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* FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 30

May 7, 1982

Max Putnam
940 Des Moines Building
Des Moines, Iowa 50309

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Putnam:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your client had violated certain sections

qT of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a

C' violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Counsel

n,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WAHINCTON. D.C. Um

May 7, 1982

John T. Dolan
Committee for Another
Responsible Senator

P.O. Box 1173
Waterloo, Iowa 50704

oD Re: NUR 1399

tr Dear Mr. Dolan:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a

1 violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this

(N? matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
_f within 30 days.

Sincerely,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 2063

May 7, 1982

People for An Alternative to McGovern
1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 513
Arlington, Virginia 22209

tn Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

l." On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by

C" the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Comaission closed its file in this

C! matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C 203

May 7, 1982

Anybody But Church ABC Project
P.O. Box 11551
Boise, Idaho 83707

Re: MUR 1399

3 Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 19821 determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by

% the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Coinmission closed its file in this

C matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 30463

Nay 7, 1982

If Bayh Wins, You Lose'
P.O. Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 47903

Re: 4UR 1399

C Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information- provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this

(C matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

cSincerely,

Charles N. Steele
GeneraL-A',ounsel

Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WA*OINCTON. D.C. 0*

Hay 7, 1982

Target 80
P.O. Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 47902

Re: NUR 1399

Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Comission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
-sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
comitted., Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASNINGTON. D.C. 2OW

May 7, 1982

J. Curtis Berge
Sedan & Berge
8300 Greenboro Drive
Suite 1100
McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: NUR 1399

0 Dear Mr. Herge:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization bad violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commisision, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
C1 of the information in the complaint and information provided by

the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been.
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this

Cmatter. This matter will'become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gener Coun,,1

Kenneth A. Gro
Associate General Counsel 7



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 2063

May 7, 1982

If Cranston Wins, You Lose
P.O. Box 25969
Los Angeles, California 90025

Re: MUR 1399

-- Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
Ncomplaint alleging that your organization had violated certain

sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this

C,. matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gener 1 ounsel

K neth A. Gr ss
Associate Genera Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2043

May 7, 1982

Robert Blaemire
Committee for American Principles
2000 N Street, N.W., Suite 10S
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: MUR 1399

Dear f4r. Blaemire:
m

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegationsof your complaint dated November 2, 1981 and determined that on

Nr the basis of the information provided in your complaint and.
information provided by the Respondents there is no reason to

(V believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act") has been committed.t )

Accordingly, the Commission has decided to clqse the file in
this matter. The Federal Election Campaign Act allows a
complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's dismissal.
of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.

437g(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R. S 111.4.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General unsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross" 6

Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMM S ON
WASHINCTON. D.C. 3,.

Max Putnam
940 Des Moines Building
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 .i

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Putnam:

On November 9, 1981, the Comission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your client had violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a

Cviolation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WA5WNCTOO4 D.C. 20M

John T. Dolan
Committee for Another

Responsible Senator
P.O. Box 1173
Waterloo, Iowa 50704

Re: NUR 1399

Dear Mr. Dolan:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within Its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 203

People for An Alternative to McGovern
1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 513
Arlington, Virginia 22209

Re: MUR 1399

-- Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on Nay 4, 19824 determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

I-41W



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 2043

Anybody But Church ABC* Project
P.O. Box 11551
Boise, Idaho 83707

Re: MUR 1399

--- Dear Sir: -

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on-May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. n W3

If Bayh Wins, You Lose
P.O. Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 47903

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

IYV On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
4complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain

sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Comission, on-ay 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by

* the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this

ematter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. n3

Target 80
P.O. Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 47902

Re: MUR 1399

rn Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
c, complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain

sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

C- The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there Is no reason to believe that a-

o violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this

V matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

N 9, -
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WAiWHNcON. D.C. 200'3

J. Curtis gerge
Sedam & Berge
8300 Greenboro Drive
Suite 1100
McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Herge:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 3*3

If Cranston Wins, You Lose
P.O. Box 25969
Los Angeles, California 90025

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Comnmission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commishion, on May 4, 1982, determined that on the basis
of the information in the complaint and information provided by
the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this

e matter. This matter will become a .part of the public record
0 , within"30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20M3

Robert Blaemire
Committee for American Principles
2000 N Street, N.W., Suite 205
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: NUR 1399

Dear Mr. Blaemire:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
In of your complaint dated November 2, 1981 and determined that on

the basis of the information provided in your complaint an4
information provided by the Respondents there Is no reason to
believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act*) has been committed.

Accordingly, the Commission has decided to close the file in
Cthis matter. The Federal Election Campaign Act allows a

complainant to seek judicial review of the Comission's dismissal
of this action. See 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
CY you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
er complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.

S 437g(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R. S 111.4.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



In the Matter of )

Nbnat al Conservative Political ) MR 1399Ac.ion 0ammittee, e t al. )

CERrIFICATIHN

I, Marjorie W. Em~ins, Recording Secretary for the Federal Election

Cumissicn ERReutive Session on May 4, 1982, do hereby certify that the

Cumission decided by a vote of 4-2 to take the following actions in

MIR 1399:

1. Find no reason to believe that People for anIt, Alternative to MNCovern, If Bayh Wins You Lose,
Anybody But Church, Anybody But Culver, Comnittee
for Another Responsible Senator, If Cranston Wins
You Lose, and Target 80 violated 2 U.S.C. SS433
and 434 of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

V1971, as amended, by failure to register and file
C") reports.

V2. Find no reason to believe that National Conservative
Political Action Comnittee violated 2 U.S.C.

V S432 (e) (4) of the Federal Election Catpaign Act of
1971, as amended, by using the candidate's name inNthe name of the omittee.

or 3. Find no reason to believe that People for an Alternative
to McGovern, If Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But Church,
Anybody But Culver, and If Cranston Wins You Lose
violated 2 U.S.C. S432(e)(4) of the Federal Election
CanPaign Act of 1971, as amended, inasmuch as they are
projects and not in themselves political committees.

4. Find no reason to believe that the National Conservative
Political Action Camittee violated 2 U.S.C. S433(b) (2)
by failing to include the name of its connected organization.

(Continued)



•4rtft. 2ty4 t 1982
Pegs 2

5. Agpows the letters attached to the General Counsel's
Apil 23, 1982 rpor in this matter.

Obmio m nr, Mke, Elliott, Mconald, and Mcarry voted

affirmatively for tr deisoicn. Cmuissioners Harris and asiche dissntld.

Attest:

Date

(V

0

SMarjorie W. Bmm

Setay of the 0 *~d



April 26, 1982

NZNOIUD TO: MarJorie W. nmms

15Wa Phyllis A. ayson

8UTCT: JIUR 1399

Please have the attached First General Counsel*8

Report distributed to the Comission on a 48 hour tally

CIV basis. Thank you.

vAtach t

Cv
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82 APR 26 AN: 24 RS? GNERA COUNEL'S REPORT

DATE AND TIMI O TRANSMITTAL
BY OGC TO T3 COUISSION: V-w6ora.

COPLAINANT S NAME: Committee

RESPONDENTS' NAME: People fo
If Bayh N
Church, A
for Anoth
Cranston
National
Committee

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C.

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: None

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None

MIR 1399
DATE COMPLAXNT WINBy Oact 11/62/83L
DATE OF NOTIVICATION TO
RESPONDENTS: 11/09/81
STAFF MEMBER:
Deborah Curry

for American Principles

r an Alternative to McGovern,
ins You Lose, Anybody But
nybody But Culver, Committee
er Responsible Senator, If
Wins You Lose, Target 80,
Conservative Political Action

SS 432(e) (4), 433, 434

SUARY OF A TIONS

On November 2, 1981, the Office of General Counsel received

a notarized complaint from the Committee for American Principles

(hereinafter "CFAP") (Attachment 1). Complainant names the

following as respondents in this matter: People for an

Alternative to McGovern, If Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But

Church, Anybody But Culver, Committee For Another Responsible

Senator, If Cranston Wins You Lose, and Target 80. The National
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Conservative Political Action Committee (hereinafter 'wc "-)was

not specifically cited as a respondent by complainant. Hovever,

a review of the complaint and the accompanying exhibits

necessitated the naming of NCPAC as a respondent also.

CFAP alleges that the above-mentioned respondents:

1) violated the registration and reporting requirements of

2 U.S.C. SS 433 and 434; 2) violated 2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(4) by

using the candidates' name in the name of the committee and

3) violated 2 U.S.C. S 433(b)(2) because they were not identified

as connected organizations or affiliated committees. 1/ In

addition, complainant expresses concern that NCPAC's use of the

term *project* misrepresents the purpose and hides the activities

CV of these entities from the public (see Attachment 1 page 5 of

attachments).

The respondents were notified by certified mail on

November 9, 1981. NCPAC was granted an extension of time to

Nq answer until December 4, 1981 pursuant to its written request.

an On November 24, 1981 the Office of General Counsel received a

Motion to Dismiss the complaint from an attorney representing

Donna Leporte, who was project director of Anybody But Culver. /

1/ CFAP, in its complaint, cites specifically to Commission
regulations in making its allegations. Where these regulations
duplicate the statute the statute is cited instead.

2/ Attached to this Motion to Dismiss were an affidavit from
Donna Leporte (project director), an Independent Expenditures
Memo from the attorneys of NCPAC, and bumper stickers. (See
Attachment 3 pages 42-57 of attachments).
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On December 2, 1981, the Office of General Counsel received a

response from NCPAC. No other responses were received from the

rest of the respondents in this matter.

FACTUAL AND MAL ANALYSIS

Allegation I - Registration and Reporting

CFAP states that the "Respondents distributed campaign

literature, ran radio advertisements and solicited contributions

expressly advocating the defeat of clearly identified candidates

N for United States Senate." (Copies of these Exhibits were

it attached to the complaint. See Attachment 1 pages 6-37).

CFAP alleges that the respondents in this matter made

expenditures in excess of $1,000 within a calendar year on these

activities. To support this allegation CFAP submits a budget

that shows the "planned expenditures for both the [sic] mailings

as well as the radio advertisements." (See Exhibit 3 page 15-18

of attachments). Therefore, CFAP concludes that respondents are

political committes and that because of these expenditures they

have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended (hereinafter the "Act") and Commission regulations by not

filing registration statements or reports.

2 U.S.C. S 433 and S 434 require that political committees

file registration statements and periodic reports with the

Commission (see 11 C.F.R. S 102.1 and S 104.1). The pivotal



-'4-

issue in this matter is whether or not respondents are political

committees with in the meaning of the Act. 2 U.S.C. S 431(4)(h)

defines the term political committee to mean *any committee,

club, association, or other group of persons which receives

contributions aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendar

year or which makes expenditures aggregating in excess of 1,000

during a calendar year ..." (See 11 C.F.R. S 100.5).

The response of NCPAC as well as the budget submitted by

complainant in support of this allegation demonstrate that the

initial respondents named in the CFAP complaint are not political

committees within the meaning of the Act.

NCPAC in its response states that it "is a multicandidate

political committee ... which has registered with, and which

reports to, the Commission as reqired by the Act." NCPAC states

that the respondents named in the complaint "were independent

expenditure programs or projects administered by NCPAC in

opposition to the election of certain clearly identified federal

candidates." (See Attachment 2 page 40 of attachments). NCPAC

maintains that the projects were authorized by the chairman and

treasurer which accounted for and reported all the programs'

depositories, receipts and expenditures as required by law." 3/

(See Attachment 2 page 40 of attachments).

3/ The affidavit of Donna Leporte also corroborates this. (See
Attachment 3 pages 44 and 45 of attachments). The Independent
Expenditure Memo by the NCPAC lawyer also supports this. (See
Attachment 3 pages 52 and 53).
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As noted by NCPAC the fact that these were projects was

stated on the various communications. The language usually used

was *Paid for by [respondents name] a project of the National

Conservative Political Action Committee, and not authorized by

any candidate.0 A/ NCPAC also states that 0[tlhese sponsorship

statements satisfy the requirements of 2 U.S.C. S 441d(a)(3).

Additionally, the budget submitted by CrAP to support its

allegation that the initial respondents were political comittees

really indicates that they are not. There is clear indicia of

NCPAC sponsorship. The Budget is outlined in the context of a

stated NCPAC proposal. NCPAC specifically discusses its strategy

with respect to its 1980 programs to defeat top liberal Senators

and the name NCPAC is stated on its cover.

NCPAC lists the depository for each of these projects on its

Statement Organization or Amendments thereto. In addition, all

of the expenditures and contributions associated with the

projects were reported by NCPAC.

The weight of the evidence indicates that the initial

respondents named in the complaint were projects of NCPAC and not

political committees. Therefore, no registration or reporting

4/ Three exhibits do not contain this paid for non-authorized
language. Two were short scripts for radio spots (one on NCPAC
letterhead, the other on paper bearing the NCPAC address). It is
not known whether the above mentioned language was used in the
actual broadcast. The other exhibit was a flyer. It is not
known whether this flyer was part of a package containing the
language mentioned. (See Exhibits 8, 10 and 16 Attachment 1
pages 26, 28 and 37 of attachments).
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requirement arises as to them. 5/ Consequently, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find no reason to

believe the respondents violated 2 U.S.C. 5 433 and 5 434 of the

Act.

Allegation 2 - Candidates' E ame

CFAP alleges: 1) that most of the respondents violated

2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(4) by including the name of the candidate in

its name or in the alternative 2) that if respondents are not

political committees, *then NCPAC violated (sic] 2 U.S.C.

CV 5 432(e)(4) by including the names of candidates in the names it

M, used to communicate with the public.0 (See Attachment 1 page 2 of

V attachments).

2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(4) states that "any political committee

which is not an authorized committee, such political committee

shall not include the name of any candidate in its name.*

emphasis added. (See 11 C.F.R. S 102.14). NCPAC asserts that

these were projects not committees and that the names of the

1projects constituted political slogans that are protected by the

first amendment. A/ However, since the initial respondents are

not political committees they are not subject to 2 U.S.C.

S 432(e)(4).

On the other hand, NCPAC, a political committee, falls under

the proscription of 2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(4). However, as noted by

5/ NCPAC, of course, is required to register and file reports.

6/ The affadavit of Donna Leporte supports this assertion.
(See Attachment 3 page 44 of attachments).
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NCPAC its name does not contain the name of any candidate.

Accordingly, NCPAC has not violated 2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(4).

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission

find no reason to believe that the respondents violated 2 U.S.C.

S 432(e)(4).

Allegation 3 - Connected Organization

CFAP alleges that if the initial respondents are "not

political committees ... then they are 'connected organizations'

with NCPAC because they administered NCPAC's activities in

opposition to Senators McGovern, Bayh, Church, Culver and

rr Cranston and financilly supported NCPAC by soliciting funds on

its behalf." 2/ (See Attachment 1 page 3 of attachments). CFAP

also notes that respondents are not considered affiliated

organizations. Therefore, CFAP's conclusion is that respondents

violated 2 U.S.C. S 433(b)(2) by not being stated as connected

organizations on the registration statement of NCPAC.

2 U.S.C. S 433(b)(2) requires the names of connected

organizations and affiliated committees Y on the statement of

organization of the committee (see 11 C.F.R. S 102.2).

2 U.S.C. S 431(7) states that the term "connected

7/ Complainant notes that attachments to the complaint include
return envelopes to "projects" that were used when in fact the
funds were deposited by NCPAC.

9/ CFAP notes that respondents are not listed as "affiliated
organizations." However, the affiliation issue can only be
reached if the entity in question is a political committee.
Since the initial respondents are not political committees they
cannot be affiliated committees.



organization" means "any organization which is not a political

committee which directly or indirectly establishes, or financially

supports a political committee." (See 11 C.F.R. S 100.6(a)).

CPAP asserts that while Commission regulations state that such

organizations may be a labor organization, a membership

organizationa cooperativeeor a trade associationsit does not

require that they be any of the above. (See 11 C.F.R.

5 100.6(a)). However, it is clear that the respondents are not

connected organizations since they did not establish, administer

and financially support NCPAC. Instead, it is clear from the

discussion, supra, that NCPAC established and administered the

respondents' programs as activities of NCPAC. Additionally,

11 C.R.R. S 100.6(c) states that "the term 'financially supports'

does not include contributions to the political committee .... *

C-1
Moreover, CFAP admits that the funds collected were deposited to

NCPAC.

N In conclusion, the Office of General Counsel recommends that

4" the Commission find no reason to believe that the respondents

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 433(b) (2).

RB(OIUIENDATIONS

1. Find no reason to believe that People for an Alternative

to McGovern, If Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But Church, Anybody

But Culver, Committee for Another Responsible Senator, If

Cranston Wins You Lose, and Target 80 violated 2 U.S.. SS 433 and
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434 of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended by

failure to register and file reports.

2. Find no reason to believe that People for an Alternative

to McGovern, If Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But Church, Anybody

But Culver, If Cranston Wins You Lose, National Conservative

Political Action Committee, violated 2 U.S.C. S 432(e)(4) of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended by using the

candidates name in the name of the committee.

3. Find no reason to believe that the National Conservative

Political Action Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 433(b)(2) by

failing to include the name of its connected organizations.

4. Approve attached letters.

Date- Charles N. Steele
- General nsel

BY: _ _

Kenneth A. Gross/
Associate General Counsel

Attachments
1. Complaint and Exhibits (pages 1-37)
2. Response from NCPAC (pages 38-41)
3. Response from Anybody But Culver (pages 42-57)
4. Letter to Complainant (page 58)
5. Letters to Respondents (pages 59-66)
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G i eral Counsel 4mRCCL4h1e
Federal Election Commission
1325 K St: NW
Washington, D.C. 20463 November 2, 1981

Dear Sirs:

Before The Federal Election Commission

In The Matter Of: ))
-People For An Alternative To )
McGovern )

-If Bayh Wins You Lose )
-Anybody But Church )

t -Anybody But Culver ) MUR No._ _ _
-Committee For Another Responsible)
Senator )
-If Cranston Wins You Lose )
-Target 80 )

CONPLAINT

1. During the 1980 General F.lection the above-named

Respondents distributed campaign literature, ran radio advertise-

0,' ments and solicited contributions expressly advocating the defeat

0 of clearly identified candidates for the United States Senate.

Copies of campaign literature and transcripts of radio advertite-

ments are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

2. The Federal Election Commission's regulations define

the term political corinittee' to mean "....any committee, club,

association, or other group of persons which receives contributions

aggregating in excess of $1000 or which makes expenditures aggregating

in excess of $1000 during a calendar year..." Political com.'ittees

are required by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, to file registration statements and periodic reports with

A Cq~.'~ e( I:%~ (I le %-Ill iti ah av~ ~~sIa* tV t lrVtC1e if~r te -at~t Electscn Ctonmltse. Wahntn D C



the Commission. (2 USC Sec. 433, 434; 11 CFR Parts 102. 104).

3. On information and belief, based on Complainant's

knowledge of the cost of such activities, Complainant alleges

that the above-named Respondents made expenditures in excess of

$1000 during a calendar year. Attached as part of Exhibit A is

a budget that reveals overall planned expenditures for both the

attached mailings as well as the radio advertisements.

4. The above-named Respondents are thus political com=ittees.

They have violated the Act and the Commission's regulations by not

filing registration statements or reports.

5. The Commission's regulations provide that "any olitical

tn conmnittee which is not an authorized committee shall not include

the name of any candidate in its name.." (11 CFR Sec. 102.14(a)).
C4

6. Most of the above-named Respondents violated 11 CFR

Sec. 102.14(a) by including the name of the candidate in its name.

1V 7. In the event the Commission concludes that the above-

C named Respondents are not separate political committees because

t they are "projects of a political committee (National Conservative

Political Action Committee "NCPAC"), then NCPAC violated 11 CFR

Sec. 102.14(a) by including the names of candidates in the names

it used to communicate with the public.

8. The Commission's regulations define the term "connected

organization" to mean "any organization which is not a political

co..mmittee but which directly or indirectly establishes, administers,

or financially supports a political committee." (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)).

Commission regulations allow that a "connected organization may be

a corporation (including a corporation without capital stock), a

labor organization, a membership organization, a cooperative or a trade



association.:" (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)) but does not requirii that a

"connected organization" be any of the above. Complainant-notes

that the above-named Respondents are not considered "affiliated

organizations" either in the statements of the parent organization,

NCPAC.

