life."

A

This advertisement clearly attacking Senator Kennedy as a presi-

dential candidate satisfies the statutory requirement of "ex-

t? penditure in connection with any election" by discussing the
% issue of abortion in the context of Senator Kennedy's bid for
e the presidency. And, an attack upon one candidate is usually
< a thing of value to other opposing candidates. Therefore,

m unless taken out of the ambit of the statutory probibitions by
A

other factors, the advertisement seems to meet the threshold

of expenditure in connection with a federal election, thus

rendering these expenditures in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).
The nearly identical responses submitted to the Commission

by the respondents seek to show why the complaint should be

dismissed for several reasons all of which are without merit.

First, respondents argue that the advertisement did not endorse

Senator Kennedy or any other candidate and that the advertisement
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was not made for the purposes of influencing a federal election.

Clearly, the full page advertisement was not. an endorsement of

Senator Kennedy, but as shown above, it was an attack on him in

the context of his candidacy for the presidential nomination

of his political party. Furthermore, 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a)

prohibition requires only an "expenditure in connection with

any (federal) election, not expenditure for the purpose of

influencing an election. Compare 2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(a)(i). But

even under the "purpose of" test, § 431(8)(A)(i), this communication

would qualify as an expenditure. A full page advertisement

attacking Senator Kennedy as a candidate for the presidential

nomination, printed during the period of this campaign, must be

inferred to have been made for the purpose of influencing an election.
Second, respondents argue the 2 U.S.C. § 441lb(a) is in-

applicable to their groups because their major purpose is not

the election of candidates. MCL and LFL cite U.S. v. National

Committee for Impeachment, 469 F. 24 1135 (2d Cir. 1972) and

American Civil Liberties Union v. Jennings, 336 F. Supp 1041

(D.D.C. 1973), to support their claim. However, the issue in
this matter is not whether the expenditure was made by a
political committee whose major purpose is to nominate or elect
candidates, but rather whether these corporations, which are

not registered with Commission as political committees, made

expenditures in connection with a federal election.
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The final argument made by the respondents is that since
the advertisement is not an example of "express advocacy", the

recent case, Federal Election Commission v. Central Long Island

Tax Reform Immediately, 614 F. 2d (2nd Cir. 1980), prohibits

the Commission from taking jurisdiction over communications
which merely analyze the voting records of candidates from a
particular ideological viewpoint. However, the Act does not
equate an expenditure in connection with an election, 2 U.S.C.

§ 441b(a), with express advocacy, 2 U.S.C. § 441d. Like the

first two, this argument is also irrelevant to the question of
whether the corporations made expenditures "in connection with
any (federal) election". A Commission finding of probable cause
that a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) has been committed implies
nothing more than that the respondents have made partisan,
corporate expenditures related to a federal election. The anti-
Kennedy advertisement purchased by MCL and LFL and others méet
the test for application of this section of the Act.

Since the MCL and LFL responses do not deny paying for the
advertisement in question and since they assert no circumstances
which would bring any of the exclusions in 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(b)(2)
(A),(C) or 413(9)(B) into play, the Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe
that MCL and LFL have committed violations of 2 U.S.C. § 441lb(a)
by causing to have printed an advertisement in connection with

a federal election in the St. Louise Review newspaper.




III. General Counsel's Recommendation

Find probable cause to believe that Missouri Citizens for
Life and Lawyers for Life have committed violations of 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by causing to have printed a newspaper advertisement

in connection with a federal election.

[0 Mot \a¥0
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

October 14, 1980

CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

James P. Finnegan, Jr.

1126 Title Guarantee Building
706 Chestnut Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Re: MUR 1160
Dear Mr. Finnegan:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on
February 11, 1980, and information supplied by you the
Commission determined on June 19, 1980, that there was
reason to believe that your client, Lawyers for Life,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission f£ind probable cause to believe
that a violation has 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) stating your position on the issues and replying
to the brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such
brief should also be forwarded to the Office of General
Counsel.) 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 a violation
has occurred. ‘




James P. Finnegan, Jr.
Page Two

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that
the Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not
less than thirty, but not more than ninety days to settle
this matter through a conciliation agreement. This does
not preclude settlement of this matter through informal
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe,
if you so desire.

Should you have any questions, please contact R. Lee
Andersen, at (202)523-5071.

Chdrles N. Ste&le
General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

October 14, 1980

CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

John J. Donnelly
P.0O. Drawer No. 1
St. Louis, Missouri

Re: MUR 1160

Dear Mr. Donnelly:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on
February 11, 1980, and information supplied by you the
Commission determined on June 19, 1980, that there was
reason to believe that your client, Missouri Citizens for
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441lb of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe
that a violation has 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) stating your position on the issues and replying
to the brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such
brief should also be forwarded to the Office of General
Counsel.) 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 a violation
has occurred.




John J. Donnelly
Page Two

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that
the Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not
less than thirty, but not more than ninety days to settle
this matter through a conciliation agreement. This does
not preclude settlement of this matter through informal
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe,
if you so desire.

Should you have any questions, please contact R. Lee
Andersen, at (202)523-5071.

General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

9?/

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/MARGARET CéﬁE;Y
AUGUST 19, 1980

CHARLES STEELE

MUR 1160 - Interim Investigative Report #1,
dated 8-6-80; Signed 8-~7-80: Received in
0OCs 8-8-80, 11:53
The above-named document was circulated to the
Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 11:00,
August 11, 1980,
There were no objections to the Interim Investigative

Revort at the time of the deadline.
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Ce Al oA
August 6, 1980 Mhs: m"fﬁﬂfTARY

In the Matter of

Missouri Citizens for Life,
James P. Finnegan MUR 1160

Lawyers for Life,
John Donnelly

e N s e s

INTERIM INVESTIGATIVE REPORT #1

On June 19, 1980, the Commission found reason to believe

that the above respondents committed violations of the Federal

Election Campaign Act by using the corporate funds of the
respondent organizations to make expenditures in connection
with a federal election.

The respondents were notified of the Commission's action
and given an opportunity to respond. Since no response has been
forthcoming from these respondents, the Office of General Counsel
has attempted to determine whether any response is to be expected.
Telephonic communication with the respondents has resulted in
no further information from Mr. Donnelly, who is on vacation,
but Mr. Finnegan has indicated that he does not intend to make
any further response to the Commission in regard to this matter.
Under the circumstances it does not appear likely that the Com-
mission will receive any additional information from these
respondents. Therefore, we are in the process of preparing a
General Counsel's Report for the Commission which we expect to

submit within two weeks.

1 Aol 4KV
Date Chdr . dteele

General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 3
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

June 25, 1580

A

CERTIFIED MAIL -
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

James P. Finnegan, Jr.

1126 Title Guarantee Building
706 Chestnut Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Re: MUR 1160

- Dear Mr. Finnegan:

The Federal Election Commission notified you on February 14,
1980, of a complaint which alleges that your organization,
Missouri Citizens for Life ("MCL"), violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(the "Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to you at
that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission,
on June 19, 1980, determined that there is reason to believe
that MCL violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). Specifically, it appears
that the advertisement which your organization caused to be
printed in the December 14, 1979, edition of the St. Louis
Review constituted an expenditure in connection with a federal
election by a corporation in violation of the Act.

We acknowledge receipt of your explanation of this matter
which was dated April 2, 1980. 1In absence of any additional
information or further explanation of circumstances which
demonstrate that no further action should be taken against
MCL, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred, and proceed with formal conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through informal conciliation prior to a finding of probable
cause to believe if you so desire.




Letter to: James P. Finnegan, Jr.
Page Two

-

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.5.C. § 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
R. Lee Andersen, the attorney assigned to this matter at
(202)523-5071.

Sincerely,

w - 77%{4 /6’7/“‘% 14 z
[+ of
Max L. Friedersdorf

< Chairman
e A TERDER: Campinis 1.7 w13,

E Add yor addeens in the “RETURN TO” spece an
o~ ® ] »

=] 1. The following service is requested (check one).
- g [_j Show to whom and date delivered. . ... ... .. ]

i Show to whom, date, and address of delivery. . ..._¢
o RESTRICTED DELIVERY

Show to whom and date delivered. ... . ... PRI 1) |

- [J RESTRICTED DELIVERY. 1

~ Show to whom, date, and address of delivery. $em
J— (CONSULT POSTMASTER FOR FEES)

o
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

June 25, 1980

CERTIFIED MAIL <
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

John J. Donnelly
P. O. Drawer No. 1
St. Louis, Missouri_ 63188

MUR 1160
Dear Mr. Donnelly:

The Federal Election Commission notified you on February 14,
1980, of a complaint which alleges that your organization,
Lawyers for Life ("LFL"), violated certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act").

A copy of the complaint was forwarded to you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
June 19, 1980, determined that there is reason to believe that
LFL violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). Specifically, it appears
that the advertisement which your organization caused to be
printed in the December 14, 1979, edition of the St. Louis
Review constituted an expenditure in connection with a federal
election by a corporation in violation of the Act.

We acknowledge receipt of your explanation of this matter
which was dated April 4, 1980. In absence of any additional
information or further explanation of circumstances which
demonstrate that no further action should be taken against
LFL, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred, and proceed with formal conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through informal conciliation prior to a finding of probable
cause to believe if you so desire.
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Letter to: John J. Donnelly
Page: Two %

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with _—
2 U.S.C. § 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
R. Lee Andersen, the attorney assigned to this matter at

(202)523-5071.
Sincerely,
N -
Max L. Friedersdorf
o Chairman
- ]
s
~
-
(o
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 1160
Missouri Citizens for Life
James P. Finnegan

Lawyers for Life

John Donnelly

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Fmmons, Secretary to the Federal
Election Commission, do hereby certify that on June 19,
1980, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take
the following actions regarding MUR 1160:

l. Find REASON TO BELIEVE that
Migsouri Citizens for Life
and Lawyers for Life have
committed violations of
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by causing
to have printed a newspaver
advertisement in connection
with a federal election.

2. Send the letters as attached
to the First General Counsel's
Report dated June 16, 1980.
Voting for this determination were Cormissioners

Friedersdorf, Harris, McGarrv, Reiche, and Tiernan.

Attest:
4’(/?[&9&7 W ‘f/ W
«/‘;
Date Marjorie W. Emmons

Secretary to the Commission

Received in Office of the Commission Secretary: 6-16-80, 12:11
Circulated on 48 hour vote basis: 6-17-80, 11:00






QDERAL ELECTION COMMISS ION.
1325 K Street, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITT MUR # 1160

A,
BY OGC TO THE COMMISSION 3"" 1§ 1980 DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED
BY OGC February 12, 1980

STAFF MEMBER
R. Lee Andersen

COMPLAINANT'S NAME: National Abortion Rights League
Gail Harmon

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Missouri Citizens for Life,
James P. Finnegan
Lawyers for Life, John Donnelly
RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b and 431
INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: C Index

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None

Jld 9INNT 08

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

b A R e K
-l

AY

On February 12, 1980, the Federal Election Commission
(the "Commission") received a signed and sworn complaint from

Gail M. Harmon, on behalf of the National Abortion Rights Action
League ("NARAL") alleging that the Missouri Citizens for Life ("MCL")
and the Lawyers for Life ("LFL") violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b of the
Federal Election Campaign Act, as amended, (the "Act") by causing

to have printed in the St. Louis Review an advertisement paid for
with the corporate funds of MCL and LFL. (The complaint is

appended to this report as Exhibit 1). .

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits any corporation from making ex-
penditures or contributions to any candidate or political committee.
2 U.S.C. § 441b(b)(2) defines contribution for the purpose of 2 U.S.C.
§441b to include any direct or indirect payment or distribution of
anything of value to any candidate or candidate committee in
connection with any federal election. (See e.g., Advisory Opinions
1980-19 and 1979-76).

NARAL in its complaint alleges that MCL and LFL are
corporations. As evidence of this NARAL attached to the
complaint copies of certificates of corporate good standing
showing that these organizations are registered as corporations
with the state of Missouri (see Exhibit 1). NARAL further
alleges that a full page ad placed in the St. Louis Review
by MCH and LFL on December 14, 1979, was an expenditure "in
connection with an election" and thus prohibited by the Act.
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(A copy of the advertisement was attached to the complaint
and is appended as Exhibit 1). The first few lines of the
advertisement read as follows:

"U.S. Sen. Edward M. Kennedy wants to be
President of the United States at any cost--
including the cost of unborn children citizens.
He wants to be president so bad he has

compromised himself and his Senate office
at the cost of human life."

This advertisement clearly attacking Senator Kennedy as a presi-

dential candidate appears to satisfy the statutory requirement of
"expenditure in connection with any election" by discussing

the issue of abortion in the context of Senator Kennedy's bid for
the presidency. Therefore, unless taken out of the ambit of the

statutory probibitions by other factors, the advertisement seems

to meet the threshold of expenditure in connection with a federal
election thus rendering this expenditure in violation of 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a).

In response, MCL and LFL submitted to the Commission nearly
identical letters seeking to show why the complaints against
them should be dismissed. (Copies of these responses are
appended as Exhibit 2). The respondents argue: (1) that
the advertisement did not endorse Senator Kennedy or any other
candidate and that it was not for the purpose of influencing
a federal election; (2) that the 2 U.S.C. § 441b prohibition is
inapplicable to the groups because their major purpose is not
the election of candidates 1/ and (3) that since the advertisement

1/ The MCL and LFL responses cite U.S. v. National Committee for
Impeachment, 469 F. 24 1135 (24 Cir. 1972) and ACLU v. Jennings,
336 F. Supp. 1041 (D.D.C. 1973) to support their claim that the
Commission is without jurisdiction in this matter. However, the
issue here is not whether the advertisement was made for the
purpose of influencing an election by a political committee whose
major purpose is to nominate or elect candidates, but rather
whether these corporations, which are not registered with the
Commission as political committees, made expenditures in con-
nection with a federal election.

MCH and LFL also argue that Buckley v. Valeo, 519 F. 24 821
(D.C. Cir. 1975) rendered both 2 U.S.C. §§ 431 and 437a of the
Act unconstitutionally vague. However, that circuit court case
was superseded by the 1976 United States Supreme Court decision
in Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976). Second, neither
district court nor the Supreme court opinions cited by respondents
can be used as authority for the Commission to find no reason to
believe on the alleged violations of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). 1In fact, the
Supreme Court has not yet addressed the 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) definition
of "expenditure" by a corporation in the context of candidate
elections. However, the recent case of National Right to Work
Committee v. Federal Election Commission __ F. Supp. _ (D.C.D.C.,
1980), Civ. Action No. 77-125, April 24, 1980, approved of the
general prohibition against corporate contributions and expenditures

in connection with federal elections.
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is not "express advocacy", the recently decided case of Federal

Election Commission v. Central Long Island Tax Reform Immediately,
DOCKET No. 79-3014, 614 F.2d (2nd Cir. February 5, 1980), prohIEits
the Commission from taking jurisdiction over communications which
analyze the voting records of candidates from a particular ideological
viewpoint. However, the Act does not equate an expenditure in con-
nection with an election with endorsement of a candidate or

an "express advocacy" communication. None of these objections

to the Commission's going forward with this complaint are relevant

to the question of whether the respondent corporations made
expenditures "in connection with an election" which implies

nothing more than that there were partisan corporate expenditures
related to a federal election. The advertisement allegedly purchased
by MCL and LFL meets this test for application of the Act.