9. If the Commission concludes that the above named

Respondents are not political committees (either because they in

fact did not receive contributions or make expenditures in excess

of $1000 or because they are "projects" of NCPAC), then they are

"connected organizations" with NCPAC because they administered

NCPAC's activities in opposition to Senators McGovern, Bayh, Church,

Culver and Cranston and financially supported NCPAC by soliciting

funds on its behalf. Complainant notes material in Exhibit A that
includes return envelopes to "projects" that were used when in fact

the funds were deposited by NCPAC.

10. If the above-named Respondents are "connected organiza-

0D tions" with NCPAC, then NCPAC violated 11 CFR Sec. 102.2 by not

Cidentifying them on its registration statement.

Wherefore, I hereby request that the Cormission

initiate a compliance matter on this Complaint pursuant to 2 USC

Sec. 437g and 11 CFR Part III.

Respectfully submitted,

COMMITTEE FOR AMERICAN PRINCIPLES

Byz:
obert Blaemnre

PresidentDate /0 0
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MY 6 ommission expires- &7A ~



Addendum to Complaint in'the mattr of Ptople for an'Alterk

to McGovern et al:

Complainant hopes to impress upon the Commission the inherent

problems caused by the use of "projects" by political committees,,.

-subject of this complaint. Federal Election Commission regulations

prohibit the use of conduits for the raising of funds In federal

campaigns. The spirit of those regulations is clearly violated, it

not the letter, by the use of "projects", when the only indication

of the real source of expenditure or recipient of contribution is

NCPAC.

N Secondly, Comprainant is concerned that this use of "projects" is

an invitation to misrepresent the intent of parent organization.

Example; there is no record of what the South Dakota raised. That

money could have been, conceiveably spent in another target race

when the solicitation clearly implied that the funds would be used

o in South Dakota. The purpose of the Federal Election Reforms was

1to open up the political process, yet this is an invitation to

0 hide particular activities and misrepresentation of purpose. Com-

plainant fears that this practice could lead to candidates using

"projects" to raise funds from individuals in opposition to their

own campaigns, when the real source of solicitation, whatever the

mailed solicitation may say, is revealed only in a small disclaimer

at the bottom of the letter mailed. The purposes of the solicitation,

sponsors of the solicitation and recipients of funds received must

be clearly identified. Complainant feels the intent of the law and

regulations demands no less.
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TOARGET80f
P.O. BOX 4521

LAFAYETTE. IN 47902g

Dear Friend,

I'm willing to bet that you oppose Birch Bayh and his record
of big-spending liberalism.

And I'll bet you probably never knew how radically liberal

he has voted in Congress.

***Birch Bayh supports busing.

***Birch Bayh voted for inflation-causing deficits by support-

ing billions in excess government spending.

*"Birch Bayh opposed a 33% tax cut last year -- a cut that
would have meant thousands more in spendable income for

MW taxpayers like you and me.

And there's lots more I'll bet you didn't know about Birch
Bayh and his record.

The strange thing is that few people in Indiana know how
little Birch Bayh's voting record represents their views in Vash-
ington. You see, Birch Bayh uses his staff and Senate expenses to
get good publicity for him here in Indiana. For example, he sends
out a newsletter regularly where he tells us how conservative he

( .! is. But he doesn't tell us about his liberal voting record.

en Birch Bayh never tells us that he is one of the most liberal
members of the U.S. Senate.

Well, I'm sick of politicians like Birch Bayh who tell us
one thing when they're here in the state, and then vote any way
they please when they go back to Washington.

I'm hoping that you'll help me tell thousands of voters in
Indiana... IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE.

You see, unlike Birch Bayh, I would not use our tax dollars
to tell everyone how liberal he is. But I do have the help of the
National Conservative Political Action Committee. The National
Conservative PAC agreed to help me spread the truth about Birch
Bayh.

more...
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Ihope you and I' a d th ainlCnt~tv A i~4k

able to convince enough people that'it' irch Bayh is re-eiMe*te

in 1980, we all lose.

NOW let me tell you exactly what the Target 80 Committee

will do.

We want to set up an independent advertising campaign funded

by ordinary taxpayers like you and me to expose Birch Bayh and his

record. We want to send thousands of letters like this to other
voters in Indiana.

Finally, Target 80 will organize a radio, television and news-

paper advertising blitz unprecedented in our state's history.

Nothingwill be a more dramatic demonstration of exactly how strongly

you and I feel about Bayh.

And, if we succeed, at last we'd be telling the politicians

they can't tell'us one thing and then vote differently when we

aren't looking.

Of course, all of this is going to require your help. So let

Vr me tell you what you can do:

First, fill out the enclosed victory card.

Second, send Target 80 your largest check possible.
CNone of our activities can be carried out without

your financial support.

if you can send $100 or $250, that would be tremendous. If

you can send $50, $25, or only $15, that will be fine,too. Just

remember that no contribution will be too small.

CI'm absolutely convinced that with your help, you and I can

C4 expose Birch Bayh and his record of liberalism. But without your

largest check possible to Target 80, we all lose.

Sincerely,

Joan Gubbins Y
State Senator

P.S. Perhaps you may have read about Target 80 in your local

newspaper or Time magazine. We are already seeing the effect of

our campaign, but -we need more help. Please let me hear from you

today.

406p0A camp, OF 0 &n. e~W .j $-of in" Fft overw ~i. COin ""'.u* 0%6 ~.066 ow vh. -06 ha" FF f o" N C.
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VICTORY CARD

Dear Senator Gubbins:

Yes, I want to be a part of Target 80.

_ I'll donate at least one hour of my time.

_ I've listed five friends and their addresses
on the back. (If I can't think of five. I'velisted as many as I can.) Please write to
them about Target 80.

.... Please use my name in newspaper ads withotlher prominent citizens of Indiana.

I'll contribute. I'm e'nclosing:

$500 $250 $100 ___$50

_$25 _$15 Other $
.-!y check is made out to Target 80.

Please print:

"r " !'i.rs., Miss

Address

City State Zip_

Telephone ( )

Target 80
P.O. Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 47902

Federal law requires that we ask the following:
Occupation:
Place employed:

A Copy 0' oW~ P*&C ll %o 10#p afle 80&.:t@0 & C~a.9r
Iftroft#'Eiw oms . 0 DC
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IF BAYH WINS, Lot ise
P.O. Box 452

Lafayette. Ind. 47902

p -

Dear Friend,

I'm willing to bet that you oppose Birch Bayh and hisrecord of big-spending liberalism.
And I'll bet you probably never knew how radically

liberal he has voted in Congress.

**.A-Birch Bayh supports busing.

'*Birch Bayh voted for inflation-causing deficits
UO by supporting billions in excess government

spending

'":Birch Bayh opposed a 33% tax cut last year -- a
cut that would have meant thousands more in spend-
able income for taxpayers like you and me.

cl And there's lots more I'll bet you didn't know about
Tr Birch Bayh and his record.

II
0 The strange thing is that few people in Indiana know "1what a terrible job Birch Bayh is doing in Washington.01-1! You see, Birch Bayh uses his staff and Stnate expenses toget good publicity for him here in Indiana. For example,he sends out a newsletter regularly where he tells us how

conservative he is. But he doesn't tell us about hisradical voting record.

Birch Bayh never tells us that he is one of the most
liberal members of the U.S. Senate.

Well, I'm sick of politicians like Birch Bayh whotell us one thing when they're here in the state, and
then vote like radicals when they go back to Washington.

That's why I decided to write you today, and to send
you this penny I've attached to the envelope.

I'm hoping that if you agree with what I have to say

for by If Ba)yh Wins, You Lose, a project of the National Conservative Political Action Comttee,Dt authorized by any candidate. A copy of our report is filed with the Federal Election Ccn,-is-ri.d is available fIr prchase from the Federal Election Car=ission, Washington D.C.
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about Birch Bayh *that,; you' III Mete, Pn y as a
and help me spread the message about his 6record.

I'm hoping that you'll help me tell thousands of voters,
in Indiana...

IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE.

You see, unlike Birch Bayh, I would not use our tax
dollars to tell everyone how liberal he is. But I do-ave
the help of the National Conservative Political Action
Committee. The National Conservative PAC agreed to help
me spread the truth about Birch Bayh.

I hope you and I and the National Conservative PAC
will be able to convince enough people that if Birch Bayh
is re-elected in 1980, we all lose.

I've agreed to set up an unprecedented campaign to
expose Birch Bayh and his record of radicalism, beginning

N." right now.

I've enclosed a newspaper ad which spells out-only a
few of his liberal votes. I hope you'll read it, then
3on me in this campaign to expose Birch Bayh for the
radical he is.

Before I tell you what the IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE
Committee (IBWYL) is going to do, and how you can help,
let me answer a question I bet you are asking yourself:
"Why start so early; the election is more than a year
away?"

Well, the answer is quite simple.
The power of an incumbent Senator is so great, that

unless we begin immediately, we'll be sure to lose. You
see, incumbents use our tax money to get free publicity.
They use their staff, their free newsletters, their fancy
computers, their mailing privileges and many other goodies
that only members of Congress have.

Unfortunately, many people are impressed by mailings
they get from Birch Bayh, even though much of the infor-
mation they contain does not tell the true story of how
he represents us in Congress. They are impressed by the
stories they read about him in the newspapers, even though
mnahy of these st6ries are just reprints of canned news
releases his professional public relations experts print
and send out at taxpayer expense.

Unfortunately, the fact is that most polls show the
majority of the people decide who they will vote for

more...
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months and months ahead of the election..

You remember that.Jimmy Carter started runnint for.*
President two and one-half years before the election.

So, you can see that your help today is very, very_ ~important.* .

In fact, I believe so strongly in IBWYL, that I'm
going to come right out and ask you to help us in many
different ways, and help as many ways as possible.

Now let me tell you exactly what the IF BAYH WINS,
YOU LOSE! Committee will do.

We want to set *up an :independent advertising campaign
funded by ordinary taxpayers like you and me to expose
Birch Bayh and his record of radicalism. We want to
send thousands of letters like this to other voters in
Indiana. We want IBWYL to distribute thousands of the
newspaper ad I've enclosed for you which tells how Birch
Bayh actually votes.

Finally, IBWYL will help organize a radio, television
and newspaper advertising blitz unprecedented in our
state's history. Nothing will be a more dramatic demon-*
stration of exactly how strongly you and I feel about Bayh.

And, if we succeed, at last we'd be telling the
politicians they can't tell us one thing and then vote

0 differently when we aren't looking.

Of course, all of this is going to require your help.
So let me tell you what you can do:

First, fill out the enclosed Victory Card and let
eIBWYL use your name in a series of newspaper

ads we hope to place all over the state.
It would be a true honor for me to know
that yours will be on a list with a number
of other distinguished citizens.

Second, pass on the ad exposing Birch Bayh's record
to a friend who is interested in politics.
The more people who know about what Birch
Bayh is going, the better off we are.

Third, if possible check the box on the Victory
Card which says you'll be willing to work
for IBWYL to defeat Bayh. I promise, I
won't ask you to do more than you have time
for.

Fourth, send IBWYL your largest check possible.-
Nonb of our activities can be carried

more...



4ut "itout your f inancil*p*,
~fyou cnm send' $10 or $250, that Would be, t ~mnoas.'If you can lsnd $50, $25, or only $15, that will' be fin.,#too. Just remember that no contribution will be too small.

I'm absolutely convinced that wit'h y6ur help, you andI can expose Birch Bayh and his "record'of radicalism. Butwithout your largest check possible to IF'BAYH WINS, YOU
).OSE!, we' all lose.

.Si rely,,

Joean Gubbins Y
State Senator

P.S. If you send a contribution of at. least $15, I'll sendyou a bumper sticker for your car which says, IF BAYH WINS,YOU LOSE! It's-a perfect way of showing people how youfeel. Please let me hear from you today. • i
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Letters to Voters,-l, 30D,00 1$.26

Television & Radio Production & Placement

Newspaper Ads

Voter Survey

IDIANA Birch Bayh

Letters to Voters--392,000 @$.26

Television & Radio Production .& Placement

Newspaper Ads

Voter Survey

IOWA -- John Culver

Letter. to Voters--184,000@$.26

Television & Radio Production & Placement

Newspaper Ads

Voter Survey

IDAHO -- Frank Church

Letters to Voters--68,000 @$.26

Television & Radio Production & Placement

Newspaper Ads

Voter Survey-

SOUTH DAYIOTA -- George McGovern

Letters to Voters--56,000 @$.26
Television & Radio Production & Placement

Newspaper Ads

Voter Survey

TOTAL

$ 338,00:
40,000
15,000

403,000

101,920

25,000

10,000
10.000

146,920

47,840

-10,000
10,000

9,000
76,846

17,680
10,000
10,000

8,000
45,680

14t560

15,000

10,000
8,000

47,560

$719,969
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* STR, GY

Tiere are two key elements to- our strategy:

1. EX.posing the voting records of 5 key liberal Senators in 
their own

homle states

2. Starting this program early enough to weaken 
the liberal so a con-

servative can defeat him in 1980.

Almost all incumbent liberal politicians begin with huge 'popularity

ratings through their clever expenditure of tax payers 
money.

They are.permited to use hundreds of thousands 
of dollars to pay for

"educational" newsletters, staff members who devote their time to creat-

ing a. favorable public impression for the incumbent, 
a sophisticated

computer and mailing service that permits many Senators to mail millions

of pieces of "personalized" letters to constituents 
every year and many

other benefits. All of this is paid for by taxpayers money.

CsIn many cases an incumbent'has been so popular, numerous creditable

conservative candidates have-simply decided not to run against them.

t.^A good *example of this occurred in 1978 in the states of Iowa and New

Harmpshire. zLt took NCPAC a great deal of effort to convince conserva-

Wr tives like Gordon Humphrey and Roger Jepsen to make the race against

liberal Senators Thomwas 1.1cIntyre and Dick Clark. As a matter of fact,

.oger Jepsen filed only a few days before the filing deadline. In both

cases, Senators Clark and M. cIntyre had 70% popularity ratings and

neither Senators Jepsen nor Humphrey were interested in running against

o such popular leaders.

./That is why the NCPAC proposal is so important. It is too early for

V many conservative candidates to emerge. On the other hand, in many cases

C40 it is already too late to beg.in the long process of attacking an

incuanbent liberal's radical voting record. The NCPAC proposal can be

f broken down into five basic steps:

STEP ONE - VOTER SURVEYS

.',We must imediately take a series of sophisticated computerized voter

surveys to establish the strengths and weaknesses of each of the 5

target liberal Senators we have chosen.

This same type of discriminatory issue selection was critical in choosing

areas of issue concentration for Senators 
Humiphrcy and Jepsen in 1978. It

is far ,more profitable for us to attack the liberals on those issues

that particularly will annoy their constituents.

Sr7BP 7 O- FIELD PEPRESENTATIVES

1'e will hire a full-time fie)d repesentative in each of the states to

incertake a number of activities. First, he will begin m-rshallirig all

I the forces who are o-posing the incunbent Senators such as the pro-life



.jups taxpayer-s ol iZtias O6-li ons ansoizatons, tun owners on a -hosS f others.

Second, he willbegin dramatic research about the incurnent's record and
begin distributing it to the tens of thousands of conservatives we
hope to identify in each state. Third, he will be coordina.ting the
concentrated free media program against each of these incumbents.

STEP 'H EE -. LETTERS TO VOTERS

As a. result of the computerized voter survey, and activities of each
field staffer, NCPAC proposes to mail to every single registered voter
in each of the states we have targeted. The letter to each voter will
c>:.ose cach liberal Senator's "Record of Radicalism." It will give a
vote by vote analysis of some of his most liberal positions.

The letter will also see): to get each person personally involved in the
campaign to defeat the incumbent, not only by asking for a finanuiai
contribution and their vote against the incumbent on election day, but
also by requesting their personal volunteered invol"vement ih thisindependent campaign. This can include a number of small but important
tas):s such as writing letters to editors, walking a precinct, sendingC Pcstcards and otheir letters to their friends, consenting to list their
name on newspaper advertisements opposing the incumbent Sdator, and a
host of other activities.

STEP FOUR - ADVERTISING CA!PAIGN

.. 'CP.-C will then begin an izrumdiate and extensive television, radio and
.. *: 'spaper ad campaign to exploit the weaknesses of each incumbent.

Of course, before any issues were finally selected, a very careful
analysis of the computerized voter survey must be made. But at this

V point, we anticipate emphasizing such important issues as national
defense, and inflation. A sample of one of these proposed advertisementS

C;s attached.
, STEP FIVE - FINAL CANDIDATE RECRUITMENT

f' NCPAC will assemble its political experts from all over the country
and do a step-by-step analysis of the whole independent expenditure
car.:*aign in the nex:t few months to completely evaluate its strong and
V:eak uoints, and what alterations should be made.

)fter the program is fine-tuned to be as effective as possible, NCPAC
will expand the initial list of ten targeted liberals to include as
many other liberals as funding will permit. Finally, all resources
developed during this independent campaign will, at some point, be
turned over to the candidate we decide is the best able to represent
the conservative viewpoint.



P.O. Box 453:1
LAFAVtVl MIN MOR

Dear Doctor:

Are you aware that Congress is actually becoming more conservative?

Yes, it's a fact that the 96th Congress is more conservative than the

9Sth, according to Interim Ratings of Congress released by the American

Conservative Union. Conservative ratings in 1979 are two percentAe,

points higher than the 1978 average; and more than four points higher

than in 1976. The Senate in particular averaged higher than the House.

most encouraging is the fact that freshman members of both the Senate

and House averaged much higher conservative scores than other members of

Congress.

In sharp contrast to the conservative trend in Congress is the

M startling fact that Birch Bayh's voting record has become more and more

liberal each year.

No matter what your political stance is--independant, Republican, or

Democratic--you are already convinced that our congressional policy of de-

ficit spending has been-the main cause of our spiraling taxes and inflation.

The reason it is getting increasingly difficult to pay your bills today is

that our national bill is going up each year--thanks to the liberal spending

of our taxpayers' money by Congress. At present the taxpayer's liability in

.-1 this country has escalated to $9 trillion. That's more than $100,000 in-

debtedness for each taxpayer- -including you. (Figures are based on official

Treasury Department statistics.)

Please note the following facts:

Birch Bayh has consistently supported inflationary spending when:

*He voted to give away the Panama Canal.

(cost to the taxpayer, $4 Billion)

*He voted to bail out New York City.

(cost to the taxpayer, 7 Billion)

*He voted to hike his own salary by $13,000.

(cost to the taxpayer, $7 Million)

*He voted against the Kemp-Roth tax reduction act.

(cost to the taxpayer, $67 Billion)
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Bircl ayh has voted 14 out oIS times to raiUe the, NatioalDebt Ceti
in fact he has voted to raise it over $268 Billion in his 17 years in th
Senate.

You read everywhere that the overwhebaing mood of our country today is
one of fiscal* responsibility. Citizens everywhere are up in arms and re-
fuse to stand for any more deficit spending by Congress.

We invite you to join our "Target 80" campaign. It is Indiana's part
in the National Conservative Political Action Comnittee.-NCPAC. Professional
people, educators, corporations, trade associations, and thinking people in all
walks of life are all supporting "Target 80".

Here is what "Target 80" is doing to keep Indiana in step with the national
trend to make Congress fiscally conservative:

**"7arget.80" is telling Indiana people the truth about Birch
Bayh's voting record. .-

**"Target 80" sponsors prominent people on radio and television,

like Senator Roger Jessup, who gives the truth about Bayh's
voting record.

CM **"Target 80" conducts a direct mail, radio, television, and news-
V') paper campaign unprecendented in our state's history.

We need your help so that all of the people of Indiana can be made aware of

Birch Bayh's record of runaway spending.
C' Remember:

This is a cause that has already made great strides forward. We need to
keep Indiana abreast with the conservative trend in both parties. Your
generous support will be a sound investment in the future of our country.

We ask you to please do the following without delay:
First: Read the enclosed detailed record of Birch Bayh's votes.
Second: Fill out the enclosed Victory Card.
Third: Send "Target 80" your most generous contribution.

Your contribution will be spent entirely in Indiana on the "Target 80" project.

Please help,

Sincerely,
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Dear Friend:

If you act today, you and I can put the last nails in
Birch Bayh's political coffin.

We just received survey data showing Bayh's lead over
conservative Congressman ban O.uayle dropping to eight percent.

n 'hat this means is simple: we are successfully making'
Birch. BaYh's liberal record the issue in this cam.paietn.

In Hoosiers are fed up with:

Bayh's support of the Panama Canal giveaway.

IM Bayh's opposition to important defense programs.

Bayh's votes against a balanced budget almosto every single time it's been brought up in the

U.S. Senate.

" Bayh's suport,_ f orbu_._ng, fedei.-l funds
for abortion, and stopping our schoolchildren
-from jraying. -

That's Bayh's record, and now he has to live with it.

In the next three weeks, I want to organize a huge
statewide television and radio blitz talking about these
issues and others that will open the eyes of many Hoosiers.
I'mT convinced that if we are successful in raising the money
for this media campaign, we will be very close to our goal
of defeating Birch Bayh in November.

I've enclosed a confidential budget for this media cam-
paign. Please don't pass it on to anyone, unless you are
sure you can trust them, and they are willing to contribute
to this important campaign.

- - ' r . -..t , (L. Lt . s ;, v, r" h
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C-R: Bitch Bayh says he lets the people on Main S:ree: :e!

.im how to vote in Congress. Well, here we are on *ain

Szree:, Indiana. Si, did 'you tell Birch Bayh to vc:e

to give away our ?ana=a Canil?

JOE: NO! I asked Birch Bayh to vote against the giveaway.

But I guess he's not l the ?eople of _hdiana.

J4A&0U .CEr•R: Ma'am, did you tell Birch Bayh to vote against a 10%

cut in income tax rates?

i.-.RY: Heavens, no! We need tax relief. But it looks like

B-ch Bayh isn't listening to the people of Indiana.

AN"NUM ICR: How about you? Did you tell Birch Bayh to vote to

cut spending for national defense 2 billion dollars?

JOKN: Hell, no! We need to strenethen our national defense,

not cripple it. Birch Bayh isn't listening to the

people of Indiana.

.AY!NOU?.1CER: Did you tell Birch Bayh to vote 15 tim-,es to increase our

national debt?

HiRY: Are you kidding? Big deficit spending causes inflation

and costs us jobs. Zirch Bayh.isn't listening to the

people of Indiana.

.10N OtJNCER: W.rho is telling Birch Bayh how to vote? ,,Aaybe people in

New York or Massachusetts. But he's not listening to

the people of Indiana.

Paid for by If Bayh Wins, You Lose - a project of the "National
ConservA.tive ?olitical Action Coz=ittee - and not authorized by
any can:dcate or candidate co-=ittee
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From 1965-1978
*29 votes out of 42 were considered bad for the economy.
* 7 were good for the economy, and 6 no votes.

KEY VOTES
* 1975-Voted against amendment to delete automatic. pay increases

to congressmen.
* 1975-Voted against the amendment to reduce Labor-HEW Approp-

riations.
* 1975-Voted against amendment to reduce by almost $1 billion in

assistance to ConRail.
* 1976-Voted for amendment to increase outlay by $3.2 billion for

public services.
* 1978-Voted against amendment to cut $810 million from appropria-

tions for HUD, EPA, NASA, and NSF.

FISCAL
iE

1976
* 9 votes out of 16 were considered bad for the taxpayer.
* 3 were considered good, and 4 no votes.

KEY VOTES
0 4 Voted for $3.05 billion for foreign military assistance.

* Voted for $135 million to produce swine flu immunization.
* Voted against amendment requiring students receiving food stamps to

meet work registration requirements.
* Voted for increased funding for federal housing programs.
* Voted to delete $1 billion for B-1 Bomber program.

NATIONAL SECURITY
From 1969-1978

I, 24 votes out of 33 were bad for national security.
* 1 was good for national security, and 8 no votes.

KEY VOTES
* 1970-Voted to cut all funds for deployment of the Safeguard anti-

ballistic missiles from any site.
* 1970-Voted to cut all funds for the Subversive Activities Control Board.
* 1974-Voted to reduce funds for the B-1 Bomber.
* 1974-Voted to limit defense spending to $81 billion.
* 1975-Voted to cut defense budget.
* 1975-Voted to eliminate research programs for missiles.
* 1975-Voted to eliminate $850.5 million for research on B-1 Bomber.
* 1975-Voted to delay testing of cruise missile.
* 1975-Voted to dismantle Safeguard ABM.
* 1977-Voted to delete $1,466 billion from B-1 Bomber.
* 1978 -Voted against amendment to unilaterally lift U.S. sanctions

against Rhodesia from Oct. 1 to Dec. 31, 1978.
* 1978- Voted for the ratification of the Panama Canal Treaty on April 18.
* 1979-Voted against a 5% increase in defense spending.

Db.E for av Pf #W% W-As Vow. Loot. a PD'I ai Pow N....aeI Cons.'WU.. PooIw Acu. # .o ... * me w
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15 iVotes out of 1to were pro-eoftrji~, I ,o O
KEY VOTES

• 1976-Vpted against a move that the Bovut* de** *de
amendment which would bar use of funds t pay for Axies. g or
promote abortions.

r 1976 -Voted for a move that the Senate insl on thni amendment to
delete the Hyde amendment from the Houses bill.

* 1977 -Voted for amendment to allow use of federatfundsforeborion-
on-demand.

* 1977 -Voted for move to kill amendment giving employers the right to
exclude abortions from their health plans for employees il it were
against their conscience to inplude abortion in their health coverage.

GUN CONTROL
From 1968-1 978

* 6 votes out of 17 were pro-gun control.
* 9 were against gun control, and 2 no votes.

KEY VOTES
* 1968-Voted for passage of the 1968 Gun Control Act. HB 17735.

** 1972-Voted for a ban on "Saturday Night Specials".
* 1978-Voted for motion to table amendment which wguld delete $4.2

U'l million from BATF appropriations.

NUCLEAR DEVELOPMENT
From 1974-1978

(%t* 4 votes out of 10 were anti-nuclear development.
* 3 were pro-nuclear development, and 3 no votes.

KEY VOTES
o• 1978-Voted for Glenn motion to table Senator Domenici's amend-

ment to require full-scale review of nuclear export request by regular
customers only every 5 years.

NATIONAL DEBT

• Since May of 1963 Bayh has voted to raise the National Debt Ceiling
on 14 out of 15 roll calls. His votes represent an additional $286 billion
in debts. An additional $123 billion was passed by voice vote in 1975
and 1976, therefore no record of Bayh's actions on those votes is
available.

ADDITIONAL KEY VOTES
* March 26, 1979-Voted to reject amendment to prevent debt limits

increase after 1980 unless the budget is balanced.
* April 2. 1979 -Voted against the Wage and Price Councils study of the

inflationary impact of federal programs only 6 days later.
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Frank Church Opposes
^A. Strong National

Defense
FACT--CHURCH WEAKENS AMERICAN

INTELLIGENCE SERVICES
In 1974 Frank Church personally supervised the
anti-CIA witch-hunt which critically weakened.
America's intelligence services.

FACT-CHURCH OPPOSES TRIDENT SUBMARINE
In 1974 Church voted against funds for'the Trident
submarine delaying by two years the development of
this essential weapon.

FACT-CHURCH OPPOSES B-I BOMBER
On July 18. 1977 Church voted against funds to build
the B-i bomber. The B-i is necessary to replace our
aging B-52 bomber force and to strengthen our deter-
rent against Soviet attack.

FACT-CHURCH OPPOSES INCREASED AMERICAN
DEFENSE-
On April 26,1978 Church voted against amendment to
increase American defense spending. Soviet military
spending in all areas is now far ahead of U.S.

FACT-CHURCH FAVORS GIVEAWAY OF
PANAMA CANAL
On April 18, 1978 Church voted against the will of a
majority of Americans to give the Panama Canal to
marxist dictator Omar Tbrrijos.
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Reresencative Goder
standing in front of missile I
s!te" I
(Super: Representative, James I
epoider. Republican, Boise.)

ftfferent shots of missile .
#1 os. .bI

Representative JiM Golder:

I'm standing in front of these missile
silos to dramatize one of. the effecrs
of Sena tor Church's power in ,'ashbinZton.

These silos aren't.filled w;ith irtissiles
any more. They are empty.
Because of that tlhy won't be of itfUch
help in defense of your family or nine.

You see Senator Church his alost always
opposed a strong national defense.

lie led the fight to give away our ?ane.
Canal@- He voted to slash national
defense procurement- /)p

Now Senator Church is one of those %ho
wants *to push the SALT II Lreaty throuvi'-
the Senate.which I believe would r. rit::s
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ptpresentative Golder
s.ianding in front of missile

(Super: Representative James
soider. Republican, Boise)

.
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Dilferent shots of missile
slos.a

Dissolve tD logo:
t.:3C Projec-. L.o:,* 1551,
Boise, ID 33707

Dissolve to Logo:
If Church .;ins, you lose.
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Representative Jiw Colder:

I'm standing in front of these missile
silos to dramatize one of the effects
of Senator Church's power in "'asbi on.

These silos aren' t-filled %;ith rnssil.s
any more. They are em.pty.
Because of that they xwon'i be of ,much
help in defense of your family or nine.

You see Senator Church hacs .alrost al',:ays
opposed a strong national defense.

}le led the fight to give away our ?ane
Canal',rOHe voted to slash national
defense procurement: /)j;

;ow Senator Church is one of those wtno
Wants to push the SALT II treaty throtig
the Senate.which I believe would -erio-'ts
ly weaken Ainerica.

daho- .' going to have -o do oar
part to keep Am.erica strong. FirsL we
need to defeat the SALT treaty. And
then %;ork to replace Church %.)ith an
Advocate of an America second to none
in rnilitary strenath.

If you agree write to us:
ABC project. Boise, IdahoS)7/

-~



JOHN'TiOLAN
Committee fO Another Responsible Senator "

Post Office Box 1173
Waterloo, lowe 50704-

Dear Conservative Friend:

Of all the ultra-liberal Senators campaigning for re-election in
1980, only one is defiantly proclaiming his liberalism.

He's Iowa Senator John Culver, and he's been called "the most liberal
man in the Senate." That's quite a label considering competition like
George McGovern, Howard Metzenbaum and Teddy Kennedy!

The people of Iowa are not radicals. They aren't even liberal. In
1978 they elected conservative Senator Roger Jepsen over John"Culver's
fellow left-wing extremist, Dick Clark.

'p
In 1980, Iowans will continue their responsible tradition if they

are fully informed of'John Culver's radical voting record in the Senate.

Consider these votes and stated positions which clearly show Culver's
m7 total liberalism:

*Panama Canal Giveaway - FOR
*Build Neutron Bomb - AGAINST
*Build B-1 Bomber - AGAINST

*SALT II Treaty - FOR

*Tax Cuts for Middle Income Persons - AGAINST
*Congressional Pay Raise - FOR
*Raise National Debt Limits - FOR
*New York City Bailouts - FOR

*Taxpayer Financed Federal Elections - FOR
*Union boss grab for power over unionization elections - FOR

*Exempt Small Business from OSHA - AGAINST
*Humphrey-Hawkins Act -' FOR

*Forced Busing of School Children - FOR

*Taxpayer Financed Abortion on Demand - FOR
*School Prayer - AGAINST

As you can see Culver votes AGAINST a strong national defense, AGAINST
free enterprise and FOR union boss demands, AGAINST fiscally responsible
covernment spending, and AGAINST issues for strong national moral stands.

John Culver is out of step with the people of Iowa and the nation,
but he couldn't care ldss. He believes he can be re-elected by continuing

i Pa o t Ly Ine Commitlee lot Anothe Re$POnsbt Ser.a or. a POitC Oft he Nalonal Conwale rore
. IPcli cat ACticn Coirm ,1ice, andlo fot awlhor2ttC y any oa, o canc, Ollas €' Ci'e Momoo r1ee..



0 ,ospecial interAt ay to the outrageoiUF4emands of speili'r op

H iis record with theAFL-CIO's giant political' CopEt- eii,
ofth hiciqho st in the Senate.

John Culver knows the big union bosses will shower his re-election
campaign with not only money, but also with such valuable and vital
services as were recently cited in the prestigious CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY:

"When a labor union decides to endorse a candidate, it
brings .to the campaign not only money, but a well-
developed apparatus aimed at registering workers to
vote and getting them to the polls."

As a COPE spokesman told CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY:

"An endorsement doesn't mean a damn thing. What follows
is an enormous propaganda and get-out-the-vote effort."

Iowa unions have already shown in 1980 that they can flex their
political muscles effectively. The national teacher's union, the NEA,
crovided their presidential candidate, Jimmy Carter, his big win there
4M art of their repayment for his support for their "Department of

dcation.".-

John Culver backed the NEA's new massive bureaucracy as well, and
he is confident the teachers union will give him the same strong support.

But John Culver has other reasons to expect his extremist record
4ZAll pay off as well...

He is one of Teddy Kennedy's closest friends. Their relationship
'Mates back to their college days at Harvard.

I But, the ties are even deeper than Culver would like Iowa voters
6 know.

CV WIHEN TEDDY KENNEDY HURRIED BACK TO THE KENNEDY COM.POUND
AT HYANNIS PORT AFTER THE DEATH OF MARY JO KOEPECHNE, HE
CALLED TOGETHER A GROUP OF KENNEDY "CAMELOT" BACKERS TO
HELP HIM CONCOCT HIS FALLACY-RIDDEN STORY OF THE EVENTS
OF THAT FATEFUL NIGHT.

Amonc hose called'to Hyannis was an obscure Iowa Congressman named
John Culver, now Senator Culver.

The Kennedys haven't forgotten their pal, and in his battle for
re-election this year, they are doing their very best to help him win.
The rcney has flowed to Culver from Kennedy fund-raising events on his
behalf.

** }ennedy in-laws, Mr. & Mrs. Steven Smith hosted a fund-
raiser for John Culver which raked in a cool $21,000.

** .rs. Robert F. Kennedy threw a big party for Iowa's
Senator which cave Culver another $17,765.

more...



*'y Las an=~ePatricia Kennedy Lawford gave yet r party forfriend Culver which enriched his campaign by $7,0750

John Culver's liberalism may not reflect the views of the citiiens
of Iowa, but it sure does give him the big money needed to sell'himself

to the unsuspecting voter.

Kennedy support didn't end Culver's fund-raising from among the

elite of the eastern liberal establishment...

NEW YORKERS HAVE DONATED A STARTLING $84r653 TO
HELP RE-ELECT IOWA'S SENATOR JOHN CULVER!

From outside the Kennedy crowd has come another $2,500 from members
of the Rockefeller family, perhaps as a zeward for Mr. Culver's support
for and membership in the Trilateral Commission.

* For a fellow picturing himself as a little guy from Iowa, he is
receiving plenty of support from those far removed from Iowa's mid-America
cornfields.

John Culver knows that his huge campaign warchest, his liberal
?.iends in the Iowa media and the many IOU's from the big union bosses
,ll assure liberals and free lunch takers will get out and vote for him.

fr The only way John Culver can be defeated in 1980 is for the working
people of Iowa to learn just how radical he votes in Washington.

Ck! with John Culver being far out of step with most Iowans, the GOP
nominee is thankfully in step with them. He has a record in Congress as
10ell, a record the very opposite of Culver's.

C% He is Congressman Chuck Grassley, a conservative with a nearly per-

4ect voting record FOR a strong defense, AGAINST big government, 'AGAINSTinflationary big spending policies and FOR the solid moral values of
Lour American heritage.

€4 That's why I agreed to help defeat John Culver's bid for a disastrous

t econd term. As Chairman of the National Conservative Political Action
'o-mittee (NCPAC), I have helped form the Committee for Another Responsible

Senator (CARS).

CARS is an Iowa-based group headed by conservative Leroy Corey, and
is actively working to provide Iowa voters full information on John
Culver's recrod and the curious nature of his eastern establishment
backing.

Among CARS' accomplishments already are:

CARS has mailed thousands of letters to Iowa voters to help
stir pro-Grassley and anti-Culver sentiment.

CARS has purchased space in Iowa newspapers to advertise the
differences between the voting records of Culver and
Grassley.

CARS has televised ads and programs to show Iowa voters

more...



Culvef's r.adical record as Senator.

CARS has aired radio ads to inform Iowans of Mr. Culver's
Washington record and his liberal ties.

CARS has a much longer record of accomplishment, but the proof of
its effective work is Culver's drastic drop in the polls since NCPAC began
its efforts like CARS. They show Grassley is well-positioned to oust
Culver in Noveiiber.

I've enclosed a sheet with two of the ads CARS is running in Iowa
already so you can see examples of their vital work.

One is a stark contrast between the votes of Congressman Grassley
and Senator Culver. The other is an expose of the New York money machine
operating for John Culver's campaign.

CARS can and wants to do much more. CARS wants to help rid America
of Culver's brand of ultra-liberalism, and replace him with another
responsible Senator like conservative Roger Jepsen.

But to do so, CARS needs your help.

Culver has real friends with powerful clout like the Kennedys, such
New York liberals as the Rockefellers and even the influential Iowanewspaper, The Des Moines Register. And, don't forget the union bosses.

Therefore you can easily understand why your contribution of $250,
01'$100, $50 or $25 is so vitally necessary for our work. If your own limit
wis $20, $15 or even less, please know that your support is urgently needed.

o I hope you'll complete the enclosed yellow DEFEAT CULVER card, and
return it along with your check to CARS in the special envelope I've

'Wenclosed as well.

Please help CARS today so we can continue our vital work for the

.jend of the liberal stranglehold on our U.S. Senate, and begin the re-build-
ing of our nation's defenses and free enterprise system.

Together we can end the long period of neglect of the real values
of our people, and stop the power of the Kennedy-McGovern wing of the
Democratic Party.

Thank you for your help.

S rcer yours,

Jo3n T. Dolan,
Ch man, NCPAC

P.S. Let's end the Democrat liberals' drive to keep Americans under
t' e foot of government, and help make our nation great again.
Please help defeat Culver today. The future of our freedom is
at stake.



Why Have the Kennedys Raised
$45,840 to Re-Elect John Culver
to the U.S. Senate?

The Kennedy %an has been very ati've in helpei. John Culver*%
re-electiOn campaign by raising him she astounding sun pl $45.40.

" Mrs. Ethel Kennedy threw a fund-taiser foo uh Culver which do

netted hlm S, ?.765.
" Mr. & Mrs. Stephen Smith (she is Ted Kennedy's sister and he .- "%

is campaign manager for She Kennedy presidential rLampaign)
held a money raising event fot John Culver which raked
In SZ 1.000. ..

, Mrs. Pat KennedyLawford conducted another bash lor -

Me. Culver which added yesI anos he# S17.017 to Ishe Iowa

Senators campaign coffees. - -.

Could it be for Mr. Culverts old friendship (dating back to their ,- °  
' .'

days at Harvard) with Teddy Kennedy? " -"" "

Could It be because Mr. Culver was one of the Kennedy intimates 
tp '

hurriedly called to their Hyannis compound to help concoct Teddy's

faNacy-rldden soty of she fateful events on the night Mary Jo

Kopechne was killed? 

Ale

Could it be because John Culve's ulsra.liberal Senate voting reco d

Is almost a carbon copy of that of his Massachusetts pal?
Or could is be because Culver once worked for Teddy Kennedy l/.j:

as a legislasive aide in Washingston?
Regardless of why John Culver has bieen so lavishly rewarded by

the Kennedys. Iowa citizens need so know that hlsis eastern libcral
establishment Family has already raised %4S.840 Io a Senator from

a state more than 1.000 miles away.
14S.840 is a substantial sum of moeeyl The Kenntidys had to

have good reasons to raise such an amount for a Senatof who is
supposed to represent Iowa. but whathey ale...0 ONLY 1OlIN CULVER KNOWS FOR SUREI

The Committee for Another Respo rsible Senator is an lowa
cliiens group which brings you this message because wfeet Iowa
voters need to know why so much money has been poured into r

Mr. Culver's campaign warchest by the Kennedy family.
CARS welcomes your help in our drive to Inform other citizens in v .'.

our state about John Culver's (a-Ileft voting record. and about such
vital facts as this $4S.840 myslery.

If you'd like to become par t of CARS. please sake a moment toI
complete the coupon below. and %end it to us today.

1 4 A m.,,,.e em ueues A.
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Ahy Have New Yorkers
Dmated $84,613 to John
Culver's Re-Election Campaign?
it ukl It be in retuen Is Mr. Culvei*" 1975 and 1918 spillport

to.t ehle massive iahlaeyes hIxilout of N.w York C ity. Ihe bankrupt
t.slionfat the Ea.mern Lileral tmhlihment?
Could It be in setuenlao1 Ms. Culvtss ciil Io 10g .sway our

l'aiswnaln. idW to pay yuur tax dollars so Panama to take It?
C.Alwt*% vote helped baN out New,^-York* big Woks from their
ia*y lkvis to Marxistl Pmamania, dictator. Omar Torrijos.)
(mdii be to keep Mr. Cul~vt in the Sesi.te because when

tlas. Isips are down. New Yorkers know hib vote can always be
to big-spending. budgetu-lslsig irogarn?