Since the MCL and LFL responses do not deny paying for the
advertisement in question and since they assert no circumstances
which would bring any of the exclusions in 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(b)(2)(A),(C)
or 431(9)(B) into play, the Office of General Counsel recommends
that the Commission find reason to believe that MCL and LFL
have committed violations of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by causing to
have printed a newspaper advertisement in connection with a
federal election in the St. Louis Review newspaper.

RECOMMENDATION

l. Find reason to believe that Missouri Citizens for Life
and Lawyers for Life have committed violations of 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by causing to have printed a newspaper advertisement
in connection with a federal election.

2. Send the attached letters.

Attachments

1. Complaint
2. Responses of MCL and LFL
3. Letters to respondents
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SHELDON, HARMON & WEISS ~h:41-tifiy

1728 | STREET, N. W.
SUITE 80 6

KARIN P SHELDON ' WAsHINGTON, D. C. 2800 AR VI VA l?(z JELEFHONE

GAIL M. HARMON 02) 833-9070

ELLYN R. WEISS
WILLIAM S JORDAN, |1t
ANNE LUZZ2ATTO February ll' 1980

Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

On behalf of National Abortion Rights Action League I
am filing the following complaint of corporate expenditures

e "in connection with" an election which accordingly violate
() the prohibitions of §441b.
L Attached as Exhibit "A" is an advertizement which ran
- in the St. Louis Review on December 14, 1979. Representa-
4 tives of the paper have told us that full page ads cost
L~ $1,300.
o Attached as Exhibits "B" and "C" are Certificates of
Corporate Good Standing issued by the Missouri Secretary of ..
= State regarding Lawyers for Life, Inc., and Missouri Citi- :
wp zens for Life.
c Upon information and belief the "St. Louis Review" is
owned by and/or published by the Archdiocese of Missouri.
o We respectfully request that you promptly investigate

the facts surrounding this ad. If, as it states, it was
"paid for by" Lawyers for Life and Missouri Citizens for
Life, then it constitutes an illegal corporate expenditure
in connection with a federal election. 2 USC 441b. If the
space was donated by the Archdiocese or the newspaper, it
may similarly be a prohibhited corporate expenditure.

I have prepared this complaint and believe that it is
true and correct to the best of my knowledge. This complaint
was not filed on behalf of or at the request or suggestion
of any candidate.

Sin ergly, .
SZ?/Z/ /é/ 7',95/«@*/.&\

GMH/dds Gail M. Harmon

cc: FEC Commissioners
Karen Mulhauser

m.-l;f_ /-
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SHELDON, HARMON & WEIss

Federal Election Commission
February 11, 1980
Page 2 ¢
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Subscribed and Sworn to before me this 1llth day of
February 1980.

KQQ@&éﬁ;»z '727. 5%26; /4 ,AZ::/
Ny Comuisian T
N "f/,"./'
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POLITICAL ADVERTISEIAENT POLITICAL Anvummmr POLITICAL ADVERTISEMENT

A VOTE FOR E(ENNEDY 15 A VOTE FOR ABORTION
- SEN. EDWARD M. KENNEDY — A NEW EPITOME OF BLIND AMBITION

U.S. Sen. Edward M. Kennedy wants to be Presndent of the United States — at any cost — in- .
cluding the cost of unborn citizens.children.” - .. : 0 =
He wants to be President so bad he has compromxsed himself and his Senate offlce at the”
cost of human life. et s T AR _,;:_._
Lif Pope John Paul II, on his recent VlSlt to the United States spoke on the Sanctnty of Human
ife. , H

B s ey s rrng 1 EEY

The Pope said: fo i
“When the sacredness of life before birth is attacked, we wnll stand up and proclaim that no *
one ever has the authority to destroy unborn life.” :
Kennedy stood up alright — for abortion — and he.wants you, the taxpayer-to subsidize thls
Kennedy has had more than two dozen chances since 1973 to vote against abortion.

1
t




7 o Kennedy voted to table an amendment that would have denied funding of abortions for
‘military personnel. Kennedy’s and 63 other Senaté vetes helped the continuance of military abor-

tions (Until 1978).

XY YER 3N

e Kennedy voted to table an amendment to a House bill that would prohibit Labor-HEW .
funds to pay for or encourage:abortions..Despite his efforts, federal funding of abortions was‘.,_
legislatively restricted when the Sgnatg lgt__er yo_ted to support the anti-abortion amendment Ei

N . il SR St s e L

, ."l S :‘_,_2‘_.5‘_,1._ AT e e = -1'9\75_ . e LAl W-*;
- o Kennedy voted against a Bartlett amendment to prohibit Social Security Act funds ‘‘to pay
. for or-encourage the performance of abortions except such abortions as are necessary to savepy
4 .

-3

the life of a mother.” -

cee™

v 1976

o Kennedy voted twice against the Hyde amendment (strict, acceptable anti-abortion lan-
guage) regarding Labor-HEW appropriations. He voted first for deleting from the appropria-
tions bill the amendment, and two months later voted against the amendment during another
Senate debate.

R
H Y i £ X ¥

~-o Kennedy voted consistently for loose language supporting tax-financed abortions. He voted .
- for funding of ambiguous ‘‘medically necessary’’ abortions"and later twice voted against concur-
ring with the strict House language. ’ . .
o Kennedy voted to table an Eagleton amendment that would have provided a *‘conscience
clause’’ for employers who did not wish to fund abortions for their employees.
: 1978 '
¢ Kennedy voted to strike an anti-abortion amendment that would prohibit the providing of
abortion payments for Peace Corps workers. ' S
o Kennedy again voted against strict anti-abortion language to Labor-HEW appropriations.

1T S e il 1R € £0A L84 400t iGN R ﬁuﬂ‘émq-—-—-—-




[ e Kennedy not only voted against the Helms amendment language to restrict federal funding
~ of abortions, but he also voted against funding restrictions in the District of Columbia, the Depart-
. nent of Defense and the Peace Cor ps.

Within recent months Kennedy has sent a ‘“Dear Friend’’ letter throughout the nation call-
ing for the re-election of Iowa’s incumbent Democratic Senator, John Culver.

Kennedy said Culver’s election might be the nation’s “second most important electlon 7 (Af -
ter his, of course.)
~ Kennedy said, in that letter, that *“. . . Culver’s courage and competence will be needed to

~counter the efforts of the national nght to- life groups (underlining his) who have made John
" Culver. one of:their-‘five top targetsin 1980°."

Now he’s coming to St. Louis to solicit yours and your children’s votes.

In February, 1972, the bishops of Massachvsetts issued a joint statement which said in part:
“To all'the citizens of Massachusetts we say that to remain passive on this issue is to afford si-
lent cooperation in the movement of mass killing which is sweeping today’s society to destruc-
tion. That is why we urge all citizens who demand legal protection for the human life of mnocent
unborn children to communicate their convictions to their legislators by letter or by telephone.”