WelIt be because of the pull pi-ce written about hint In the
eindy libetal NEW YORKER nagazn i*?

Colt0d it Men be dml to li %Clves emb mrs- hip in the New
Vtoik baWk TIHI(RAL COMMISSION formed by New York
11.011n6* mflatC David Kokelelk-r (Rockeleller lamily
no" .ssCulpesqml in S.S00 su Me. Culver's campaign as well.)

Os towlM ft be that New Yoekc ,% know that they oeed John
4t vti I the U.S. Senate to keep their subsidies from Iowa 0
,.,.payers llowheg

" eaWdless of why John Culves has Iben lavishly rewarded by
New Yookers. Iowa citizens 0eed to know that Mr. Culver has
.sedysaten $64.613 foron people who live more than 1.000
,.ile away from Iowa.

14.013 Is an awful lot of money New Yorkers had to have
sasum,s to Slve such a sum to a Senator who Is supposed to
tel-event Iowa. but what they ate.*..

ONLY P0 CULVI R KNOWS FOR SUR.I [y
Fhe Commnitee Iot Another Responsible Senator (CARS) is an

• .s;it ens" group which brins you this message because
. !ll e IoW a voters need to know why such money has

, poured into Mr. Cuivess campaign coffers from New York.
CARS welcomes your help In out doive to Inform other citizens

Is* ou stAke about ohn Culver's re'ord In WashingMton. and
.1lINel sch ImpoSrt lacs as this 154.613 MYSTERY.

II yem would like so he pac of CARS. pIleese take a Inoment
It' complete the coeupn below. oncl b..ecl it to us tocay.

* .,mumd9oS5~o *i.be0 l t w"~eus 1Agt
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13 arlington, va.*22209 .(703) 5224800

Culver 30 sec. spot (radio)

Organ music playing
"School Days

'0

1W

ANIOUN4CER:
After five years we thought you would
like a report card on the performance
of Senator John Culver. The Americans
for Constitutional Action found John
Culver to be one of the biggest
recipients of big labor' s. special
interest money - over $ilO,000. The
National Taxpayers Union grades Senators
on their stands against high taxes.
Culver's score - a failing 327.
Conservative Union rated JQhn Culver at
37. ranking him as one of the most radical
members of the U.S. Senate.

Three failing grades out of three--
a miserable rating for any Senator,
especially one who is supposed to be
representing Iowans. If you'd like
to know more about how Senator Cilver
isn't representing you, write to the
Anybody but Culver, 342 S.E. Broad St.
Des Moines, Iowa 50315, that's Anybody
but Culver, 342 SE Broad St., Des Moines
Iowa 50315

Paid for by the ABC-Project of-the
National Conservative Political Action
Committee and not by any candidate.

0



N~t~WaJConserv&3 ve
~P~ft~ta Acton -Committee

1.500 wlson'blvd. suite 513 arlington, va. 22209 (703) 522-2800

McGovern 30 sec. Radio AD 6

GLOBETROTTER IS A GREAT NAM1E FOR A
BASKETBALL TEAM.

BUT IT'S A TERRIBLE NAME FOR A SENATOR.

ONLY ONE SENATOR DID MORE GLOBETROTTINC
LkST Y AR THAN GEORGE MCGOVERN.

WIHILE THE ENTERGY CRISIS WAS BREWING,
GEORGE MCGOVERN WAS TOURING-CUBA WITH
FIDEL CASTRO. HE ALSO TOOK A ONE MONTH
JUNKET TO AFRICA. ALL AT TAXPAYER'S
EXPENSE.

NO WONDER HE'S LOST TOUCH WITH SOUTH
DAKOTA.
IqWITH SO MA

VI, SENATOR AND NOT A GLOBETROTTER.

PAID FOR BY PEOPLE FOR AN ALTER 1ATIVE TO
MCGOVERN OF THE NATIONAL CONSERVATIVE
POLITICAL ACTION COMIITTEE AND NOT BY ANY
CANDIDATES.

0.



P104Actio CoW nittee
51-rlnton. v 2-222209 (703) 5,2

CPAZSTON 60 sec. Radio spot "Rating Game'

Announcer: It's time to play "The
Rating Game." Now Mrs. Verna Smith of
Sacremento, the National Taxpayer's
Union rates Senator's on how well they
protect your tax money. What was
Alan Cranston' s rating?

M..-Smith: One hundred per-cent!? .

Announcer: I'm sorry, you lose. Hie
received a failing 87. The American

all Farm Bureau rates Senator's on farming
interests. What was Senator Cranston's'0rating?

Hrs. Smith: One hundred per-cent!?

Announcer: I'm sorry, you lose again!CY the farmers rated the Senator a
miserable 217.. Finally, The American
Security Council rates Senators on
their support of a strong national
defense. What was Senator Cranston's
rating?

Mrs. Smith: One hundred per-cent?

Announcer: Gee, I'm sorry, you lose again
Senator Cranston received a frightening
low 207.

Mrs. Smith: That's three failing grades
out of three. I never knew Alan Cranston
voted like that.

Serious Announcer: Alot of people are
losing because they don't know about
Cranston's record. If you would like to
know more about how he isn't representing
you, write, If Cranston wins, you lose,
P.O. Box 25969, Los Angeles, CA 90025
and remember,

Mrs. Smith: If Alan Cranston wins. we al
ose.I
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Kenneth A. Gross, Es. . -
Associate General Counsel -=
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

N Attention: Ms. Deborah Curry cj .
CA

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Gross:

This letter is written in substantive reply to
your letter to National Conservative Political Action Committee,

S1500 Wilson Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22209, dated
November 9, 1981, in which you reported that Co-ittee for

WAmerican Principles had filed a complaint with the Federal
Election Commission (hereinafter referred to as "the Commission"),

C alleging that National Conservative Political Action Committee,
CV together with certain other named respondents, may have

violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (hereinafter referred to as "the
Act").* This matter has been numbered MUR 1399.

In its complaint, Committee for American Principles
alleges that certain "respondents" solicited contributions and

*By letter dated November 18, 1981, we entered our appearance
on behalf of National Conservative Political Action Committee
and requested an extension to December 4, 1981 to respond to
the subject cotplaint.
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made expenditures for communications expressly advocating
the defeat of clearly identified candidates for the.United
States Senate. Complainant further alleges that these
respondents, which do not include National Conservative
Political Action Committee, violated certain provisions of
the Act by failing to register with, and report to, the
Commission; and, by including the names of candidates in
their names. Complainant also alleges, as an alternative,
that if the various respondents were not separate political
committees but were projects of National Conservative Political
Action Committee, then National Conservative Political
Action Committee violated certain provisions of the Act by
including the names of candidates in its name; and, by
failing to list the named'respondents as connected organizations
in its Statement of Organization. National Conservative
Political Action Committee appreciates having this opportunity,
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(1), to demonstrate that no
action should be taken on the basis of the complaint and

CV that this matter should be dismissed.

National Conservative Political Action Committee
o3 is a multicandidate political committee as defined in 2 U.S.C.

431(4)(A) and 2 U.S.C. 44la(a)(4), which has registered
with, and which reports to, the Commission as required by
the Act. As a committee which is not authorized by any

ocandidate, National Conservative Political Action Committee
does not include the name of any candidate in its name.
2 U.S.C. 432(e)(4).

As part of its programs and activities, National
Conservative Political Action Committee made independent
expenditures expressly advocating the defeat of clearly
identified candidates for nomination or election to the
United States Senate. Several of these independent expendi-
ture activities were administered as specific projects of
National Conservative Political Action Committee. None of
these projects had any separate identity under the law,
however, all contributions being collected, expended and
reported by National Conservative Political Action Committee.
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Each of the so-called respondents named in the
subject complaint.-People for an Alternative to McGovern, If
Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But Church, Anybody but Culver,
Committee for Another Responsible Senator, If Cranston Wins
You Lose and Target 80, were independent expenditure programs
or projects administered by National Conservative Political
Action Committee in opposition to the election of certain
clearly identified Federal candidates. Those projects were
authorized and directed by the Chairman and the Treasurer of

CV National Conservative Political Action Committee, which
accounted for and reported all the programs' depositories,
receipts and expenditures as required by law. The fact that
these were projects of National Conservative Political Action
Committee was. stated clearly on the various communications.
It will be noted, for example, that the communications
attached as exhibits to the complaint state that the activi-
ties were "a project of National Conservative Political*
Action Committee" and that they were "not authorized by any
candidate." These sponsorship statements satisfy the require-
ments of 2 U.S.C. 441d(a)(3). See, also, AO 1980-145.

The names of several of the projects included the
names of candidates. That was lawful for two reasons.

CFirst,, the projects were not .political committees, but were
^N programs administered by a political committee named National'

Conservative Political Action Committee. As a result, there
was no violation of the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 432(e)(4).
Second, the names of the projects were used as, or constitute,
political slogans in communications published as independent
expenditures. As such, their use is accorded the highest
protection under the First Amendment to the Constitution as
interpreted by the United States Supreme Court. The Commission
has no statutory authority to limit or restrict the content
of political speech.

Finally, because the various projects were part
and parcel of National Conservative Political Action Committee
and had no separate identity, there was no need to register
them as connected organizations or affiliated committees on
the Statement of Organization of National Conservative
Political Action Committee.
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In conclusion, for the reasons stated, Committee
for American Principles has failed to demonstrate that
National Conservative Political Action Committee may have
violated the Act. For that reason, the Commission should
find no reason to believe that a violation has been committed
and should dismiss the complaint.

SincerA yours,

.. C.t. eg
Counsel to Natioal Conservative
Political Action CommitteeN
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In The Matter Oft November 19, 1*1

-People For An Altenative To )'.Govexn )
-If Bayh Wins You Lose )
-Anybody But Church )
-Anybody But Culver )B e, j No 139
-Co33tteo For Another Responsible)
Senator

-if Cranston wine YOU Lose(ji A fr
-Target 80s4oU,,C80

HMON To NmaSSS ComaN

Comes now max Putnan, as a merber of the Iowa Bar, adntted to practice law

in the United States Distriet Court, at 1 3 & Wa&nutg, Des Noines, Iowa, and in all

District Courts of Iowa#, since 1931, herein appears as attorney for Donna Leporte,

who Is a eitisen of the United States and State of Iowa, residng at 3L&2 S.Z.

Broad Street, Des Moines# Iowa 50315. The undersigned eounsel respectfully moves

the Commission in its Judicial capacity to dismiss the purported Complaint agiast

"Anybody But Culver" named as Respondent in the above matter.

I. The purported Complainant has not shown or alleged that it is a real

party in interest with standing to bring a coplaint against any legal entity or

person for the criminal acts alleged.

17. The alleged Respondent "Anybody But Culver" is a slogan, not a legal

entity. It cannot be convicted, fined, or imprisoned for any violation of any

section of the Federal Eleetion Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, or Chapters 95

and 96 of Title 26 U.S. Code. Neither can "Anybody But Culver" demonstrate in

writing anything, and a Judgment against It, criminal or civil, is an :mpossibility.



!l*Donna, Leporte In a person who is subject to -the laws of the tlt.4 Sgts.

whothe civil or criminal, but she has not been made a Respondent in this Natter a=

otherwise properly eharged with any crime whatever n said oomplaint.

IT. Crimes for violation of the Act are charged a nst the slogan "AnybOy

3ut Culver", 3&2 S.z. rad Street, inferentiall Mrh aid crlmes aM4atome

tiporto who lives at that addroe, without making her a Respondent. The COm lant

thereby subjects her to sanctions and penal consequences of the Federal zlectiot

Campaign Act Of 1971 as amended, without, specifically chrigher with the same.

if the Complainant has resorted to such stratagem and deception practised wpM the

Coxinssion, as well as Prs. Leporte, because they seek to evade thereby the last

par ah of Section 2 of Article III of the Constitution of the United States.then

Complainant is in contempt of this Commission and the matter should be dismissed

for that reason alone.

V. That the Complainant has a conceiled purpose in not incorporating Donna

Leporte among the Respondents is confirmed by p ph 7 of its Complaint, ibere

Complainant asserts that NCPAC violated 11 CFR Sec. 102.1 4 (a)o they excluded NCPAC

from the Respondents' list; while in p ph 6 preceding said Complainant assrts

that "Most of the above-named Respondents violated the same 11 CrR Sec. 102.14(a)

Nevertheless the list of Respondents is minus Donna Leporte and the NCPAC. -

VI. The Affidavit of Donna Leporte is hereto attached in support of this,.

Motion To Dismiss to demonstrate and to confirm by Ezhibits that Complainant ba

knowledge in advance that its Paragraph 3 was so certainly false that it better,

hedge its bet by expressly anticipating in Paph 7 the event that the Commission

would conclude that the above-named Respondents are not separate political

committees because they are projects of a political committee (tional Conservative

Political Action Committee "INCPAC"). 'IleA

Max eunm
940DUi M.oines uidin
Des Voines, Iowa 50309
Attorney for Donna Leporte



AFFIDAVIT

State of Iowa )
County of Polk )

The unersigned, Donna Leporte, being first duly swocn, deposes and stetsi

1.- I Ulve at 342 5.3. Broad Street, Des Molnes, Iowa, whoh has been a

residenoe for years before, during, and sinoe my activities for NapAC.

2. Long before serving Na'AC, I had actively obtained and circulated

quantities of printed material exposing the voting record of Senator Disk 0ls*.

Its effectiveness quickly appeared and more of such material was obtainsedby

friends of nine and cqrculated by them.

3. Because of such experience of the effectiveness of circulating the voting

record of such as Dick Clark, I was charmed when Mr. John T. Dola contacted " to

help NCPAC do the same thing to oust Culver by prompt and wide circulatioh of his

record under the banner of "Anyone But Culver" at the expense of XCPAC.

4. That banner "Anyone But Culver" is not a corporation, group, business, or

a person. It is a slogan, a call to arms, like "Make The World Safe For Deoracy".

I distributed in large quantities the voting record of Culver vith a summans to

action that the public understood, "Anyone But Culver". That is why It was

created and adopted as the name of the Iowa project of the National Consvative

Political Action Committee whose orders I obeyed. I had a title that I seldom-

used of "project director".* One tim I used it was when, an order from NCAC,

I arranged for a P.O. Box 5263, Des Moines, Iowa 50306, to whtich it could ail

pre-addressed, for ae to gather up and dissiminate quickly, from time to time.

3. I had enough previous experience in costliness of expense and in lost-4

time keeping records, to prompt me at the onset to express to Mr. Dolan mn
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C%

C
7. Another eal of what I distributed in quantity was bumper stickers they

sent me. Exhibit 3 is one of then which is identical with all of then, and says,

"Paid for and authorized by the 'Anyone But Culver' project of the National Con-

servative Political Action Comittee." "A copy of our Report is filed with and

is available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, ashington, DC."

8. My Statement of Designation Of Counsel is attached.

17
Donna Leporte

Subscribed and sworn to by Donna Leporte to me personally known, at

Des Moines. Iowa, this day of November. 1981.

T,;otay public In and For the State of Ioa

It

eom~tims~(a)I mUd not advance any =soy, in amy sa~t. (b) I ou

S ct money OW handle WAC mone n a amot, (e) I wo t no keep 7

acOounts Of money for repots to either the tate Of Iowa" a Conmissiom or to Uh

Federal COmision cc to the I ,PAC, (d) so I Uanted writen Ww:f ttat none ot

that was my responsibility. liz. DOla= responded that he wianted It that may himself

-and that be would send me. a copy of a letter on the fedexl a;s frOm IOAC'

lawyers. He did s0, and I gave it to my lawyer for reference and safe-keeping.

It is now marked Bxhibit 1 and attached.

6. NCPAC did what the letter required them to do themselves which Inclu4ed

(a) telling me what they wanted ne to do# (b) with the title of "project director"

which I seldom used uless asked, because I relied on directions from them.
Exhibit 2 is a copy of a newsLPer ad which is attached and shows NCPAC followed

their lawyers advice in Exhibit 1. I refer to the bottom lines on Exhi-bit a

"Anyone But Culver Commttee, P.O. Box 5263, Des Moines, Iowa 50306'. "PaidW tor

by Anyone But Culver Committee", "A project of the National Conservative Political

Action Committee not authorized by any candidate." A copy of our report S.s on

file and"available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Wa& on,

D.C.
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HMIRANDUM

TO: John T. Dolar

FROM: J. Curtis Herge

SUBJECT: Independent Expenditures

This-memorandum is written in response to your
request for guidance on the method of organizing the inde-
pendent expenditure program known as Target '80 and for a
summary of the law relative to independent expenditures made

1W in connection with a Federal election.

CV In general an independent expenditure is defined
as a disbursement for a communication made expressly to
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified

O candidate which is not made with the cooperation or consent
of, or in consultation with or at the request or suggestion
of, any candidate or his agent or authorized committees. 11

o= C.F.R. §109.1(a). We will proceed to describe the historicalprecedent for this definition; examine the component parts
Vof the definition; describe the compliance procedures; and,

summarize some of the relevant experiences with independent
expenditures.

Historical Precedent

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended in 1974, limited contributions by individuals to
$1,000 per election per c'andidate and to a total of .$25,000'
for a calendar year for any one individual. The Act also
limited the amount an individual could spend "relative to a
clearly identified candidate" to $1,000 per candidate, even
if there were no coordination between the expenditor and the
candidate, and such expenditures counted toward the $25,000
total that the expenditor could lawfully spend in the federal
election process during that calendar year.
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In Buckley vs. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), the
constitutionality Of eaich of the above provisions, along
with many other provisions, was seriously contested, and
several important provisions were declared unconstitutional
by the Supreme Court. In testing the validity of limitations
on contributions and expenditures, the Court held that
contributions are "conduct" while expenditures are "pure
speech." Labeling contributions "conduct" does not mean
that there are no First Amendment considerations associated
with the regulation of campaign contributions. The Court
recognized that, "The Act's contributions and expenditure
limitations operate in an area of the most fundamental First
Amendment activities." Political contributions are conduct,
but they haye a substantial communicative content. In
Buckley, the Court observed that conduct with communicative

Ncontent may be regulated only if there is a sufficiently
.important governmental interest in regulating the nonspeech
element that is unrelated to the suppression of free expression
and had an incidental restriction on alleged First Amendment
freedoms no greater than was essential to the furtherance of
that interest. The Court then applied that test to the*
limitations on campaign contributions ($1,000 by an individual
to any one federal candidate for any one election, and

S$25,000 by any one individual in the federal process for onecalendar year) and upheld the limitation on the ground that
they furthered a compelling governmental interest in preventing
the actuality or the appearance of fraudulent quid-pro-quo
arrangements between office-holders and large contributors.

On the other hand, Buckley went on to hold that
Me campaign expenditures (such as the purchase of newspaper

advertisements or television spots or the printing and
distribution of campaign literature) are "pure speech,"
specifically rejecting the argument that the monetary element
is sufficient to make an expenditure conduct rather than
speech.. Since an expenditure was held to be speech rather
than conduct, the "exacting scrutiny applicable to limitations
on core First Amendment rights of political expression" was
held to be applicable. The court did not make clear exactly
what test is to be applied as part of the "exacting scrutiny,"
but it struck down the limitations on expenditures made by
individuals not in coordination with candidates or their
coun~ittees.
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After Buckleit, Congress attempted to reconstruct
as much retito npolitical activity as possible. With
regard-to independent expenditures and contributions, section,
431(p) of Title 2 of the United States Code was enacted in
1976, as an amendment to the-Federal Election Campaign Act.
That section contained the definition of independent expenditures
which is contained above.

Component Parts of the Definition

Independent expenditures may be made by "a person."
Under the regulations of the Federal Election Commission, a
person includes an individual, a group of persons and a
committee. Therefore, it is evident that the National Conserva-
tive Political Action Committee may make independent expendi-

C-M! tures. (Note: Labor organizations, corporations and national
banks are excluded from the definition and are not permitted
to make independent expenditures.)

The expenditure is one made "expressly to advocate"
the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate.
Expressly advocating means any communication containing a
message advocating election or defeat, including, but not
limited to, the name of the candidate, or expressions such
as "vote for, " "elect, " "support, " "cast your ballot for"
and "Smith for Congress" or "vote against," "defeat" or"freject." (Note should be made of the fact that the cost of
a direct mail program to raise funds for target '80 is, in
and of itself, an independent expenditure.)

M The communication must be one which advocates the
election or defeat of a "clearly identified candidate.*"
This means that the name of the candidate appears, a photograph
or drawing of the candidate appears, or the identity of the
candidate is otherwise apparent by unambiguous reference.

The-expenditure, to be independent, must be made
without "the cooperation or prior consent of, or in consultation
with, or at the request .or suggestion of, a candidate or any
agent or authorized committee of the candidate." This means
that if there is an arrangement, coordination or direction
by the candidate or his agents prior to the publication of
the communication, the expenditure will not qualify as
being independent. In fact, the regulations create certain
presumptions that coordination has taken place. One is that
an expenditure will be prei~ed to be in coordination with a
candidate or his committe ifit is made by or through any
person who is or has been authorized to raise or expend
funds for the candidate or his authorized committee; or who
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is or has been an officer of an authorized committee of the
candidate; or who is or has been receiving any form-of re-
imbursement or compensation from the candidate, the candidate's
committee or agent. The other i-s that an expenditure vill.
be presumed to be in coordination with a candidate or his
cominittee if it is based on information about the candidate's
plans, projects or needs provided to the expending person by
the candidate or his agents with a view toward having the
expenditure made. As a result, one must be very careful to
avoid communications with a candidate or his agents before
making an independent expenditure. One must also examine
his or her prior association, if any, with a candidate to
determine whether one of these presumptions is applicable.
In making the expenditure, it is also advisable to determine
whether your suppliers are agents of a candidate, e.g. a
mail house which is doing the direct mail fundraising for a
candidate should not be used by a committee that wants-to
.make independent expenditures for that candidate; TV spots
should not be written, filmed or produced by the same company
or person, etc. Any reference made to a candidate in this
paragraph would include a candidate who is an opponent "of
the candidate you are attempting to defeat.

Another prohibition is that the expenditor may not
republish the candidate's authorized campaign material. If
money is used to finance the dissemination, distribution, or
republication, in whole or in part, of any broadcast or any
written, graphic, or other form of campaign materials prepared
by the candidate, his campaign committees, or their authorized
agents, such expenditures shall not be deemed to be an inde-
pendent expenditure but rather shall be deemed to be a
contribution from the expenditor to the candidate, even if
the expenditor did not consult in any manner with the candi-
date or any authorized committee or agent of the candidate.

In the event that a person makes independent
expenditures in connection with a candidate, that person may
also make a contribution directly to that candidate, but
that contribution would be limited to the $1,000 ceiling per
election.

It has further been held that contributions to a
cornittee formed to make independent expenditures for only
one candidate are subject to the $1,000 limit that an individual
can contribute to a federal candidate in any one election.
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Compliance Procedures

A person spending more than $100 in a calendar
year on independent expenditures must report such expenditures
to the Federal Election Commission on a form designed for
this purpose. Such reports must be filed on the same dates
that reports by political comnittees are required to be
filed, and they must contain the same information that is
required in reports by political connittees. In addition,
such reports must contain the name of the candidate about
whom the independent expenditures relate, and whether the
expenditures were in support of or in opposition to such
candidate. NCPAC would submit this information on Schedule
E with its FEC Form 3 which is filed with the Coumission.
In addition, any independent expenditure of more than $1,000

*which is made after the fifteenth day, but more than 24
hours, before an election must be reported within 24 hours
of the making of such independent expenditure. All reports

Sof independent expenditures must state, under oath, that
such expenditures were not made in cooperation, consultation,
or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of, any
candidate or any authorized conmittee or agent of any candidate.

o Any communication financed as an independent
expenditure through any broadcasting station, newspaper,

Imagazine, outdoor advertising facility, direct mailing or

any other type of general public political advertising mustcarry a special disclaimer. The disclaimer may take any of
tthe following forms:

"Paid for by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate."

"Sponsored by National Conservative Political
Action Comrittee and not authorized by any
candidate.."

"Furnished by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate."

In addition, if the communication solicits contributions,
one must include the additional statement: "A copy of our
report is filed with the Federal Election CoTnission and is
available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission,
Washington, D. C."
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As in the case of all disclaimers, the notice mast
appear on the face or front page of printed matter and at
the beginning or end of a broadcast or telecast.

Experiences in 1976

During the 1976 primary and general elections a
total of $454,128 in independent expenditures were reported
to the Federal Election Conmission. Of that total, $267,686
(737.) was for presidential candidates, $52,752 (14%) was for
House candidates, and $44,385 (137.) was for Senate candidates.
Of the independent expenditures for presidential candidates,
$115,957 (437.) was for Reagan, $108,214 (427) was for Ford
(primary and general), $24,212 (97.) was for Church, $17,091
(67.) was for Carter. (primary and general), and $2,212 (17)
was for other candidates.

*The highest-spending single independent expenditor
was Henry C. Grover of Houston, Texas, who spent $63,000 for
Ronald Reagan. On April 16, 1976, Mr. Grover paid $28,000
to the Drake Agency of Houston for newspaper advertisements
relating to the Texas primary (May 1, 1976); and on May.14,
1976, Y. Grover paid the Drake Agency $35,000 for newspaper
advertisements for the Michigan primary (May 18, 1976).
Another large independent expenditor was Joseph Coors, who

o spent $34,000, primarily for Ronald Reagan.

Some of the specific experiences provide guidance
el in considering making independent expenditures. For example:

1. American Conservative Union/Conservative
Victory Fund - In September, 1976, the Federal Election

* Commission initiated an investigation into the legality of
$150,000 of independent expenditures made for Reagan by the
American Conservative Union and the Conservative Victory
Fund. The FEC's interest was piqued by the fact that a
comparison of the reports filed by the ACU and CVF and
Reagan's own authorized campaign committee indicated that
several ACU staff members worked for the Reagan committee -at
the same time the ACU was making its independent expenditures
on behalf of Reagan. On December 1, 1977, the Commission
voted to close the investigation.

2. Peter Secchia - Peter Secchia was fined for
making illegal expenditures on behalf of Gerald Ford, which
the Commission found were not independent. Until May 10,
1976, Secchia worked as a fund-raiser and campaigner for the
President Ford Coiittee, leading groups of volunteers into
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Florida and Wisconsin to work for Ford. Some of his expeses
were paid for and coordinated with the President Ford Coittee.
On May. 10 Secchia resigned from the President Ford Coumittee,
and on on the very next day he spent $1,752 for newspaper
advertisements supporting Ford. On June 1, Secchia formed
and became chairman of the "Friends of the First Family
Committee" and registered the committee with the Commission,
The committee spent an additional $20,962 on President
Ford's behalf.

3. Loren A. Wittner - The Commission held that
persons who attend-private parties, where a presidential
candidate's staff discuss campaign plans and projects, may
be precluded from making independent expenditures.

44 Ralph H. Goettler - It was decided that where
a cortmercial vendor acquires a special relationship with a
candidate, as a result of prior employment of one of the
vendor's employees by the candidate, the vendor may be
precluded from contracting to make independent expenditures.

5. Barnett Cooperman - Mr. Cooperman, in the
process of preparing a campaign brochure for a candidate,
got in touch with an agent of the candidate for some material.
It was held that, from the point of that communication
forward, the expenditures were no longer independent.

6. William E. Casselman - Mr. Casselman was
prohibited from making independent expenditures for Ford in
the general election because he was a volunteer for Ford
during the primary campaign.

The consequence of a ruling that an expenditure
was not independent is that the expenditure would be an in-
kind contribution to the candidate. As a result, it would
be subject to the statutory contribution limitations or, in
the case of a general election for President where the
candidate has accepted public funds, illegal.

Conclusion

Because of the complexity of the law relative to
independent expenditures, it is suggested that we establish
a close working relationship in developing and implementing
any program which involves such expenditures. Based upon
our preliminary understanding of the project being contemplated,
we suggest the following:
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1. The Target '80 program should be administered
by NCPAC. Any specific aspect of the program in
opposition to an identified candidae acould be
described as a "project" of NCPAC. ,(Separate
comuittees should not be established in each
state.)

2. If an individual from each state is selected
to assist with a particular aspect of the project,
he might be described as a "project director,' but
not as a "chairman".

3. Any project coordinator must be made familiar
with the law and, particularly, must not be
associated with any candidate who is or may be the
opponent of your target candidate. The project
coordinator must also be made aware of the fact
that he or she may not communicate with any candi-
date (or agent of a candidate) who is or may be the

Ir opponent of your target candidate.

C
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* JOHN CULVER-
COSTS YOU- MONEY.>.

Money none of us can afford in
these Inflationary times.

Wihen John Culver votes from his Sepate seat in Washington, D.C., you lose. Here are a few of
the most outrageous things John Culver has spent your tax money on:

John Culver VOTED. AGAINST YOU when he voted
to give away our Panama Canal, not a vote most jowans COST to taxpayer: $4 Billion
wanted.

t,,ss. t..,, vFrlwn AVAINqT rol1 when he voted /
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John Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU. when he voted
to give away our Panama Canal, not a vote most Jowans
wanted.

John Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU when he voted
to bail out New York City and Its labor unions, bureau-
cits and crooked politicians and cost Iowa more in.
flation.

Job Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU when he votex
to Mke his own salary a whopping $13,000 in one shot.

Johi Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU when he votec
"NO" on the Kemp-Roth tax reduction act. You los
a 30% tax cut, thanks to our Senator John Culver. A
"YES" vote could have helped us catch up with th,
inflation created by. big spending.

COST to taxpayer:$4 BiT

I
" - COST t ipyr$7 Billion

_______COST to taxpayer: $7 Million

t
ke ..... COSTtlo taxpayer: $67 Billion

On just these four votes, John Culver dost you, the taxpayer, $78,007,000,000.

Four of John Culver's votes cost you this much. But he has really voted for thousands more

federal spending and tax schemes since he became a Senator.
-- . . .• .. , .m...... v.t... I,..ni , .r ,i,,9 I- mu , h en vnit nffnrd if he is
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Onjt these four votes, JohnCulver Cost you, the taxpayer, $78,007,000,000.
Four of John Culver's votes cost you this much. But he has really voted for thousands more

federal spending and tax schemes since he became a Senator.
Think about it: How much has John Culver really cost you? How much can you afford if he is

re-elected?
John Culver isn't your friend. He's a Liberal, who wants to spend your money. Don't give

him another six years in the Senate.
Join the Anyone But Culver Committeel Help us educate the voters on the real John Culver.

Anyone But Culver Committee
P.O. Box 5263

Des Moines, IA 50306

raid 1W b7 Ayotine bCy , Comuldle. A pojce 1o b uflonal Corndoive Polireal Actiof Com tlhe.
• u~~md a u~tiaalhsIdbit'ayadidaw. Acp of oow repar! hor ot fie and avalh~ble 1ow purche from te
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2043

Robert Blaemire
Committee for American Principles
2000 N Street, N.W., Suite 105
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: NUR 1399
7 Dear Mr. Blaemire:

The Federal Election Commission. has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated November 2, 1981 and determined that on
the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the Respondents there is no reason to

Of believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act") has been committed.

I,
Accordingly, the Commission has decided to close the file in

C this matter. The Federal Election Campaign Act allows a
complainant to seek judicial review of the Comission's dismissal
of this action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.
S 437g(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R. S 111.4.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

.People for An Alternative to McGovern
1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 513
Arlington, Virginia 22209

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as •
amended.

The Commission, on March , 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sinceiely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

01



-FEDERAL ELECTION.COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 20*63

If Bayh Wins, You Lose
P.O. Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 47903

Re: MUR 1399

04 Dear Sir:

COk On November 9, 1981e the Commission notified you of a
to complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain

sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
1W amended.

ev The Commission, on March , 1982, determined that on the
ebasis of the information in the complaint and information

provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe
o that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been

committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



'FEDERAL ELECTION COMMiMS1 0 N
WASHINGTON. D.C. X43

Anybody But Church ABC Project
P.O. Box 11551
Boise, Idaho 83707

Re: MUR 1399
Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on March , 1982, determined that on the
M basis of the information in the complaint and information

provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe
Othat a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been

committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record

C, within 30 days.

VSincetely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20*3

Max Putnam
940 Des Moines Building
Des Moines, Iowa 50309

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Putnam:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your client had violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

ck'l The Commission, on March , 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information provided.
by the respondents that there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Comission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N.-Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

John T. Dolan
Committee for Another
Responsible Senator

P.O. Box 1173
Waterloo, Iowa 50704

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Dolan:

on November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on March ,1982# determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents that there is no reason to beli eve
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed Its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days*.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel.

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

(43)



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* * WASHINGTON. D.C. 20*63

If Cranston Wins# You Lose
P.O. Box 25969
Los Angeles, California 90025

Re: NUR 1399

Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981t the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,, as
amended.

The Commission, on March r 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe

C, that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly,, the Commnission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record'

0 within 30 days.

Sincer~ely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



'FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 206

Target 80
P.O. Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 47902

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on March , 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sinceiely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY.
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

C'
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'FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2063

J. Curtis Herge
Sedam & Herge
8300 Greenboro Drive
Suite 1100
McLean, Virginia 22102

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Herge:

On November 9, 1981, the Commission notified you of a
complaint alleging that your organization had violated certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended.

The Commission, on March , 1982, determined that on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents that there is no reason to believe
that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

1Y:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



JOHN CULVER
COSTS YOU MONEY. 0 0

Money none of us can afford in
these inflationary times.

When John Culver votes from his Sepate seat in Washington, D.C., you lose. Here are a few of
the most outrageous things John Culver has spent your tax money on:

John Culver VOTED-AGAINST YOU when he voted
to give away our Panama Canal, not a vote most lowans
wanted. COST to taxpayer: $4 Billion

U l_ 3- * 
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John Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU. when he voted..-- -
to give away our Panama Canal, not a vote most Jowans
wanted. COST to taxpayer: $4 BiI

John Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU
to bail out New York City and its labor
crats and crooked politicians and cost
flation.

when he voted
unions, bureau-
Iowa more in-

John Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU when he voted
to hike his own salary a whopping $13,000 in one shot.

John Culver VOTED AGAINST YOU when he voted
"NO" on the Kemp-Roth tax reduction act. You lost
a 30% tax cut, thanks to our Senator John Culver. A
"YES" vote could have helped us catch up with the
inflation created by big spending.

-COST to taxpayer: $7 Billion

COST to taxpayer: $7 Million

CTe$67 Billion.... COST,..to taxpayer:'.1 o

On just these four votes, John Culver dost you, the taxpayer, $78,007,000,000.

Four of John Culver's votes cost you this much..But he has really voted for thousands more
federal spending and tax schemes since he became a Senator.
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On just these four votes, John.Culver cost you, the taxpayer, $78,007,000,000.

Four of John Culver's votes cost you this much. But he has really voted for thousands more
federal spending and tax schemes since he became a Senator.

Think about it: How much has John Culver really cost you? How much can you afford if he is
re-elected?

John Culver isn't your friend. He's a Liberal, who wants to spend your money. Don't give
him another six years in the Senate.

Join the Anyone But Culver Committee! Help us educate the voters on the real John Culver.

Anyone But Culver Committee
P.O. Box 5263

Des Moines, IA 50306

Paid for by Anyone But Culver Committee, a project ol the National Conservative Political Action Committee,
and not authorized by an; candidate. A copy of our report is on file and available for purchase from the
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KAREN LUSSN GLAIR December 2. 1981 ITELSV 710-e3-o.
JOHN RosERT CLARK m --
a. ERIC SIVERTSEN CAL. SEDM.E30E

Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 -K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attention: Ms. Deborah Curry CA

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Gross:

This letter is written in substantive reply to
your letter to National Conservative Political Action Committee,
1500 Wilson Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22209, dated
November 9, 1981, in which you reported that Committee for
American Principles had filed a complaint with the Federal
Election Commission (hereinafter referred to as "the Commission"),
alleging that National Conservative Political Action Committee,
together with certain other named respondents, may have
violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (hereinafter referred to as "the
Act").* This matter has been numbered MUR 1399.

In its complaint, Committee for American Principles
alleges that certain "respondents" solicited contributions and

*By letter dated November 18, 1981, we entered our appearance
on behalf of National Conservative Political Action Committee
and requested an extension to December 4, 1981 to respond to
the subject complaint.
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Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.
Page Two
December 2, 1981

made expenditures for communications expressly advocating
the defeat of clearly identified candidates for the United
States Senate. Complainant further alleges that these
respondents, which do not include National Conservative
Political Action Committee, violated certain provisions of
the Act by failing to register with, and report to, the
Commission; and, by including the names of candidates in
their names. Complainant also alleges, as an alternative,
that if the various respondents were not separate political
committees but were projects of National Conservative Political
Action Committee, then National Conservative Political
Action Committee violated certain provisions of the Act by
including the names of candidates in its name; and, by
failing to list the named respondents as connected organizations
in its Statement of Organization. National Conservative
Political Action Committee appreciates having this opportunity,
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(1), to demonstrate that no
action should be taken on the basis of the complaint and
that this matter should be dismissed.

National Conservative Political Action Committee
is a multicandidate political committee as defined in 2 U.S.C.
431(4)(A) and 2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(4), which has registered
with, and which reports to, the Commission as required by
the Act. As a committee which is not authorized by any
candidate, National Conservative Political Action Committee
does not include the name of any candidate in its name.
2 U.S.C. 432(e)(4).

As part of its programs and activities, National
Conservative Political Action Committee made independent
expenditures expressly advocating the defeat of clearly
identified candidates for nomination or election to the
United States Senate. Several of these independent expendi-
ture activities were administered as specific projects of
National Conservative Political Action Committee. None of
these projects had any separate identity under the law,
however, all contributions being collected, expended and
reported by National Conservative Political Action Committee.



Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.
Page Three
December 2, 1981

Each of the so-called respondents named in the
subject complaint, People for an Alternative to McGovern, If
Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But Church, Anybody but Culver,
Committee for Another Responsible Senator, If Cranston Wins
You Lose and Target 80, were independent expenditure programs
or projects administered by National Conservative Political
Action Committee in opposition to the election of certain
clearly identified Federal candidates. Those projects were
authorized and directed by the Chairman and the Treasurer of
National Conservative Political Action Committee, which
accounted for and reported all the programs' depositories,
receipts and expenditures as required by law. The fact that

a these were projects of N~ational Conservative Political Action
Committee was stated clearly on the various communications.
It will be noted, for example, that the communications
attached as exhibits to the complaint state that the activi-
ties were "a project of National Conservative Political

CV Action Committee" and that they were "not authorized by any
candidate." These sponsorship statements satisfy the require-
ments of 2 U.S.C. 441d(a)(3). See, also, AO 1980-145.

o The names of several of the projects included the
names of candidates. That was lawful for two reasons.
First, the projects were not political committees, but were

o programs administered by a political committee named National
Conservative Political Action Committee. As a result, there
was no violation of the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 432(e)(4).
Second, the names of the projects were used as, or constitute,
political slogans in communications published as independent
expenditures. As such, their use is accorded the highest
protection under the First Amendment to the Constitution as
interpreted by the United States Supreme Court. The Commission
has no statutory authority to limit or restrict the content
of political speech.

Finally, because the various projects were part
and parcel of National Conservative Political Action Committee
and had no separate identity, there was no need to register
them as connected organizations or affiliated committees on
the Statement of Organization of National Conservative
Political Action Committee.



**th A. Gross. Esq.

Decuosr 2, 1981

In conclusion, for the reasons stated, Commttee
for American Principles has failed to demonstrate that
National Conservative Political Action Committee may have
violated the Act. For that reason, the Commission should
find no reason to believe that a violation has been couitted
and should dismiss the complaint.

Sincer yours,

J.lt Acr i erg iCounsel to Natioftal Conservative
Political Action Committee
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Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.
7Associate General Counsel

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

Attention: Ms. Deborah Curry
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MEMRANDUH

TO: John T. Dolan

FROM: J. Curtis Berge

SUBJECT: Independent Expenditures

This memorandum is written in response to your
request for guidance on the method of organtz!in the inde-
pendent expenditure program known a' Target '80 and for a
summary of the law relative to independent expenditures made
in connection with a Federal election.