You can do something about it by writing or calling him at: @
Senator Edward Kennedy O

‘H‘Wih E{ Jﬁ ﬁlgﬂv EFQ - o "“';’*éi%llalt)eig(fsf(ifge Building

- Washington, D.C. 206510

‘ - 202-224-4543
'I‘HIS ADVERT[SEMENT PAID FOR BY:

Lawyers for Life, Missouri Citizens for Life, Nurses for Life, Social Workers for Life,
National Youth Pro-Life Coalition
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JAMES C. KIRKPATRICK, Secretary of State
CORPORATION DIVISION

Certificate of Corporate Good Standing

I, JAMES C. KIRKPATRICK, Secretary of State of the State of

Missouri, do hereby certify that the records in my office and in my care

and custody reveal that
LAWYERS FOR LIFE, INC.

21st

was incorporated under the laws of this State on the day

M 1974
of ind ) , and is in good standing, having fully

complied with all requirements of this Office. as of December 31, 1979.

9th day of January

® STATE o®MISSOURI

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, | hereunto set my hand and affix
the seal of my office. Done at the City of Jefferson, this

Nineteen Hundred and Eighty .
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STATE of®MISSOURI

JAMES C. KIRKPATRICK, Secretary of State
CORPORATION DIVISION

Certificate of Corporate Good Standing

I, JAMES C. KIRKPATRICK, Secretary of State of the State of

©
() Missouri, do hereby certify that the records in my office and in my care
L
. and custody reveal that
MISSOURI CITIZENS FOR LIFE
e
. . 11th

g was incorporated under the laws of this State on the day
- June 1974 o ) o

of , , and is in good standing, having fully
- complied with all requirements of this Office. as of December 31, 1979
= [

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, | hereunto set my hand and affix
the seal of my office. Done at the City of Jefferson, this
9th January

day of

Nineteen Hundred and Eighty

4

/ SECRETAARY OF STATK
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TELEPHONE (314) 421.4444

April 2, 1980

Mr. Lee Andersen, Attorney
Federal Election Commission
1325 (K) Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Missouri Citizens For Life
and MUR 1160 =

Dear Mr. Andersen:
i~
This is to confirm that I represent the Missouri Citizens
= For Life, a Missouri Not For Profit Corporation in regard to the
above-mentioned matter. This letter is in response to the letter

L dated February 14, 1980 from Mr. Charles N. Steele, your General

- Counsel, addressed to me as the Registered Agent for Missouri Citizens
For Life.

ir

I am writing to demonstrate that no action should be taken
against Missouri Citizens For Life on the basis of the Complaint
- filed with the Federal Election Commission on February 12, 1980 by
. the National Abortion Rights Action League.

The alleged violation occurred when my client participated
o in the purchase of an advertisement in the St. Louis Review of
December 14, 1979 describing the position of incumbent Senator and
Presidential Candidate Edward M. Kennedy on the issue of abortion.

Missouri Citizens For Life is a state-wide organization
whose primary purposes are educating the public concerning abortion
and euthanasia and lobbying to enact pro-life legislation and a
Human Life Amendment to the United States Constitution.

The advertisement in question contained no endorsement of
Senator Kennedy nor of any other candidate and was not published with
the knowledge and consent of any candidate. The advertisement only
stated the voting record of Senator Kennedy thereby demonstrating
his position on abortion which is an issue of national concern and
of concern to Missouri Citizens For Life, and only requests the
reader to write or call him concerning his position on abortion.

While the Complaint and the letter from Mr. Steele are
not specific as to how the actions of my client violated the law,
I will endeavor to demonstrate why my client did not violate the law.

First of all, 2 U.S.C.A. Sec. 431 has been interpreted in
two cases. 1In each case, the court found that the phrase "made for
the purpose of influencing®” included only those expenditures made with

Erhibt &, |




Mr. Lee Andersen
Page Two
April 2, 1980

the authorization or consent, express or implied, or under the control,
direct or indirect, of a candidate or his agents and that this section
is only applicable to committees soliciting contributions or making
expenditures, the major purpose of which is to nominate or elect
candidates (ACLU vs. Jennings, 366 F. Supp. 1041 (D.D.C., 1973) and
U.S. vs. National Committee for Impeachment, 469 F. 2d. 1135 (2nd Cir.,
1972)). Since these expenditures were not made with the knowledge or
consent of any candidate, and as the major purpose of my client is

not the election of candidates, this section of the law does not apply
to the advertisement in question.

“ Secondly, if 2 U.S.C.A. Sec. 431 would be interpreted as
covering the activities of not-for-profit and non-partisan organiza-
c tions dealing with national policy, such an interpretation would

render the law unconstitutional. 1In Buckley v. Valeo, 519 F. 2d.
821 (D.C. Cir., 1975), the District of Columbia Circuit Court at
- pages 869-879 declared that 2 U.S.C.A. Sec. 437a of the Federal
Election Campaign Act which required the reporting of expenditures
1~ by any person "to influence individuals to cast their votes for or
against * * * candidates" to be vague and unconstitutional as a
~eeviolation of the First Amendment to the United States Constitution.

Thirdly, there is a recent unanimous decision by the Second
o Circuit Court of Appeals which has reaffirmed the strict limitation
placed by the Supreme Court on the sort of political communications
c subject to the Federal Election Campaign Act (FEC vs. CLITRIM
No. 79-3014 (2nd Cir., 1979)). In this opinion signed by all 10
judges, the circuit court rejected the argument of the Federal
Election Commission that the law encompasses communications which
analyze the voting records according to a particular ideological
viewpoint as "totally meritless". The court held that all communica-
tions which do not state explicitly that a particular candidate ought
to be elected or defeated are exempt from the law due to the First
Amendment to the United States Constitution. In construing 2 U.S.C.A.
Secs. 434e and 4414, the circuit court relied on the Supreme Court
decision of Buckley vs. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1975).

o

Therefore, since the Federal Election Commission may not
do indirectly what it may not do directly, 2 U.S.C.A. Sec. 431 does
not apply to organizations such as Missouri Citizens For Life; and
any attempt to apply the law to the facts of this case would be
unconstitutional. Wherefore, my client believes the charges against
it to be groundless and so should be dismissed.

Respectfully submitted,

VI~

James P. Flnnegan, Jr.

JPF,Jr/mms
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Re: Lawyers for

MUR 1160

Life,

Dear Mr. Andersen:

This is to confirm that I present Lawyers for Life, Inc. in regard
to the above. This letter is in response to the letter dated
February 14, 1980 from Charles N. Steele, your General Counsel,
addressed to me as Registered Agent fir Lawyers for Life, Inc.

No action should be taken against Lawyers for Life, Inc. on the
basis of the Complaint filed with the Federal Election Commission
on February 12, 1980 by the National Abortion Rights Action League.
The complaint alleges my client participated in the purchase of

an advertisement in the St. Louis Review of December 14, 1979
describing the position of Presidential Candidate and Senator
Edward M. Kennedy on the issue of abortion.

The advertisement in question contained no endorsement of Senator
Kennedy nor of any other candidate and was not published with

the knowledge and consent of any candidate. The advertisement
only stated the voting record of Senator Kennedy thereby demon-
strating his position on abortion, an issue of national concern
and of particular concern to Lawyers for Life, Inc., and only

requests the reader to write or call him concerning his position
on abortion,

2 U.S.C,A. sec. 431 has been interpreted in two cases. In each case,

the Court faund that the phrase "made
included only those expenditures made
consent, express or implied, or under
of a candidate or his agents and that
to coamittees soliciting contributions
major purpose of which is to nominate
Jennings, 366 F, Supp. 1041 (D.D.C.,

the je expenditures were not made with

for the purpose of influencng"
with the authorization or

the control, direct or indirect,
this section is only applicable
or making expenditures, the

or elect candidates (ACLU v. .