In general an independent expenditure is defined
as a disbursement for a communication made expressly to
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified
candidate which is not made with the cooperation or consent
of, or in consultation with or at the request or suggestion
of, any candidate or his agent or authorized committees. 11
C.F.R. 1109.1(a). We will proceed to describe the historical
precedent for this definition; examine the component par s
of the definition; describe the compliance procedures; atid,
summarize some of the relevant experiences with independent
expenditures.

Historical Precedent

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended in 1974, limited contributions by individuals to
$1,000 per election per candidate and to a total of $25,000
for a calendar year for any one individual. The Act also
limited the amount an individual could spend "relative to a
clearly identified candidate" to $1,000 per candidate, even
if there were no coordination between the expenditor and the
candidate, and such expenditures counted toward the $25,000
total that the expenditor could lawfully spend in the federal
election process during that calendar year.



4

Memorandum
Page Two
May 9, 1979

in Bcley vs. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), the
constitutionaity o each _of the above provisions, along
with many other provisions, was seriously contested, iad
several important provisions were declared unconstitutional
by the Supreme Court. In testing the validity of limitations
on contributions and expenditures, the Court held that
contributions are "conduct" while expenditures are "Pure
speech." Labeling contributions "conduct" does not mean
that there are no First Amendment considerations associated
with the regulation of campaign contributions. The Court
recognized that, "The Act's contributions and expenditure
limitations operate in an area of the most fundamental First
Amendment activities." Political contributions are conduct,
but they have a substantial communicative content. In
Buckle, the Court observed that conduct with communicativeo content may be regulated only if there is a sufficiently
important governmental interest in regulating the nonspeech
element that is unrelated to the suppression of free expression
and had an incidental restriction on alleged First Aednt
freedoms no greater than was essential to the furtherance of

CV that interest. The Court then applied that test to the
limitations on campaign contributions ($1,000 by an individual
to any one federal candidate for any one election, and

o $25,000 by any one individual in the federal process for one
calendar year) and upheld the limitation on the ground that
they furthered a compelling governmental interest in preventing

V the actuality or the appearance of fraudulent quid-pro-quo
arrangements between office-holders and large contributors.

On the other hand, Buckley went on to hold that
campaign expenditures (such ' h purchase of newspaper
advertisements or television spots or the printing and
distribution of campaign literature) are "pure speech,"
specifically rejecting the argument that the monetary element
is sufficient to make an expenditure conduct rather than
speech. Since an expenditure was held to be speech rather
than conduct, the "exacting scrutiny applicable to limitations
on core First Amendment rights of political expression" was
held to be applicable. The court did not make clear exactly
what test is to be applied as part of the "exacting scrutiny,"
but it struck down the limitations on expenditures made by
individuals not in coordination with candidates or their
committees.
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After Buckley, Congress attempted to reconstruct
as much restrictinonpolitical activity as possible. With
regard to independent expenditures and contributions, sec~tion
431(p) of Title 2 of the United States Code was enacted in
1976, as an amendment to the Federal Election Campaign Act.
That section contained the definition of independent expenditures
which is contained above.

Component Parts of the Definition

Independent expenditures may be made by "a person.
Under the regulations of the Federal Election Commission, a
person includes an individual, a group of persons and a
committee. Therefore, it is evident that the National Conserva-
tive Political Action Committee may make independent expendi-
tures. (Note: Labor organizations, corporations and national
banks are excluded from the definition and are not permitted
to make independent expenditures.)

The expenditure is one made "expressly to advocate"
the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate.
Expressly advocating means any communication containing a
message advocating election or defeat, including, but not
limited to, the name of the candidate, or expressions such
as "vote for," "elect," "1support," "cast your ballot for"
and "Smith for Congress" or "vote against," "defeat" or
"1reject." (Note should be made of the fact that the cost of
a direct mail program to raise funds for target '80 is, in
and of itself, an independent expenditure.)

The communication must be one which advocates the
election or defeat of a "clearly identified candidate."
This means that the name of the candidate appears, a photograph
or drawing of the candidate appears, or the identity of the
candidate is otherwise apparent by unambiguous reference.

The expenditure, to be independent, must be made
without "the cooperation or prior consent of, or in consultation
with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate or any
agent or authorized committee of the candidate." This means
that if there is an arrangement, coordination or direction
by the candidate or his agents prior to the publication of
the communication, the expenditure will not qualify as
being independent. In fact, the regulations create certain
presumptions that coordination has taken place. One is that
an expenditure will be presumed to be in coordination with a
candidate or his committee if it is made by or through any
person who is or has been authorized to raise or expend
funds for the candidate or his authorized committee; or who
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is or has been an officer of an authorized committee of tho
candidate; or who is or has been receiving any form ofrem'
imbursement or compensation from the candidate. the candid as
comittee or agent. The other is that an expenditure will.
be presumed to be in coordination with a candidate or,-his
comiitte If it is based on information about the candidat*' s
plans, projects or needs provided to the expending person by
the candidate or his agents with a view toward having the
expenditure made. As a result, one must be very careful to
avoid comunications with a candidate or his agents before
making an independent expenditure. One must also examine
his or her prior association, if any, with a candidate to
determine whether one of these presumptions is applicable.
In making the expenditure, it is also advisable to determine

a whether your suppliers are agents of a candidate, e.g. a
mail house which is doing the direct mail fundraising for a

loom candidate should not be used by a committee that wants to
make independent expenditures for that candidate; TV spots

'0 should not be written, filmed or produced by the same company
or person, etc. Any reference made to a candidate in this
paragraph would include a candidate who is an opponent of
the candidate you are attempting to defeat.

Another prohibition is that the expenditor may not
republish the candidate's authorized campaign material. If
money is used to finance the dissemination, distribution, or
republication, in whole or in part, of any broadcast or any

C111 written, graphic, or other form of campaign materials prepared
by the candidate, his campaign committees, or their authorized
agents, such expenditures shall not be deemed to be an inde-
pendent expenditure but rather shall be deemed to be a
contribution from the expenditor to the candidate, even if
the expenditor did not consult in any manner with the candi-
date or any authorized committee or agent of the candidate.

In the event that a person makes independent
expenditures in connection with a candidate, that person may
also make a contribution directly to that candidate, but
that contribution would be limited to the $1,000 ceiling per
election.

It has further been held that contributions to a
committee formed to make independent expenditures for only
one candidate are subject to the $1,000 limit that an individual
can contribute to a federal candidate in any one election.



Mesmorandum
Page Five
May 9, 1979

Compliance Procedures

A person spending more than $100 in a calendar
year on independent expenditures must report such expenditures
to the Federal Election Commission on a form designed for
this purpose. Such reports must be filed on the same dates
that reports by political committees are required to be
filed, and they must contain the same information that is
required in reports by political committees. In addition,
such reports must contain the name of the candidate about
whom the independent expenditures relate, and whether the
expenditures were in support of or in opposition to such
candidate. NCPAC would submit this information on Schedule
E with its FEC, Form 3 which is filed with the Commission.
In addition, any independent expenditure of more than $1,000
which is made after the fifteenth day, but more than 24
hours, before an election must be reported within 24 hours
of the making of such independent expenditure. All reports
of independent expenditures must state, under oath, that
such expenditures were not made in cooperation, consultation,
or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of, any
candidate or any authorized committee or agent of any candidate.

C111#Any communication financed as an independent
expenditure through any broadcasting station, newspaper,
magazine, outdoor advertising facility, direct mailing or
any other type of general public political advertising must
carry a special disclaimer. The disclaimer may take any of

N the following forms:

"Paid for by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate."

"Sponsored by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate."

"Furnished by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any

candidate.

In addition, if the communication solicits contributions,
one must include the additional statement: "A copy of our
report is filed with the Federal Election Commission and is
available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission,
Washington, D. C."
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As in the case of all disclaimers, the notice mot
appear on the face or front page of printed matter and at
the beginning or end of a broadcast or telecast.

Experiences in 1976

During the 1976 primary and general elections a
total of $454,128 in independent expenditures were reported
to the Federal Election Commission. Of that total, $267,686
(73%) was for presidential candidates, $52,752 (14) was for
House candidates, and $44,385 (13) was for Senate candidates.
Of the independent expenditures for presidential candidates,
$115,957 (43%) was for Reagan, $108,214 (42%) was for Ford
(primary and general), $24,212 (9%) was for Church, $17,091
(67.) was for Carter (primary and general), and $2,212 (17)
was for other candidates.

The highest-spending single independent expenditor
was Henry C. Grover of Houston, Texas, who spent $63,000 for
Ronald Reagan. On April 16, 1976, Mr. Grover paid $28,000
to the Drake Agency of Houston for newspaper advertisements
relating to the Texas primary (May 1, 1976); and on May 14,
1976, Mr. Grover paid the Drake Agency $35,000 for newspaper
advertisements for the Michigan primary (May 18, 1976).
Another large independent expenditor was Joseph Coors, who
spent $34,000, primarily for Ronald Reagan.

Some of the specific experiences provide guidance
in considering making independent expenditures. For example:

1. American Conservative Union/Conservative
Victory Fund - In September, 1976, the Federal Election
Commission initiated an investigation into the legality of
$150,000 of independent expenditures made for Reagan by the
American Conservative Union and the Conservative Victory
Fund. The FEC's interest was piqued by the fact that a
comparison of the reports filed by the ACU and CVF and
Reagan's own authorized campaign committee indicated that
several ACU staff members worked for the Reagan committee at
the same time the ACU was making its independent expenditures
on behalf of Reagan. On December 1, 1977, the Commission
voted to close the investigation.

2. Peter Secchia - Peter Secchia was fined for
making illegal expenditures on behalf of Gerald Ford, which
the Commission found were not independent. Until May 10,
1976, Secchia worked as a fund-raiser and campaigner for the
President Ford Committee, leading groups of volunteers into
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Florida and Wisconsin to work for Ford. Some of his .xp=es*
were paid for and coordinated with the President Ford. Camttee.
On May 10 Secchia resigned from the President Ford 7atta.
and on on the very next day he spent $1,752 for nevspaperv
advertisements supporting Ford. On June 1, Secchia- 11oiii-
and became chairman of the "Friends of the First Family
Committee" and registered the committee with the Commission.
The committee spent an additional $20,962 on President
Ford's behalf.

3. Loren A. Wittner - The Commission held that
persons who attend private parties, where a presidential
candidate's staff discuss campaign plans and projects, may
be precluded from making independent expenditures.

4. Ralph H. Goettler -It was decided that where
a commercial vendor acquires a special relationship with a
candidate, as a result of prior employment of one of the
vendor's employees by the candidate, the vendor may be
precluded from contracting to make independent expenditures.

CV5. Barnett Cooperman - Mr. Cooperman, in the
N process of preparing a campaign brochure for a candidate,

got in touch with an agent of the candidate for some material.
It was held that, from the point of that communication

o forward, the expenditures were no longer independent.

6. William E. Casselman - Mr. Casselman was
prohibited from making independent expenditures for Ford in
the general election because he was a volunteer for Ford
during the primary campaign.

The consequence of a ruling that an expenditure
was not independent is that the expenditure would be an in-
kind contribution to the candidate. As a result, it would
be subject to the statutory contribution limitations or, in
the case of a general election for President where the
candidate has accepted public funds, illegal.

Conclusion

Because of the complexity of the law relative to
independent expenditures, it is suggested that we establish
a close working relationship in developing and implementing
any program which involves such expenditures. Based upon
our preliminary understanding of the project being contemplated,
we suggest the following:



1. The Target '80 program should be administered
by NCPAC. Any specific aspect of the program in
opposition to an identified candidate could be
described as a "project" of NCPAC. (Separate
comnittees should not be established in each
state.)

2. If an individual from each state is selected
to assist with a particular aspect of the project,
he might be described as a project director," but
not as a "chairman".

3. Any project coordinator must be made familiar
with the law and, particularly, must not be
associated with any candidate who is or may be the
opponent of your target candidate. The project
coordinator must also be made aware of the fact
that he or she may not communicate with any candi-
date (or agent of a candidate) who is or may be the
opponent of your target candidate.



IF CULVER WIN S

Paid for and authorized by the "Anyone But Culver "Project of the National Conservative Political Action Committee.
C A copy of our report is filed with and is available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C.
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NAME OF COVNSEL: /AlA ,Xa r113 F/Mt
ADDRESS:' / 2?.S /.1fAVC -S ,,li/LI) /41-

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and

other communications from the Commission and to act on my

behalf before the Commission) or4*( -'Q t.

Signature

NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

DAe. CDate
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General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K St. NW
Washington. D.C. 20463 November 2, 1981

Dear Sirs:

Before The Federal Election Commission

In The Matter Of: ))
-People For An Alternative To )
-covarn )

-If Bayh Wins You Lose )
-Anybody But Church )

N -Anybody But Culver ) MUR No..__
-Committee For Another Responsible)
Senator )
-If Cranston Wins You Lose )
-Target 80 )

COM1PLAINT

1. During the 1980 General Flection the above-named

Respondents distributed campaign literature, ran radio advertise-

ments and solicited contributions expressly advocating the defeat

of clearly identified candidates for the United States Senate.

Copies of campaign literature and transcriptE of radio advertize-

ments are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

2. The Federal Election Commission's regulations define

the term political committee' to mean "...any committee, club,

association, or other group of persons which receives contributions

aggregating in excess of $1000 or which makes expenditures aggregating

in excess of $1000 during a calendar year..." Political committees

are required by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, to file registration statements and periodic reports with

A C'u|V. Sow . ,t sI, J I , ,h jVj ,J % .a J t pv r ;urchase fn the F,.dtual Ek-cmon Commttee. Wasihinton. DC
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the Commission. (2 USC See. 433, 434; 11 CFR Parts 102, 104)0

3. On information and belief, based on Complainant's

knowledge of the cost of such activities, Complainant alleges
that the above-named Respondents made expenditures in excess of
$1000 during a calendar year. Attached as part of Exhibit A is

a budget that reveals overall planned expenditures for both the

attached mailings as well as the radio advertisements.

4. The above-named Respondents are thus political committees.

They have violated the Act and the Commission's regulations by not

filing registration statements or reports.

5. The Commission's regulations provide that "any political

tcommittee which is not an authorized committee shall not include

P the name of any candidate in its name." (11 CFR Sec. 102.14(a)).
N 6. Most of the above-named Respondents violated 11 CFR

Sec. 102 .14(a) by including the name of the candidate in its name.

7. In the event the Commission concludes that the above-
~ named Respondents are not separate political committees because

, they are "projects of a political committee (National Conservative
SPolitical Action Com-mittee "NCPAC"), then NCPAC violated 11 CFR

Sec. 102 .14(a) by including the names of candidates in the names

it used to communicate with the public.

8. The Commission's regulations define the term "connected

organization" to mean "any organization which is not a political

co,vittee but which directly or indirectly establishes, administers,

or financially supports a political committee." (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)).

Commission regulations allow that a "connected organization may be

a corporation (including a corporation without capital stock), a

labor organization, a membership organization, a cooperative or a trade
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association.." (11 CPR Sec. 100.6(a)) but does not require that a
connected organization" be any of the above. Complainant notes

that the above-named Respondents are not considered "affiliated

organizations" either in the statements of the parent organization,

NCPAC.

9. If the Commission concludes that the above named

Respondents are not political committees (either because they in

fact did not receive contributions or make expenditures in excess

of $1000 or because they are "projects" of NCPAC), then they are
"connected organizations" with NCPAC because they administered
NCPAC's activities in opposition to Senators McGovern, Bayh, Church,

Culver and Cranston and financially supported NCPAC by sol1c6tinfe

funds on its behalf. Complainant notes material in Exhibit A that

ijaCludes reI-,, EnO,7lopeS to "projlca" ht we-re used -hcn ,i f~z

the funds were deposited by NCPAC.

10. If the above-named Respondents are "connected organiza-

tions" with NCPAC, then NCPAC violated 11 CFR Sec. 102.2 by not
C-01

identifying them on its registration statement.

Wherefo~re, I hereby request that the Commission

initiate a compliance matter on this Complaint pursuant to 2 USC

Sec. 4 37g and 11 CFR Part III.

Respectfully submitted,

COM.IITTEE FOR AM.ERICAN PRINCIPLES

By:
Robert Blaemire

Date President



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIlINTON, D C. 2046.1

CERTIFIED M4AIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
Anybody But Culver November 9, 1981
342 S.E. Broad Street
Des Moines, Iowa 50315

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that your Committee may have violated certain sections

%0 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

Wthis complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
1399. 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 your Committeeoin 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.

C%? Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

an Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12)(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 notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.



If you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For yourinformation, we have attached a brief description of the Com-mission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele,
General Counsel-

By Kenneth A. Gr s
Associate General Counsel

0

qC.

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Council Statement



In The tter afre. i.

-People For AD Alteratve To
He4Gover

-If Bayh MinI You Loie
-AnYbodY But Church-Anybody But Culver o HUR No, 13"
-Commttee For Anotber Responsible)

-If i iiton Va&. You Lose.*Tar ge t SoI

MON 0 Maass8 OWNT

Comes now of Putnan, a amber of the Iow Ba, adltted to V" s law

in the United MLates Diriso Court. at 1I j .& aut, Dos eianes, lame and I, al
04 Dlstriet Courts of l eas stee 1931, herein appears as attoney for uaa Lepcto,

who 8 a etiten of the United states and State of Iowa. residing at 34h 8.2.

Cl Broad Street@ Des oines, Iowa 50315. The undersiged sounsel wespeefully moes

the Commission in its Judilal capseLty to dismiss the parpeted o t spnet

"Anybody But Culver" named as Respeodent in the above matter.

I. The purported Complaiant has not hown or alleged that it Is a rea

party in interest with standing to bring a complaint against any legal entity or

person for the criminal asets alleged.

II. The alleged Respondent "Anybody But Culver" is a slogen, not a legal

entity. It eannot be oonvieted, fined, or ispriioned for any violation of any

section of the Federal zleetion ampaign Aet of 1971, as amended, ow Chapters 95

and 96 of Title 26 U.S. Code. Neither an "Anybody But Culver" deemstrate in

writing anything, and a Judgment against it, riminal or eivil, is an imposibility.
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U ,* Dubm LOPsA is a person * is mbjet to the laws of theadt",,94*0
*iethei styl wr oiminals but she Mes not been adis4 a 0epondet atise matter mOWn

otemii FPaGver bg with any onus shtve IW & a semplato

V. Crieds for violation of the Aet mom shAr ge agont tVW u6 "A

But C ver" V Sol.. e S , nfersau earsned taid sm aeS~ lesm

sporto who lives at that address Without sakin" her a eondn. Ree " Ia

thereby subjeets hor to sanctions and penal -------es of the Fodera 3 l

Campign Act f 1971 as amended, without speadefsally eAg her AUt h the 0ase.

if the Cowalanat has resoted to m& tad deeto prastied spa the

Commiasion, as wll as Mrs. LepoetO, because they seek to evade terelby the ]pt.
Nlb ot Nection 2 of Article III of the Constitution of the United t .ates. -them,

S Couplala t is in contempt of this Commision and the matter should be imissed

~, for that reas alono.

V. That the Con t has a onceAed prpose in not inoorpOWrtla Dma

L oport. among the Respondents In confirmed by p a ph 7 of Its CoWat, esb.

Complaisant asserts, that NOPAC violated 11 ORI See. 102.3i.4(&)o they ezlidNUAC

from the Respondents' lists while In paragraph 6 preceding od C plainnt aseus

that "Most of the above-named Respondents violated the saMe 11 CPR Se. i02.3h(&).,

~ Nevertheless the list of Respondents Is minus Donna Leporte and the NOPAC.

VI. The Affidavit of Donna Leporte Is hereto th in support of this

Motion To Dismiss to demonstrate and to sonfirm, by hitsthat Compwlainant, had

knowledge in advane that its Paragraph 3 M so asertalY faee that It better

hedgeEM -a it etb1 atcpating in? the event that the Commission,

would conclude that the abovo-named Relpondents are not a poitical

committees because they ae proJe ts of a political g&oHon(l Cmseratve

Political Action Comittee "NCPAC"). .oa

-OYDes Moines Buildi n
]es, Moines# Iowa 50309
Attossey for Dona IaOfte
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Stt of lows
Oounty of Polk

The un drdnod,, Dona IaPOrte being first duly a0o. 40poes md sats,
I. I live at 342 8.. Brad Street, De* nmibo, IowaI mh has bo .

residmee for years before, during, and snee MY aetivities for NOPAC.

2. Lomg before serving NCPAC, I had actively obtafed and circulated
quantities of printed material exposing the voting record of Seator disk Olek.