1973) and U,S. v. National
Committee for Impeachment, 469 F, 2d 115 (2nd Cir., 1972)).

Since
the knowledge or consent of
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' the election of candidates, this section of the law does not L N

of any candidate, and as the major purpose of my client is not
apply to the advertisement in question.

Secondly, if 2 U.S.C.A. Sec. 431 would be interpreted as cover-

ing the activities of not-for-profit and non-partisan organizations
(such as Lawyers for Life, Inc.) dealing with national policy,

such an interpretation wauld render the law unconstitutional. 1In
Buckley v. Valeo, 519 F, 24 821 (D.C. Cir., 1975), the District

of Columbia Circuit Court at pages 869-879 declared that 2 U.S.C.A.
Sec. 437a of the Federal Election Campaign Act which required

the reporting of expenditures by any person 'to influence individ-
uals to cast their votes for or against * * * candidates" to be
vague and unconstitutional as a violation of the First Amendment

to the United States Constitution,

Thirdly, there is a recent unanimous decision by the Second Circuit
Court of Appeals which has reaffirmed the strict limitation placed
by the Supreme Court on the sort of political communications subject
to the Federal Election Campaign Act (FEC v. CLITRIM No. 79-3014
(2nd Circ., 1979)). In this opinion, the circuit court rejected
the argument of the Federal Election Commission that the law en-
compasses communications which analyze the voting records according
to a particular ideological viewpoint as "totally meritless". The
court held that all communications which do not state explicitly
that a particular candidate ought to be elected or defeated are
exempt from the law due to the First Amendment to the United States
Constitution., In construing 2 U,S.C.A. Secs. 434e and 4414, the
circuit court relied on the Supreme Court decision of Buckley v.
Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1975).

Therefore, since the Federal Election Commission may not do in-
directly what it maynot do directly, 2 U.S.C.A. Sec. 431 does not
apply to organizations such as Lawyers for Life, Inc; and any attempt
to apply the law to the facts of this case would be unconstitutional.
Wherefore, my client believes the charges against it to be ground-
less and therefore,should be dismissed.

Yzﬁas very truly, _
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

John J. Donnelly
P. O. Drawer No. 1
St. Louis, Missouri 63188

Re: MUR 1160

Dear Mr. Donnelly:

The Federal Election Commission notified you on February 14,
1980, of a complaint which alleges that your organization,
Lawyers for Life ("LFL"), violated certain sections of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act").

A copy of the complaint was forwarded to you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
May , 1980, determined that there is reason to believe that
LFL violated 2 U.S.C. § 441lb(a). Specifically, it appears
that the advertisement which your organization caused to be
printed in the December 14, 1979, edition of the St. Louis
Review constituted an expenditure in connection with a federal
election by a corporation in violation of the Act.

We acknowledge receipt of your explanation of this matter
which was dated April 4, 1980. In absence of any additional
information or further explanation of circumstances which
demonstrate that no further action should be taken against
LFL, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred, and proceed with formal conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through informal conciliation prior to a finding of probable
cause to believe if you so desire.




......

Letter to: John J. Donnelly
Page: Two

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 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
R. Lee Andersen, the attorney assigned to this matter at
(202)523-5071.

Sincerely,




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

James P. Finnegan, Jr.

1126 Title Guarantee Building
706 Chestnut Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63101

MUR 1160

Dear Mr. Finnegan:

The Federal Election Commission notified you on February 14,
1980, of a complaint which alleges that your organization,
Missouri Citizens for Life ("MCL"), violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(the "Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to you at
that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint and information supplied by you, the Commission,
on May , 1980, determined that there is reason to believe
that MCL violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). Specifically, it appears
that the advertisement which your organization caused to be
printed in the December 14, 1979, edition of the St. Louis
Review constituted an expenditure in connection with a federal
election by a corporation in violation of the Act.

We acknowledge receipt of your explanation of this matter
which was dated April 2, 1980. 1In absence of any additional
information or further explanation of circumstances which
demonstrate that no further action should be taken against
MCL, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred, and proceed with formal conciliation.
Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through informal conciliation prior to a finding of probable
cause to believe if you so desire.
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Letter to: James P. Finnegan, Jr.
Page Two

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 437g9(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
R. Lee Andersen, the attorney assigned to this matter at
(202)523-5071.

Sincerely,
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POLITICAL ADVERTISEMENT v POLITICAL ADVERTISEMENT

A VOTE Fmt MNNEDY IS A VOTE FQR ABORT ION
SEN. EDWARD M. KENNEDY — A NEW EPITOME OF BLIND AMBITION

~ U.S.Sen. Edward M: Kefiriedy"wants'to be PreS1dent of the Unlted States — at any cost —in-
cludmg the cost of unborn citigens.children.. - ..+ Q :
He wants to be President so bad he has compromlsed hlmself and hlS Senate offlce at the
cost of human life. e e i e R ¥ T P A% F g
Lif Pope John Paul II, on hlS recent v151t to the Umted States spoke on the Sanctlty of Human
ife. | , R | .
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The Pope said: L e

“‘When the sacredness of life before blrth is attacked we w111 stand up and proclalm that no
one ever has the authority to destroy unborn hfe SO ;

Kennedy stood up alright — for abortion — and he.wants-you,. the. taxpayer to subsidize thls :

Kenned has had more than two dozen chances s1nce 1973 to vote against abortion. i

TY . -.’.-. ....A-‘« Aplﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂﬁ1 1(‘4\‘\1\‘-’\ ; ;




/o Kennedy voted to table an amendment that would havedenied'funding' of abortions for

’military personnel. Kennedy’s and 63 other Senaté votes helped the continuance of military abor-
- tions (Until 1978). | :

o Kennedy voted to table an amendment to a House bill that would prohibit Labor-HEW
;funds to pay for or encourage.abortions: Despite his efforts, federal funding of abortions was
legislatively restricted when the Senate later voted to support the anti-abortion amendment.
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- ¢ Kennedy voted against a Bartlett amendment to prohibit Social Security Act funds ““to pay =
. for or-encourage the performance of abortions except such abortions as are necessary to savegy
the life of a mother.” P , | , ]
| | | 1976
o Kennedy voted twice against the Hyde amendment (strict, acceptable anti-abortion lan-
guage) regarding Labor-HEW appropriations. He voted first for deleting from the appropria-
tions bill the amendment, and two months later voted against the amendment during another
Senate debate.
o Kennedy voted consistently for loose language supporting tax-financed abortions. He voted

d > for funding of ambiguous ‘‘medically necessary’” abortions and later twice voted against¢oncur-
‘ ring with the strict House language. » | |
o Kennedy voted to table an Eagleton amendment that would have provided a ‘‘conscience
clause’ for employers who did not wish to fund abortions for their employees.
, . - | 1978 S
e Kennedy voted to strike an anti-abortion amendment that would prohibit the providing of
abortion payments for Peace Corps workers. | " o ST
» Kennedy again voted against strict anti-abortion language to Labor-HEW appropriations.
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../ e Kennedy not only voted agamst the Helms amendment language to restrict federal funding
of abortions, but he also voted against funding restrictions i in the District of Columbia, the Depart-

- ment of Defense and the Peace Corps.
Within recent months Kennedy has sent a ‘‘Dear Friend” letter throughout the nation call-

ing for the re-election of Iowa’s incumbent Democratic Senator, John Culver.
- Kennedy said Culver’s election mlght be the nation’s “‘second most important electlon 7 (Af

ter hlS of course.)
Kennedy said, in that letter that «“. . . Culver’s courage and competence will be needed to

i— . counter the efforts of the national nght to-life groups (underlining his) who have made JOhlb\ :
. Culver one of'their.‘five top targets in 1980’.""

Now he’s coming to St. Louis to solicit yours and your children’s votes.

In IFebruary, 1972, the bishops of Massachwsetts issued a joint statement which said in part:
“To all'the citizens of Massachusetts we say that to remain passive on this issue is to afford si-
lent cooperation in the movement of mass killing which is sweeping today’s society to destruc-
tion. That is why we urge all citizens who demand legal protection for the human life of innocent
unborn children to communicate their convictions to their legislators by letter or by telephone.”

‘You can do something about it by writing or calling him at:
Senator Edward Kennedy,
2241 Dirksen
~Senate Office Bulldmg
Washmgton D.C. 20510
202-224-4543

| THIS ADVERTISEMENT PAID FOR BY:
Lawyers for Life, Missouri Citizens for Life, Nurses for Life, Social Weorkers for Life,
National Youth Pro-Life Coalition

N,




James P. Finnegan, Jr.
ATTORNEY AT LAW
1126 TITLE GUARANTY BUILDING
708 CHESTNUT STREET
8T. LOUIS, MISBSOURI! 63101

TELEPHONE (314) 421-4444

April 2, 1980

Mr. Lee Andersen, Attorney
Federal Election Commission
1325 (K) Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Missouri Citizens For Life
and MUR 1160

Dear Mr. Andersen:

This is to confirm that I represent the Missouri Citizens
For Life, a Missouri Not For Profit Corporation in regard to the
above-mentioned matter. This letter is in response to the letter
dated February 1&, 1980 from Mr. Charles N. Steele, your General
Counsel, addressed to me as the Registered Agent for Missouri Citizens
For Life.

I am writing to demonstrate that no action should be taken
against Missouri Citizens For Life on the basis of the Complaint
filed with the Federal Election Commission on February 12, 1980 by
the National Abortion Rights Action League.

The alleged violation occurred when my client participated
in the purchase of an advertisement in the St. Louis Review of
December 14, 1979 describing the position of incumbent Senator and
Presidential Candidate Edward M. Kennedy on the issue of abortion.

Missouri Citizens For Life is a state-wide organization
whose primary purposes are educating the public concerning abortion
and euthanasia and lobbying to enact pro-life legislation and a
Human Life Amendment to the United States Constitution.

The advertisement in question contained no endorsement of
Senator Kennedy nor of any other candidate and was not published with
the knowledge and consent of any candidate. The advertisement only
stated the voting record of Senator Kennedy thereby demonstrating
his position on abortion which is an issue of national concern and
of concern to Missouri Citizens For Life, and only requests the
reader to write or call him concerning his position on abortion.

While the Complaint and the letter from Mr. Steele are
not specific as to how the actions of my client violated the law,
I will endeavor to demonstrate why my client did not violate the law.

First of all, 2 U.S.C.A. Sec. 431 has been interpreted in
two cases. In each case, the court found that the phrase "made for
the purpose of influencing® included only those expenditures made with




Mr. Lee Andersen
Page Two
April 2, 1980

the authorization or consent, express or implied, or under the control,
direct or indirect, of a candidate or his agents and that this section
is only applicable to committees soliciting contributions or making
expenditures, the major purpose of which is to nominate or elect
candidates (ACLU vs. Jennings, 366 F. Supp. 1041 (D.D.C., 1973) and
U.S. vs. National Committee for Impeachment, 469 F. 24. 1135 (2nd Cir.,
1972)). 6ince these expenditures were not made with the knowledge or
consent of any candidate, and as the major purpose of my client is

not the election of candidates, this section of the law does not apply
to the advertisement in question.

Secondly, if 2 U.S.C.A. Sec. 431 would be interpreted as
covering the activities of not-for-profit and non-partisan organiza-
tions dealing with national policy, such an interpretation would
render the law unconstitutional. In Buckley v. Valeo, 519 F. 24d.
821 (D.C. Cir., 1975), the District of Columbia Circuit Court at
pages 869-879 declared that 2 U.S.C.A. Sec. 437a of the Federal
Election Campaign Act which required the reporting of expenditures
by any person "to influence individuals to cast their votes for or
against * * * candidates" to be vague and unconstitutional as a
violation of the First Amendment to the United States Constitution.

Thirdly, there is a recent unanimous decision by the Second
Circuit Court of Appeals which has reaffirmed the strict limitation
placed by the Supreme Court on the sort of political communications
subject to the Federal Election Campaign Act (FEC vs. CLITRIM
No. 79-3014 (2nd Cir., 1979)). In this opinion signed by all 10
judges, the circuit court rejected the argument of the Federal
Election Commission that the law encompasses communications which
analyze the voting records according to a particular ideological
viewpoint as "totally meritless". The court held that all communica-
tions which do not state explicitly that a particular candidate ought
to be elected or defeated are exempt from the law due to the First
Amendment to the United States Constitution. 1In construing 2 U.S.C.A.
Secs. 434e and 441d, the circuit court relied on the Supreme Court
decision of Buckley vs. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1975).

Therefore, since the Federal Election Commission may not
do indirectly what it may not do directly, 2 U.S.C.A. Sec. 431 does
not apply to organizations such as Missouri Citizens For Life; and
any attempt to apply the law to the facts of this case would be
unconstitutional. Wherefore, my client believes the charges against
it to be groundless and so should be dismissed.

Respectfully submitted,
AR SN S
James P. Finnegan, Jr.

JPF,Jr/mms
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Mr. Lee Andersen, Attorney
Federal Election Commission
1325 (K) Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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Re: Lawyers for Life, Inc.

MUR 1160 ‘e
€N
Dear Mr. Andersen:

This is to confirm that I present Lawyers
to the above. This letter is in response to the letter dated
February 14, 1980 from Charles N. Steele, your General Counsel,
addressed to me as Registered Agent fir Lawyers for Life, Inc.

for Life, Inc. in regard

No action should be taken against Lawyers for Life, Inc. on the
basis of the Complaint filed with the Federal Election Commission
on February 12, 1980 by the National Abortion Rights Action League.
The complaint alleges my client participated in the purchase of

an advertisement in the St. Louis Review of December 14, 1979
describing the position of Presidential Candidate and Senator
Edward M. Kennedy on the issue of abortion.

The advertisement in question contained no endorsement of Senator
Kennedy nor of any other candidate and was not published with

the knowledge and consent of any candidate. The advertisement
only stated the voting record of Senator Kennedy thereby demon-
strating his position on abortion, an issue of national concern
and of particular concern to Lawyers for Life, Inc., and only
requests the reader to write or call him concerning his position
on abortion.

2 U.S.C,A. sec.
the Court faund that the phrase "made
included only those expenditures made
consent, express or implied, or under
of a candidate or his agents and that
to coamittees soliciting contributions

431 has been interpreted in two cases.

In each case,
for the purpose of influencng"
with the authorization or

the control, direct or indirect,
this section is only applicable
or making expenditures, the

major purpose of which is to nominate or elect candidates (ACLU v.
Jennings, 366 F, Supp. 1041 (D.D.C., 1973) and U.S. v. National
Committee for Impeachment, 469 F, 2d 11% (2nd Cir., 1972)). Since

the se expenditures were not made with

the knowledge or consent of
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of any candidate, and as the major purpose of my client is not
the election of candidates, this section of the law does not
apply to the advertisement in question.