Its effectiveness quiokly apprdand more of moh material us obtained by

0 friends of Mne and circulated by them.

3V 3. Because of mob experience of the effectivenes of elating the voting
roeord of msob as Dick cark, I ws oharmed *en Mr. John T. Dole otaoted pe to

Tr help NPAC do the samo thing to oust Culve by prompt and wideilati f his
record under the banner of "Anyone But Culver" at the expese of tWaO.

. That banner "Anyone But Culver" In not a orpation, gop, e, or

a Persn - It is a slogan, a cal to arms, like "Make The World Safe !r a . .
I distributed In large quantities the voting recod of Culve with a mmne to

V lactien that the public understood, "Anyone But Culvert. That is hy it Me

created and adopted as the name of the Iowa project of the National Cea tve

Political Action Committee whose orders I obeyed. I bad a title that I "lda
used of "project director". One time r used it vas whon on orier fre NcpAC,

I arrangd for a P.O. Box 5263, Des Molnes, Iowa 50306. to hich it esMld sail
pre-addressed, far me to gather up and diai ate quickly, from time to time.

5. I had enough previous experience in cotlines of expense ad in losing
tim keeping records, to prompt e at the onset to express t& X'. I= M



m~itrn~ a) ImMnmt atiance am00ey In aMY sOUt, (b) zvm
, Uci t mwy or Mniie woNPAo memy In any aomt. (a) I MUM not keep my
aeeetmts of money fow rPuts to either the ftate of Io's Comidson or to the

dral 00"01100~ or to the NOAC (d) so I 'mated written prof that nMe at
that was MY Vepernesbilty. R. Dolan responded that he 'mated It that mry hM if.
and that he would sende a cop of a letter on the federal laws from WWA
lUwOye. He did so. and 1 gave it to MY lawyer for rfereneo and safe-keeping.

It is now naked xhibit 1 and attached.
+ +6. NCPAo did what the letter required them to do thenelves which lnCludW

(a) tellin e hat they manted bo to do* (b) with the title of "project director"
O which I 00ldon used unless ased because I relled on direction. from them.

.CI bxhibit 8is a copy of a newspaper ad which Is attached and shows NCPAC followed

their lawgg advice in bibit 1. 1 refer to the bottom lines on Uxhibit 2
"AMOne But Culver Comttee, P.O. Box 5263, Des Moines, Iowa 50306". "Paid for
by Anyne But Culver Comttee" "A project of the National Conservative Political

Action Committee not authorised by any candidate... A copy of our report Is on
file ad'avalable for chse frm the lederal ileotion Comamssion. has@ng

C.+ D.C.

7. Another example of what I distributed In quantlty Was bumper stickers they
sent Eo. xh bit 3 is one of them which Is identical with all of them, and says,
'Paid for and authorized by the 'Anyone But Culver' project of the National Con-
servative Political Action Commttoe." "A copy of our Report is filed with and
is &valable for purchase from the Federal Ilection Commissions Wshington, D.C."

8. MY Statment of Designation Of Counsel is attached.

Donna Lejgte
Subscribed and sworn to by Donna Leporte to me personally bnows, at

Des Moines, Iow, this *- daY of Novembers 1981.

Noaryp OmJ1- nand Fort tth e c I o wa-
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NEMARDUM

TO: John T. Dolan

FROM: J. Curtis Herge

SUBJECT: Independent Expenditures

This memorandum is written in response to your
request for guidance on the method of organizing the inde-

* pendent expenditure program known as Target '80 and for a
summary of the law relative to independent expenditures made
in connection with a Federal election.

CV In general an independent expenditure is defined
as a disbursement for a communication made expressly to
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified

O candidate which is not made with the cooperation or consent
of, or in consultation with or at the request or suggestion

Nr of, any candidate or his agent or authorized committees. 11
C.F.R. §109.1(a). We will proceed to describe the historical ..
precedent for this definition; examine the component parts

Nq of the definition; describe the compliance procedures; arid,
summarize some of the relevant experiences with independent
expenditures.

Historical Precedent

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended in 1974, limited contributions by individuals to
$1,000 per election per candidate and to a total of $25,000
for a calendar year for any one individual. The Act also
limited the amount an individual could spend "relative to a
clearly identified candidate" to $1,000 per candidate, even
if there were no coordination between the expenditor and the
candidate, and such expenditures counted toward the $25,000
total that the expenditor could lawfully spend in the federal
election process during that calendar year.
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In Buckley vs. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), the
constitutionalityof each-Wofthe above provisions, alongwith many other provisions, was seriously contested, an!several important provisions were declared unconstitutional
by the Supreme Court. In testing the validity of limitations
on contributions and expenditures, the Court held that
contributions are "conduct" while expenditures are "pure
speech." Labeling contributions "conduct" does not mean
that there are no First Amendment considerations associated
with the regulation of campaign contributions. The Courtrecognized that, "The Act's contributions and expenditure
limitations operate in an area of the most fundamental FirstAmendment activities." Political contributions are conduct,
but they have a substantial communicative content. In
Buckley, the Court observed that conduct with communicative
content may be regulated only if there is a sufficiently
important governmental interest in regulating the nonspeech
element that is unrelated to the suppression of free expression
and had an incidental restriction on alleged First Amendmentfreedoms no greater than was essential to the furtherance of
that interest. The Court then applied that test to thelimitations on campaign contributions ($1,000 by an individual
to any one federal candidate for any one election, and
$25,000 by any one individual in the federal process for onecalendar year) and upheld the limitation on the ground thatthey furthered a compelling governmental interest in preventing
the actuality or the appearance of fraudulent quid-pro-quo

earrangements between office-holders and large contributors.

On the other hand, Buckley went on to hold that
campaign expenditures (such as the purchase of newspaper
advertisements or television spots or the printing anddistribution of campaign literature) are "pure speech,"
specifically rejecting the argument that the monetary element
is sufficient to make an expenditure conduct rather than
speech. Since an expenditure was held to be speech rather
than conduct, the "exacting scrutiny applicable to limitations
on core First Amendment rights of political expression" washeld to be applicable. The court did not make clear exactly
what test is to be applied as part of the "exacting scrutiny,"
but it struck down the limitations on expenditures made byindividuals not in coordination with candidates or their
com.ittees.
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After Buckley, Congress attempted to reconstruct
as much restriction on political activity as possible. With
regard to independent expenditures and contributions, section
431(p) of Title 2 of the United States Code was enacted in
1976, as an amendment to the Federal Election Campaign Act.
That section contained the definition of independent expenditures
which is contained above.

Component Parts of the Definition

Independent expenditures may be made by "a person."
Under the regulations of the Federal Election Commission, a
person includes an individual, a group of persons and a
committee. Therefore, it is evident that the National Conserva-
tive Political Action Committee may make independent expendi-
tures. (Note: Labor organizations, corporations and nationalN banks are excluded from the definition and are not permitted
to make independent expenditures.)

The expenditure is one made "expressly to advocate"
the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate.
Expressly advocating means any communication containing a

C% message advocating election or defeat, including, but not
limited to, the name of the candidate, or expressions such
as "vote for," "elect," "support," "cast your ballot for"
and "Smith for Congress' or "vote against," "defeat" or0 "reject." (Note should be made of the fact that the cost of
a direct mail program to raise funds for target '80 is, in
and of itself, an independent expenditure.)

The communication must be one which advocates the
V election or defeat of a "clearly identified candidate."

This means that the name of the candidate appears, a photograph
or drawing of the candidate appears, or the identity of the
candidate is otherwise apparent by unambiguous reference.

The expenditure, to be independent, must be made
without "the cooperation or prior consent of, or in consultation
with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate or any
agent or authorized comittee of the candidate." This means
that if there is any arrangement, coordination or direction
by the candidate or his agents prior to the publication of
the communication, the expenditure will not qualify as
being independent. In fact, the regulations create certain
presumptions that coordination has taken place. One is that
an expenditure will be presumed to be in coordination with a
candidate or his comm.ittee if it is made by or through any
person who is or has been authorized to raise or expend
funds for the candidate or his authorized committee; or who
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is or has been an officer of an authorized committee of the
candidate; or who is or has been receiving any form of re-*'
imbursement or compensation from the candidate, the candidate's
committee or agent. The other is that an expenditure will
be peumd to be in coordination with a candidate or his
committee If it is based on information about the candidate's
plans, projects or needs provided to the expending person by
the candidate or his agents with a view toward having the
expenditure made. As a result, one must be very careful to
avoid communications with a candidate or his agents before
making an independent expenditure. One must also examine
his or her prior association, if any, with a candidate to
determine whether one of these presumptions is applicable.
In making the expenditure, it is also advisable to determine
whether your suppliers are agents of a candidate, e.g. a
mail house which is doing the direct mail fundraising for a
candidate should not be used by a committee that wants to
make independent expenditures for that candidate; TV spots
should not be written, filmed or produced by the same company
or person, etc. Any reference made to a candidate in this
paragraph would include a candidate who is an opponent of

C" the candidate you are attempting to defeat.

Another prohibition is that the expenditor may not

C republish the candidate's authorized campaign material. If
money is used to finance the dissemination, distribution, or

1W republication, in whole or in part, of any broadcast or any
written, graphic, or other form of campaign materials prepared

to! by the candidate, his campaign committees, or their authorized
C1111agents, such expenditures shall not be deemed to be an inde-

pendent expenditure but rather shall be deemed to be a
Cr_ contribution from the expenditor to the candidate, even if

the expenditor did not consult in any manner with the candi-
date or any authorized committee or agent of the candidate.

In the event that a person makes independent
expenditures in connection with a candidate, that person may
also make a contribution directly to that candidate, but
that contribution would be limited to the $1,000 ceiling per
election.

It has further been held that contributions to a
cormmittee formed to mal-ce independent expenditures for only
one candidate are subject to the $1,000 limit that an individual
can contribute to a federal candidate in any one election.



eM morandum
W!Page Five

May 9, 1979

Compliance Procedures

A person spending more than $100 in a calendar
year on independent expenditures must report such expenditures
to the Federal Election Commission on a form designed for
this purpose. Such reports must be filed on the same dates
that reports by political committees are required to be
filed, and they must contain the same information that is
required in reports by political committees. In addition,
such reports must contain the name of the candidate about
whom the independent expenditures relate, and whether the
expenditures were in support of or in opposition to such
candidate. NCPAC would submit this information on Schedule
E with its FEC Form 3 which is filed with the Commission.
In addition, any independent expenditure of more than $1,000
which is made after the fifteenth day, but more than 24
hours, before an election must be reported within 24 hours
of the making of such independent expenditure. All reports
of independent expenditures must state, under oath, that
such expenditures were not made in cooperation, consultation,
or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of, any
candidate or any authorized committee or agent of any candidate.

SAny communication financed as an independent
expenditure through any broadcasting station, newspaper,

Wmagazine, outdoor advertising facility, direct mailing or
any other type of general public political advertising must

!carry a special disclaimer. The disclaimer may take any of
Mthe following forms:

c "Paid for by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate."

"Sponsored by National Conservative Political
Action Committee and not authorized by any
candidate."

"Furnished by National Conservative Political
Action Co-Tmmittee and not authorized by any
candidate."

In addition, if the conmunication solicits contributions,
one must include the additional statement: "A copy of our
report is filed with the Federal Election Commission and is
available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission,
Washington, D. C."
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As in the case of all disclaimers, the notice must
appear on the face or front page of printed matter and at
the beginning or end of a broadcast or telecast.

Experiences in 1976

During the 1976 primary and general elections a
total of $454,128 in independent expenditures were reported
to the Federal Election Commission. Of that total, $267,686
(737.) was for presidential candidates, $52,752 (147.) was for
House candidates, and $44,385 (137.) was for Senate candidates.
Of the independent expenditures for presidential candidates,
$115,957 (437.) was for Reagan, $108,214 (427.) was for Ford
(primary and general), $24,212 (97.) was for Church, $17,091
(6%) was for Carter (primary and general), and $2,212 (17)

Ifl was for other candidates.

The highest-spending single independent expenditor
was Henry C. Grover of Houston, Texas, who spent $63,000 for
Ronald Reagan. On April 16, 1976, Mr. Grover paid $28,000
to the Drake Agency of Houston for newspaper advertisements
relating to the Texas primary (May 1, 1976); and on May 14,
1976, Mr. Grover paid the Drake Agency $35,000 for newspaper
advertisements for the Michigan primary (May 18, 1976).
Another large independent expenditor was Joseph Coors, who

ospent $34,000, primarily for Ronald Reagan.

Some of the specific experiences provide guidance
in considering making independent expenditures. For example:

1. American Conservative Union/Conservative
Victory Fund - In September, 1976, the Federal Election
Commission initiated an investigation into the legality of
$150,000 of independent expenditures made for Reagan by the
American Conservative Union and the Conservative Victory
Fund. The FEC's interest was piqued by the fact that a
comparison of the reports filed by the ACU and CVF and
Reagan's o .;n authorized campaign committee indicated that
several ACU staff members worked for the Reagan committee at
the same time the ACU was making its independent expenditures
on behalf of Reagan. On December 1, 1977, the Commission
voted to close the investigation.

2. Peter Secchia - Peter Secchia was fined for
making illegal expenditures on behalf of Gerald Ford, which
the Connission found were not independent. Until May 10,
1976, Secchia workcd as a fund-raiser and campaigner for the
President Ford Corittee, leading groups of volunteers into
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Florida and Wisconsin to work for Ford. Some of his *2).tswere paid for and coordinated with the President Ford Committee,On May 10 Secchia resigned from the President Ford Committee,and on on the very next day he spent $1,752 for newspaperadvertisements supporting Ford. On June 1, Secchia formdand became chairman of the "Friends of the First FamilyCommittee" and registered the committee with the Commission.The committee spent an additional $20,962 on PresidentFord's behalf.

3. Loren A. Wittner - The Commission held thatpersons who attend private parties, where a presidentialcandidate's staff discuss campaign plans and projects, maybe precluded from making independent expenditures.

4. Ralph H. Goettler - It was decided that wherea commercial vendor acquires a special relationship with acandidate, as a result of prior employment of one of thevendor's employees by the candidate, the vendor may beprecluded from contracting to make independent expenditures.

5. Barnett Cooperman - Mr. Cooperman, in theprocess of preparing a campaign-brochure for a candidate,got in touch with an agent of the candidate for some material.It was held that, from the point of that communicationforward, the expenditures were no longer independent.

6. William E. Casselman - Mr. Casselman wasprohibited from making independent expenditures for Ford inthe general election because he was a volunteer for Fordduring the primary campaign.

The consequence of a ruling that an expenditurewas not independent is that the expenditure would be an in-.kind contribution to the candidate. As a result, it wouldbe subject to the statutory contribution limitations or, inthe case of a general election for President where thecandidate has accepted public funds, illegal.

Conclusion

Because of the complexity of the law relative toindependent expenditures, it is suggested that we establisha close working relationship in developing and implementingany program which involves such expenditures. Based uponour preliminary understanding of the project being contemplated,we suggest the following:
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1. The Target '80 program should be administered
by NCPAC. Any specific aspect of the progran in
opposition to an identified candidate could be
described as a "project" of NCPAC. (Separate
committees should not be established in each
state.)

2. If an individual from each state is selected
to assist with a particular aspect of the project,
he might be described as a "project director,' but
not as a "chairman".

3. Any project coordinator must be made familiar
with the law and, particularly, must not be

Nassociated with any candidate who is or may be the
opponent of your target candidate. The project
coordinator must also be made aware of the fact
that he or she may not communicate with any candi-
date (or agent of a candidate) who is or may be the
opponent of your target candidate.

0
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATIOI OF COUNSEL

NAEOF COUNSEL: /1A ,X a /3 A TV
ADDRESS:9 /24llS /. fCS /3/I/LO//I9

TELEH3 k'k4$. AfO N4ES', t WA .57d:34) 9

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and
other communications from the Commission and to act on my
behalf before the Commission) orut q.

Date-
Signature

NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

C
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V. That the Complainant has a coneeied purpose in not incorporatIng Demma
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0 Complainant asserts that NCPAC violated 11 CPR Se. 102.14(a), they ezlued N1AC

from the Respondents' lists vhile in p ph 6 pr eeding Coplanant asrt

that "ost of the above-named Respondents violated the sae 11 CPR Sew 102.24(a)."

Nevertheless the list of Respondents is minus Donna Leporte and the NOPAC.

V1. The Affidavit of Donna Leporte Is hereto attashed In support of this
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knowledge in advane that its Paragraph 3 ws, so cetainly false that It better
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would conclud, that the above-named RoSodents are not soparto olitieal,
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940 Dedis Moines 13'uilding
Des oines Iowa 5030
Attofey for Donna Lporte
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frens of lne and theeted tem.
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A. That banner "Anyone But Culver" Is net a eorporatiei, group, bsloss, or

a perm . It is a slogan, a cal to arms, like "Make The Vorld afe Fer um a .

C I dltributed in l"a ge quantities the voting record of Culver with a mnens to

actie that the public understood, "Anyone But Culver". That In why It ms

-eeated and adopted as the name of the Iowa project of the National Conasrvative

Political Action Committee wos orders I obeyed. I had a title that I seldom

used of "project director". One time I used it was vhen, on order free NOPAC,

I arranged for a P.O. Box 5263, Des Moines, Iowa 50306, to which it eeuld mail

pro-addressed, for me to gather up and disad'ate quiekly, from time to tme.

5. I had enough previous experience in costliness of expense and in loaow

tine keeping records, to prompt me at the oeset to express to Mr. Dolan my
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rdtims, (a) I wuald net a*vme ay wmvy In amy ammto (b) I mNM et
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seouats of aney for reports to eltm the Mtato of leus's Comelssi or to the

Federal, Ooiissim or to the NVA09 (6) so I mated wittem prost that sne of

that us, my respesibility. Mr. Delan - p-d that be mated It that my Wmaf

and that he muld san ae oaopW of a letter an the federal law fro NWAG *a

lawyers. He did met and I gave it to my lawyer for eferemeo and safe-keepang.

It is now marked xhbtl 1 and attached.

6. WCPAC dd what the letter required then to do themselves whioh laluqed

() te"I so what they wmated m to dot (b) with the title of oprOjest i "

whih seldom used .1ne aoked. because I reled an difeotions from themp

Exhiblt 2 Is a oopy of a newspaper ad whiab is atta ed and shwr CPAC followed

their lavwrs advie in zhibit 1. I refo to the botto lines an bzhlblt A

"Anyone But Culver Coamittee. P.O. Box 5263# Des loines, Iowa 50306", "Paid for

by Anyoue But Culver Coamittee" "A project of the National Conservative Poileal

C Action Conadttee not authorized by any candidate." A oopy of our report is cd
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D.C.

7. Another example of what I distributed in quantity ms bmpqer stiekws they
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"Paid for and authorised by the 'Anyone But Culver' project of the National Con-
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1 available for purchase from the Federal Election Comissiono Vashington, D.C.

8. My Statement of Designation Of Counsel 1 attached.

Subscribed and sworn to by Donna Lepotee to se persnally known at

Des Moines* lows, this day of Noveber. 1981.

o ary in an For t State of owa
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Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

ATTENTION: Ms. Deborah Curry

Re: HUR 1399

Dear Mlr. Gross:

This letter is written with reference to your
letter to 11r. John T. Dolan, Chairman of National Con-
servative Political Action Committee, dated November 9,

cl 1981, regarding the complaint of Committee for American
Principles which has been designated HUR 1399. Enclosed

V herewith is the statement of National Conservative Political
Action Committee, designating the undersigned as its counsel

CM- in this matter.

%Jf The subject complaint was first brought to my
•attention on November 17, 1981. My schedule requires

me to be away from the office on November 19, 1981, and during
the period from and including November 24 through November 29,
1981. Accordingly, I request an extension to Friday,
December 4, 1981, within which to respond to the complaint
on behalf of my client./

Sincere

LICrJ. Ca.r e.

sut[ rg



STATEN OF DESIGNATIOI OF ,COUNL

NAME OF COUNSEL: J. Curtis Herge-, Esq.

ADDRESS:- SE H & ZE, P.C.
8300 Greensboro Drive, Suite 1100

TELEPHONE: McLean, Virginia 22102

821-1000

Re: MUR 1399

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and

other communications from the Commission and to act on my

behalf before the Commission.

r'.