Secondly, if 2 U.S

(such as Lawyers for Life,

.C.A. Sec. 431 would be interpreted as cover-
ing the activities of not-for-profit and non-partisan organizations

Inc.) dealing with national policy,

such an interpretation wauld render the law unconstitutional. 1In

Buckley v. Valeo,

519 F. 24 821

(D.C. Cir., 1975),

the District

of Columbia Circuit Court at pages 869-879 declared that 2 U.S.C.A.
Sec. 437a of the Federal Election Campaign Act which required

the reporting of expenditures by any person 'to influence individ-
uals to cast their votes for or against * * * candidates" to be
vague and unconstitutional as a violation of the First Amendment
to the United States Constitution.

Thirdly, there is a recent unanimous decision by the Second Circuit
Court of Appeals which has reaffirmed the strict limitation placed
by the Supreme Court on the sort of political communications subject
to the Federal Election Campaign Act (FEC v. CLITRIM No. 79-3014

. In this opinion, the circuit court rejected
the argument of the Federal Election Commission that the law en-
compasses communications which analyze the voting records according
to a particular ideological viewpoint as "totally meritless". The
court held that all communications which do not state explicitly
that a particular candidate ought to be elected or defeated are
exempt from the law due to the First Amendment to the United States
Constitution. In construing 2 U.S.C.A. Secs. 434e and 441d, the
circuit court relied on the Supreme Court decision of Buckley v.

(2nd Circ., 1979))

Valeo, 424 U.S. 1

(1975).

Therefore, since the Federal Election Commission may not do in-
directly what it maynot do directly, 2 U.S.C.A.
apply to organizations such as Lawyers for Life, Inc;
to apply the law to the facts of this case would be unconstitutional.
Wherefore, my client believes the charges against it to be ground-

less and therefore,should be dismissed.

Sec.

431 does not
and any attempt
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Mi:. Lee Andersen, Attorney
Federal Election Commission
1325 (K) Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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ATTORNEY AT LAW

1126 TITLE GUARANTY BUILDING ;’{é . IJED

e eSS A1 ELECTION

COMMISSION

TELEPHONE (314) 421-4444

March 4, %BBM 13 PN 2 97

Mr. Lee Andersen, Attorney

Federal Election Commission TRy
1325 (K) Street, N.W. S
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Missouri Citizens For Life
and MUR 1160

-~ Dear Mr. Andersen:

This is to advise you that I was recently served as the
Registered Agent of Missouri Citizens For Life in regard to your
complaint in the above-mentioned complaint number.

This is to advise you that I will be representing Missouri
Citizens For Life in regard to this matter and thereby request that
you direct all future notifications and communications to me.

I am also requestion that I be granted an additional
30 days in which to reply to your complaint in this matter.

Very truly yours,

ﬂ’-\\
77\
& ey A7 T e -

James P. Finnegan, Jr.

JPF,Jr/mms
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Mr. Lee Andersen, Attorney
Federal Election Commission
1325 (K) Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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P. O. DRAWER No. 1
8T. LOUIS, MO. 63188

TELEPHONE 621.1898

March 7, 1980

Federal Election Commission e T
Washington,D. C. 20463 *;L&;G“J

Attn: Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Re: MUR 1160
Dear Mr. Steele:

I have reviewed your letter of February 14, 1980 addressed to
Lawyers for Life, Inc. I have difficulty in answering your
letter in that there is no allegation wherein and why Lawyers
for Life violated Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, Chap-
ters 95 and 95 of Title 26, U. S. Code.

Additionally, we would appreciate 60 days additional time in
which to respond to the allegations of the National Abortion
Rights Action League.

Yours very truly,

P —

e

BE:8a ifwm i
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Federal Election Commission
Washington, D. C. 20463
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
February 14, 1980

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Lawyers for Life, Inc.

c/o John Donnelly

14 North 9th Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Re: MUR 1160
Dear Mr. Donnelly:

This letter is to notify you that on February 12,
1980, the Federal Election Commission recieved a complaint
which alleges that Lawyers for Life, Inc. may have
violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") or Chapters 95 and 96
of Title 26, U.S. Code. A copy of the complaint is enclosed.
We have numbered this matter MUR 1160. 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 Lawyers
for Life, Inc. in connection 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 action based on the available information.

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.

This letter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 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 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, and a statement authorizing such
counsel to receive any notifications and other communications
from the Commission.
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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, and a statement authorizing such
counsel to receive any notifications and other communica-

tions from the Commission.

If you have any questions, please contact Lee Andersen,

the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4035. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of

the Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

N. Ste
General Counsel

Enclosure

1. Complaint
2. Procedures

LA Ap o — =
‘AdIBD3M NUNL3IY
NIER BL8LI 1ine ey gy
m hd
e » > - "3 ®
= 23 2 J UDD? &
- | .
LS Rl 2302 RFgs
o m O g a g e =
=9 > 7.;,,,"-15!2' .
50 8| 2 25 =Bz 3 \
<) 2 a o ~ ¢~ F’-vos. s
2 B =~ gHE4E R |F&R
- C m — 1
\0 3 [ 302 S T8
' a3 ml o 30332 &g (
R ol D80 oas i il
- - -~ T e m=s g
2 [ 7,.,-—:.5'"‘;_“ -
8 »2sisEEd | %
z S2Za®0af | R
o mE&~“i<ada8
; = 3 Q--.a. -
" = S 2 b
$s & 3 :
z o =
2 Iz x q
] m 3 =.'j§ ‘
o z2 3 g
; " ;
. L]
5 LN

X DR i
—— st e kb s, o~ b




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

February 14, 1980

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Missouri Citizens for Life, Inc.
c/o James P. Finnegan, Jr.

706 Chestnut Street

Suite 1126

St. Louis, Missouri 63101

» Re: MUR 1160
Mm
Dear Mr. Finnegan:
L
5 This letter is to notify you that on February 12,
: 1980, the Federal Election Commission received a complaint
Lo which alleges that Missouri Citizens for Life, Inc. may
have violated certain sections of the Federal Election
N Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") or Chapters
95 and 95 of Title 26, U.S. Code. A copy of the complaint
< is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1160. Please
=i refer to this number in all future correspondence.
c Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against Missouri
— Citizens for Life, Inc. in connection with this matter. Your
=1 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 action based on the available
information.

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.

This letter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. § 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 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, and a statement authorizing such counsel
to receive any notifications and other communications from
the Commission.
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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.

If you have any questions, please contact Lee Andersen,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4035. For

your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

General Counsel
Enclosure

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

February 14, 1980

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Gail M. Harmon

Sheldon, Harmon and Weiss
1725 I Street, N.W.

Suite 506

Washington, D.C. 20006

Dear Ms. Harmon:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
of February 11, 1980, against Lawyers for Life, Inc. and
Missouri Citizens for Life 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 &nd a recommen-
dation 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 com-
plaint. Should you have or receive any additional informa-
tion 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.

General Counsel

Enclosure
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SHELDON, HARMON & WEISS '

1725 t STREET, N. W.
SUITE 80 @8
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zAA;.:NM.PHsA:ZLOD:N WASHINGTON, D.C. é&o 2 ?;zom 833-9070

ELLYN R. WEISS
WILLIAM S. JORDAN, 111
ANNE LUZZATTO February 11, 1980

Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

On behalf of National Abortion Rights Action League °I
am filing the following complaint of corporate expendit
"in connection with" an election which accordingly viol
the prohibitions of §441b.

Attached as Exhibit "A" is an advertizement which ran
in the St. Louis Review on December 14, 1979. Representa-
tives of the paper have told us that full page ads cost
$1,300.

Attached as Exhibits "B" and "C" are Certificates of
Corporate Good Standing issued by the Missouri Secretary of
State regarding Lawyers for Life, Inc., and Missouri Citi-
zens for Life.

Upon information and belief the "St. Louis Review" is
owned by and/or published by the Archdiocese of Missouri.

We respectfully request that you promptly investigate
the facts surrounding this ad. If, as it states, it was
"paid for by" Lawyers for Life and Missouri Citizens for
Life, then it constitutes an illegal corporate expenditure
in connection with a federal election. 2 USC 441b. If the
space was donated by the Archdiocese or the newspaper, it
may similarly be a prohibited corporate expvenditure.

I have prepared this complaint and believe that it is
true and correct to the best of my knowledge. This complaint
was not filed on behalf of or at the request or suggestion
of any candidate.

erely,

sz%/z/ 1Frerin

GMH/dds Gail M. Harmon

cc: FEC Commissioners
Karen Mulhauser




SEELDON, HARMON & WEISS

Federal Election Commission
February 11, 1980
Page 2

M

Subscribed and Sworn to before me this llth day of
February 1980.
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POLITICAL ADVERTISEMENT POLITICAL ADVERTISEMENT POLITICAL ADVERTISEMENT

A VOTE FOR KENNEDY 1S A VOTE FOR ABORTION
SEN. EDWARD M. KENNEDY — A NEW EPITOME OF BLIND AMBITION

U.S. Sen. Edward M. Kennédywants'to be Pre31dent of the Umted States — at any cost —in- '-

» cluding the cost of unborn citizens. children. i,
He wants to be President so bad he has compromlsed hlmself and his Senate offlce at the

cost of human life. T ,

G e g (- R vvwwﬂc,m, Py R

Pope John Paul II, on his recent v151t to the Un1ted States spoke on the Sanctlty of Human

Life.

The Pope said: | | S
““When the sacredness of life before b1rth is attacked we w1ll stand up and proclalm that no

one ever has the authority to destroy unborn life.” .
Kennedy stood up alright — for abortion — and he.wants.you, the- taxpayer.to-subsidize this.. ..

Kennedy has had more than two dozen chances smce 1973 to vote against abortion.
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e Kennedy voted to table an amendment that would have denied'funding of abortions for

military personnel. Kennedy’s and 63 other Senate votes helped the continuance of military abor-
tions (Until 1978). |

e Kennedy voted to table an amendment to a House bill that would prohibit Labor-HEW
:funds to pay for or encourage abortions:-Despite his efforts, federal funding of abortions was
legislatively restricted when the Senate later voted to support the anti-abortion amendment.
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e K'e"nne'dy vofédagainst a Bartlett amendment to prohibit Social Security Act funds ‘‘to pa

~ for or encourage the performance of abortions except such abortions as are necessary to save
m the life of a mother.” r - o
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‘1976 |
e Kennedy voted twice against the Hyde amendment (strict, acceptable anti-abortion lan-
i guage) regarding Labor-HEW appropriations. He voted first for deleting from the appropria-

~ tions bill the amendment, and two months later voted against the amendment during another
c Senate debate.

- , | - , 1977
c ~e Kennedy voted cqnsistently‘fop_l_pose,_langua.ge“511p_p_ortin§ tax-financed abortions. He voted
_ for funding of ambiguous™‘medically necessary’’ abortions and later twice voted against concur-
»ring with the strict House language. , | | . o
| o Kennedy voted to table an Eagleton amendment that would have provided a *‘conscience '
clause’’ for employers who did not wish to fund abortions for their employees. B
: 1978 |
e Kennedy voted to strike an anti-abortion amendment that would prohibit the providing of
abortion payments for Peace Corps workers. ‘ | o R

« Kennedy again voted against strict anti-abortion language to Labor-HEW appropriations.

R P T L L 4




-7 e Kennedy not only voted agalnst the Helms amendment language to restrlct federal funding
of abortions, but he also voted against funding restrictions in the District of Columbia, the Depart-
- ment of Defense and the Peace Corps.
Within recent months Kennedy has sent a ‘“‘Dear Friend” letter throughout the nation call-
ing for the re-election of Iowa’s incumbent Democratic Senator, John Culver.
Kennedy said Culver’s election might be the nation’s “second most important election.” ( Af-
ter his, of course.)
" Kennedy said, in that letter, that *. . . Culver’s courage and competence will be needed to .
~ counter the efforts of the national rig tto-llfe groups (underlining his) who have made John- -
. " Culver one of their<’five top targets'in'¥980’.” '
| Now he’s comlng to St. Louis to solicit yours and your children’s votes.
. In I ebruary 972, the bishops of Massachvsetts issued a joint statement which said in part
. ““To all‘the citizens of Massachusetts we saK that to remain passive on this issue is to afford si-
.. lent cooperation in the movement of mass killing which is sweeping today’s society to destruc-

.. tion. That is why we urge all citizens who demand legal protection for the human life of innocent
. unborn children to communicate their convictions to their legislators by letter or by telephone ”

You can do something about it by writing or calling him at:
Senator Edward Kennedy

TMINK ABOUT ITI T gze‘:lla{)elg{fsffge Bulldmg : .j}
~ Washington, D.C. 20510 /|
- 202-224-4543 N

THIS ADVERTISEMENT PAID FOR BY':

Lawyers for Life, Missouri Citizens for Life, Nurses for Life, Social Workers for Life,
~ National Youth Pro-Life Coalition
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®  STATE ot’Mlssoum

JAMES C. KIRKPATRICK, Secretary of State
CORPORATION DIVISION

Certificate of Corporate Good Standing

(‘1

I, JAMES C. KIRKPATRICK, Secretary of State of the State of

™

i~ Missouri, do hereby certify that the records in my office and in my care

o and custody reveal that

n LAWYERS FOR LIFE, INC.

© 21st

- was incorporated under the laws of this State on the S day
Ma 1974 L. . .

- of Y , , and is in good standing, having fully

c complied with all requirements of this Office. as of December 31, 1979.

ko)

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, | hereunto set my hand and affix
the seal of my office. Done at the City of Jefferson, this

9th day of January

(4

Nineteen Hundred and Eighty

/621-«-‘«44 Q-/’C‘«\"‘—OM

/ SECRETARY OF STATR

CORP. M8
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STATE o MISSOURI
JAMES C. KIRKPATRICK, Secretary of State
CORPORATION DIVISION

Certificate of Corporate Good Standing

= I, JAMES C. KIRKPATRICK, Secretary of State of the State of

T

o Missouri, do hereby certify that the records in my office and in my care

- and custody reveal that

wn MISSOURI CITIZENS FOR LIFE

- was incorporated under the laws of this State on the 11th day
June 1974

- of , , and is in good standing, having fully

< complied with all requirements of this Office. as of December 31, 1979

B!

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, | hereunto set my hand and affix
the seal of my office. Done at the City of Jefferson, this

9th day of January )

Eighty

Nineteen Hundred and

’

/6’0.44-&.01 QJML@M

/ SECRETARY OF STATE

CORP. 830




SHELDON, HARMON & WEIsS

' 1728 | STREET, N.W.
SUITE 808

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006

Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

1325 K STREET NW.
WASHINGTION.D.C. 20463

THIS IS THE BEGIHAING OF MUR # /160

Date Filmed Z’@’ Q:z /‘” Camera No, =--- 2
Cameraman APC/