National Conservative Political
Action Committee

Date I Signatffre As n raue

NAME: National Conservative Political
Action Committee

ADDRESS: 1500 Wilson Boulevard
Arlington, Virginia 22209

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE: 522-2800
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Kenneth A. Gross, Esq.Associate General CounselFederal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1 WASHINGTON. D.C. 2043

S RECEIPT/' REQUESTED

If Cranston WinsYou Lose November 9, 1981
P.O. Box 25969
Los Angeles, California 90025

Re: MUR 1399

01- Dear Sir:

WThis letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which

C alleges that your Committee may have violated certain sections
V.P 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
C this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter UR

1399. 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 your Committee

Vin connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is

C 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 matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

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 notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.
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if you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com-
mission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene Counsel

By Kerneithe GGra ooue
Associate General Counsel

U,

~1.

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20*3

CERTIFIED MAIL
RET-RN RECEI REQUESTED
Anybody But Culver November 9, 1981
342 S.E. Broad Street
Des Moines, Iowa 50315

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that your Committee 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
this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
1399. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
0in writing, that no action should be taken against your Committee

in connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
qwithin 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 matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

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 notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.



It you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com-
mission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

By Kenneth A. Grats '
Associate General Counsel

01 Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Council Statement

Nv



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 20463

am= eCEREQUESTED

Mr. John T. Dolan
Committee For Another Responsible Senator November 9, 1981
P.O. Box 1173
Waterloo, Iowa 50704

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Dolan:

This letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that your Committee may have violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (Othe
Act*) or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26# U.S. Code. A copy of
this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MR
1399. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,,
o in writing, that no action should be taken against your Committee

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

C based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
Mbelieve are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12)(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 notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.
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it you have any questions, please contact Deborah Cury,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com-
miss&on's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Genera Counsel /

By Kenneth . Gr
Associate Gener Counsel

Enclosure

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

Iq.
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FEDERAL 'ELECTION COMMISSION
WAStUNCON. D.C. 2003

,November 9, 1981

If sayh Wins, You Lose
P.O. 'Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 47903

Re: RUR 1399

Dear Sir:

This letter is to notify you that on NOvember 2, 1981the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
0 alleges that you may have violated certain sections of theFederal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as mended ("the Act")

or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code. A copy of this
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter
MUR 1399. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

o Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against you in.
connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted

owithin 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response isr eelved 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, statement should be submitted
under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) and 5 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 comunications from the
Commissions



~fyou liave any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
inftumation, we have attached a brief description of the Cm-
mission's procedure -for hand ling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles W. Steele
Gene A unsel

By Kenneth-. Gross'
Associate General Counsel

Cw

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINCTON. D.C. 204"3

A Nov r 9, 1981

People for An Alternative to McGovern
1500 Wilson Blyd., Suite 513
Arlington, VA 22209

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

th This letter is to notify you that on November2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated certain sections of the

W Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (6the Act*)
or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code. A copy of this
complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter
MUR 1399. Please refer to this number in all future
correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
in writing, that no action should be taken against you in
connection with this matter. Your response must be submittedwithin 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Comission may take further
action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which youbelieve are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statement should be submitted
under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) and 5 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 comunications from the
Commission.



if you" ifie any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. or you=
information, we have attached a brief description of the CoM-
mission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene unsel

By Remnet. Gros
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL: ELECTIONCOMMISSION
WASINCTON. D.C. 203

CERTIFIED HAIL
RTURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Anybody But Church November 9, 1981
ABC Project
Box 1551
Boise, Idaho 83707

Re: MUR 1399

p Dear Sir:

UI This letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which

'O alleges that your Committee 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

(%f this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter HUR
1399. 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 your Committee
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 matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

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 notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.



If you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com-
mission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene -1 uncil

By Kenneth-. Gros
Associate General Counsel

0

0

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Council Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20*3

ClR'LIFIED NAILETURN ECEPT.REOUESTED

Mr. John T. Dolan Novenber 9, 1981
National Conservative Political Action Committee
1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 513
Arlington, Virginia 22209

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Mr. Dolan:

q0 This letter is to notify you that on November 2,1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that your Committee 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

(o this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
1399. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate,
0in writing, that no action should be taken against your Committee

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 matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

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 notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.



0

If you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com-
mission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

M

Enclosures RMu

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Council Statement

'MM .



FEDERAL ELECTION, COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 263

XRW RECIPT REQUESTED

Target 80 November 9, 1981
P.O. Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 47902

Re: MUR 1399

Dear Sir:

0This letter is to notify you that on November 2, 1981
the Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that your Committee may have violated certain sections
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the

VAct") or Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code. A copy of

t4 this complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR
1399 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 your Committee
in connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is

C received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action

N4 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 matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(B) and S 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

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 notifica-
tions and other communications from the Commission.



If you have any questions, please contact Deborah Curry,
the attorney assigned to this matter at 202-523-4529. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the Com-
mission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Genera-I Counsel

IT By /Renne
Associate Gen ral Counsel

o

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation



MURI_________

DATE- t

PLEASE PROVIDE THE NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF ALL RESPONDENTS

WHICH ARE TO BE SENT A COPY OF THE COMPLAINT. IF A PRINCIPAL

CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE IS N RESPONDENT, A CARBON COPY IS TO BE SENT

TO THE CANDIDATE. PLEASE PROVIDE THE NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE

CANDIDATE AND PUT A oCCo BESIDE THE CANDIDATE'S NAME. IF A

CANDIDATE IS A RESPONDENT, A CARBON COPY IS TO BE SENT TO THE

CANDIDATE'S PRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE. PLEASE PROVIDE THE

NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE PRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE AND PUT A

CC" BESIDE THE COMMITTEEIS NAME. PLEASE PROVIDE THIS INFORMATION,

ON THIS SHEET, WITHIN HOURS OF RECEIPT OF THIS NOTICE. THANK YOU.

F I

S/76...
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DATE
PLEASE PROVIDE THE NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF ALL RESPONDENTS

WHICH ARE TO BE SENT A COPY OF THE COMPLAINT, IF A PRINCIPAL

CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE IS A7 RESPONDENT, A CARBON COPY IS TO BE SENT

TO THE CANDIDATE. PLEASE PROVIDE THE NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE

CANDIDATE AND PUT A "CC" BESIDE THE CANDIDATE 'S NAME. IF A

CANDIDATE IS A RESPONDENTj A CARBON COPY IS TO BE SENT TO THE

CANDIDATE S PRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE. PLEASE PROVIDE THE

NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE PRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE AND PUT A
of CCI BESIDE THE COMMITTEE S NAME. PLEASE PROVIDE THIS INFORMATION,

ON THIS SHEET, WITHIN Z,4 HOURS OF RECEIPT OF THIS NOTICE. THANK YOU."'~~ ~ ,t. I k, "- ,!,',-
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON,D.C. 20463

November 6, 1981

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Robert Blaemire, President
Committee For American Principles
2000 N Street NW, Suite 105
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Blaemire:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
0 of November 2, 1981, against People For An Alternative To McGovern,

If Bayh Wins You Lose, Anybody But Church, Anybody But Culver,
Committee For Another Responsible Senator, If Cranston Wins You

T Lose, and Target 80 which alleges violations of the Federal
Election Campaign laws. A staff member has been assigned to

CN analyze your allegations. The respondents will be notified of
this complaint within 5 days and a recoimendation to the Federal
Election Commission as to how this matter should be initially
handled will be made 15 days after the respondents' notification.

You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes final
action on your complaint. Should you have or receive any

C additional information in this matter, please forward it to
this office. For your information, we have attached a brief
description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Enclosl
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Gereral Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K St. NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Sirs:

November 2, 1981
(7)

Before The Federal Election Commission .0

In The Matter Of: ))
-People For An Alternative To )
McGovern )
-If Bayh Wins You Lose )
-Anybody But Church )
-Anybody But Culver )
-Committee For Another Responsible)
Senator )
-If Cranston Wins You Lose )
-Target 80 )

0

-

HUR No.

COMPLAINT

1. During the 1980 General Flection the above-named

Respondents distributed campaign literature, ran radio advertise-

ments and solicited contributions expressly advocating the defeat

of clearly identified candidates for the United States Senate.

Copies of campaign literature and transcripts of radio advertise-

ments are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

2. The Federal Election Commission's regulations define

the term political committee' to mean "...any committee, club,

association, or other group of persons which receives contributions

aggregating in excess of $1000 or which makes expenditures aggregating

in excess of $1000 during a calendar year..." Political committees

are required by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, to file registration statements and periodic reports with

A Copy of our report is filed with and available for purdme from the Federal Election Committee, Washington, D.C.

0

C4
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the Commission. (2 Usc Sec. 433, 434; 11 CFR Parts 102, 104)0

3. On information and belief, based on Complainant's

knowledge of the cost of such activities, Complainant alleges

that the above-named Respondents made expenditures in excess of

$1000 during a calendar year. Attached as part of Exhibit A is

a budget that reveals overall planned expenditures for both the

attached mailings as well as the radio advertisements.

4. The above-named Respondents are thus political committees.

They have violated the Act and the Commission's regulations by not

alk filing registration statements or reports.

%0 5. The Commission's regulations provide that "any political

committee which is not an authorized committee shall not include

the name of any candidate in its name." (11 CFR Sec. 102.14(a)).

6. Most of the above-named Respondents violated 11 CFR

Sec. 102.14(a) by including the name of the candidate in its name.

7. In the event the Commission concludes that the above-

named Respondents are not separate political committees because

C011' they are "projects of a political committee (National Conservative

to Political Action Committee "NCPAC"), then NCPAC violated 11 CFR

Sec. 102.14(a) by including the names of candidates in the names

it used to communicate with the public.

8. The Commission's regulations define the term "connected

organization" to mean "any organization which is not a political

committee but which directly or indirectly establishes, administers,

or financially supports a political committee." (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)).

Commission regulations allow that a "connected organization may be

a corporation (including a corporation without capital stock), a

labor organization, a membership organization, a cooperative or a trade



- 3-

association.'." (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)) but does not require that a

"connected organization" be any of the above. Complainant notes

that the above-named Respondents are not considered "affiliated

organizations" either in the statements of the parent organization,

NCPAC.

9. If the Commission concludes that the above named

Respondents are not political committees (either because they in

fact did not receive contributions or make expenditures in excess

of $1000 or because they are "projects" of NCPAC), then they are

"connected organizations" with NCPAC because they administered

NCPAC's activities in opposition to Senators McGovern, Bayh, Church,

Culver and Cranston and financially supported NCPAC by soliciting

funds on its behalf. Complainant notes material in Exhibit A that

includes return envelopes to "projects" that were used when in fact

the funds were deposited by NCPAC.

IV 10. If the above-named Respondents are "connected organiza-

1tions" with NCPAC, then NCPAC violated 11 CFR Sec. 102.2 by not

041! identifying them on its registration statement.

Wherefore, I hereby request that the Commission

initiate a compliance matter on this Complaint pursuant to 2 USC

Sec. 437g and 11 CFR Part III.

Respectfully submitted,

COMMITTEE FOR AMERICAN PRINCIPLES

11 By: obert Blaemire

Date /0 1 6/< President
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Addendum to Complaint in the matter of People for an Alteruati*

to ftGovern et al:

Complainant hopes to impress upon the Commnission the inherent

problems caused by the use of "projects" by political comittees,

subject of this complaint. Federal Election Commnission regulations

prohibit the use of conduits for the raising of funds in federal

campaigns. The spirit of those regulations is clearly violated,, if

not the letter, by the use of "projects", when the only indication

of the real source of expenditure or recipient of contribution is

NCPAC.

Secondly, Complainant is concerned that this use of "projects"' is

an invitation to misrepresent the intent of parent organization.

Example; there is no record of what the South Dakota raised. That

money could have been, conceiveably spent in another target race

when the solicitation clearly implied that the funds would be used

in South Dakota. The purpose of the Federal Election Reforms was

to open up the political process, yet this is an invitation to

hide particular activities and misrepresentation of purpose. Com-

plainant fears that this practice could lead to candidates using

91projects"~ to raise funds from individuals in opposition to their

own campaigns, when the real source of solicitation, whatever the

mailed solicitation may say, is revealed only in a small disclaimer

at the bottom of the letter mailed. The purposes of the solicitation,

sponsors of the solicitation and recipients of funds received must

be clearly identified. Complainant feels the intent of the law and

regulations demands no less.



Subscribed =4 mmmf to ias thlo,

1981.

CSEAL)

Hy Conuisuion expires:
us znmiam-on Expire Febmmy T 7

TV

!i, li ii i !~! ,'~ ! i i ! i!ILi!i ii!
of, i , 'coi!iii i ' ,

('41t



P.O. BOX 45

Dear Friend,

I'm willing to bet that you oppose Birch Bayh and his record
of big-spending liberalism.

And I'll bet you probably never knew how radically liberal

he has voted in Congress.

***Birch Bayh supports busing.

***Birch Bayh voted for inflation-causing deficits by support-

ing billions in excess government spending.

***Birch Bayh opposed a 33% tax cut last year -- a cut that
would have meant thousands more in spendable income for
taxpayers like you and me.

(N And there's lots more I'll bet you didn't know about Birch

Bayh and his record.

o The strange thing is that few people in Indiana know how
little Birch Bayh's voting record represents their views in Wash-
ington. You see, Birch Bayh uses his staff and Senate expenses to
get good publicity for him here in Indiana. For example, he sends

C out a newsletter regularly where he tells us how conservative he
is. But he doesn't tell us about his liberal voting record.

00 Birch Bayh never tells us that he is one of the most liberal
members of the U.S. Senate.

Well, I'm sick of politicians like Birch Bayh who tell us
one thing when they're here in the state, and then vote any way
they please when they go back to Washington.

I'm hoping that you'll help me tell thousands of voters in
Indiana... IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE.

You see, unlike Birch Bayh, I would not use our tax dollars
to tell everyone how liberal he is. But I do have the help of the
National Conservative Political Action Committee. The National
Conservative PAC agreed to help me spread the truth about Birch
Bayh.

more....
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I hope you and, I; and the National Coft&*rV-*4V4 PAC Wv$ -bt#
able to convince enough people that it Birch Bayh in
in 1980, we all lose.

Now let me tell you exactly what the Target 80 Committee

will do.

We want to set up an independent advertising campaign funded

by ordinary taxpayers like you and me to expose Birch Bayh and his

record. We want to send thousands of letters like this to other
voters in Indiana.

Finally, Target 80 will organize a radio, television and news-

paper advertising blitz unprecedented in our state's history.
Nothing willbea more dramatic demonstration of exactly how strongly

you and I feel about Bayh.

And, if we succeed, at last we'd be telling the politicians
they can't tell us one thing and then vote differently when we
aren't looking.

Of course, all of this is going to require your help. So let

me tell you what you can do:

First, fill out the enclosed victory card.

Second, send Target 80 your largest check possible.
None of our activities can be carried out without
your financial support.

o If you can send $100 or $250, that would be tremendous. If

you can send $50, $25, or only $15, that will be finetoo. Just

remember that no contribution will be too small.

I'm absolutely convinced that with your help, you and I can

expose Birch Bayh and his record of liberalism. But without your

largest check possible to Target 80, we all lose.

eel
Sincerely,

P -

Joan Gubbins Y
State Senator

P.S. Perhaps you may have read about Target 80 in your local
newspaper or Time magazine. We are already seeing the effect of

our campaign, but we need more help. Please let me hear from you
today.

P0 bE to, If , eM ve. Yaw Le. Op!I.I a A...na' Cou.0,nal P.A,.c. vw, owl 9- CWoW a'g . e R Oo any
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VICTORY CARD

Dear Senator Gubbins:

Yes, I want to be a part of TargetSO.

I'll donate at least one hour of my time.

_ I've listed five friends and their addresses
on the back. (If I can't think of five, I'velisted as many as I can.) Please write to
them about Target 80.

Please use my name in newspaper ads withother prominent citizens of Indiana.

I'll contribute. I'm enclosing:

$500 $250 $100 $50

_$25 $15 Other $
1'v check is made out to Target 80.

Please print:

Mr.. Mrs.. Miss

oD Address

City State Zip

Telephone ( )

Target 80
P.O. Box 452
Lafayette, Indiana 47902

Federal law requires that we ask the following:
Occupation:
Place employed:

A copof It o is Sife woodh,1S avasAs .e for p ia, from
thie PFa..., Ew~sc ."sfo ovasrngmu. 0 C
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IF BAYH WIN, Y ' Low
Lafayets IN~. 4"M

Dear Friend,

I'm willing to bet that you oppose Birch Bayh and hisrecord of big-spending liberalism.
And I'll bet you probably never knew how radically

liberal he has voted in Congress.

***Birch Bayh supports busing.
***Birch Bayh voted for inflation-causing deficits

tby supporting billions in excess government
spending

***Birch Bayh opposed a 33% tax cut last year -- a
cut that would have meant thousands more in spend-
able income for taxpayers like you and me.

0 And there's lots more I'll bet you didn't know about
V Birch Bayh and his record.

oThe strange thing is that few people in Indiana knowwhat a terrible job Birch Bayh is doing in Washington.
(You see, Birch Bayh uses his staff and SOnate expenses toget good publicity for him here in Indiana. For example,he sends out a newsletter regularly where he tells us howconservative he is. But he doesn't tell us about his

radical voting record.

Birch Bayh never tells us that he is one of the mostliberal members of the U.S. Senate.

Well, I'm sick of politicians like Birch Bayh whotell us one thing when they're here in the state, andthen vote like radicals when they go back to Washington.

That's why I decided to write you today, and to sendyou this penny I've attached to the envelope.

I'm hoping that if you agree with what I have to say

for by If Bayh Wins, You Lose, a project of the National Conservative Political Action Committee,ot authorized by any candidate. A copy of our report is filed with the Federal Election Comnis-3nd is available for purchase fromn the Federal Election Coarission, Washington D.C.



Page two

about Birch Bayh that you'll1 ke-o the Pr'nny 448 a1
/ and help me spread the message about 'his reord.

I'm hoping that you'll help me tell thousands of voter
in Indiana...

IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE.

You sees unlike Birch Bayh, I would not use our tax
dollars to tell everyone how liberal he is. But I d3"Tave
the help of the National Conservative Political Action
Committee. The National Conservative PAC agreed to help
me spread the truth about Birch Bayh.

I hope you and I and the National Conservative PAC
will be able to convince enough people that if Birch Bayh
is re-elected in 1980, we all lose.

I've agreed to set up an unprecedented campaign to
expose Birch Bayh and his record of radicalism, beginning
right now.

NI've enclosed a newspaper ad which spells out only a
few of his liberal votes. I hope you'll read it, then
join me in this campaign to expose Birch Bayh for the
radical he is.

Before I tell you what the IF BAYH WINS, YOU LOSE
Committee (IBWYL) is going to do, and how you can help,
let me answer a question I bet you are asking yourself:

o "Why start so early; the election is more than a year
away?"

Well, the answer is quite simple.

The power of an incumbent Senator is so great, that
unless we begin immediately, we'll be sure to lose. You
see, incumbents use our tax money to get free publicity.
They use their staff, their free newsletters, their fancy
computers, their mailing privileges and many other goodies
that only members of Congress have.

Unfortunately, many people are impressed by mailings
they get from Birch Bayh, even though much of the infor-
mation they contain does not tell the true story of how
he represents us in Congress. They are impressed by the
stories they read about him in the newspapers, even though
maby of these stories are just reprints of canned news
releases his professional public relations experts print
and send out at taxpayer expense.

Unfortunately, the fact is that most polls show the
majority of the people decide who they will vote for

more...



Page three

months and months ahead of the election.

/ You remember that Jimmy Carter started running fi'
President two and one-half years before the electloo

So, you can see that your help Today is very, very
important.

In fact, I believe so strongly in IBWYL, that I'm
going to come right out and ask you to help us in many
different ways, and help as many ways as possible.

Now let me tell you exactly what the IF BAYH WINS,
YOU LOSE! Committee will do.

We want to set up an independent advertising campaign
funded by ordinary taxpayers like you and me to expose
Birch Bayh and his record of radicalism. We want to
send thousands of letters like this to other voters in
Indiana. We want IBWYL to distribute thousands of the

O newspaper ad I've enclosed for you which tells how Birch
Bayh actually votes.

0Finally, IBWYL will help organize a radio, televisionand newspaper advertising blitz unprecedented in our
IT state's history. Nothing will be a more dramatic demon-

stration of exactly how strongly you and I feel about Bayh.

And, if we succeed, at last we'd be telling the
politicians they can't tell us one thing and then vote

oD differently when we aren't looking.

Of course, all of this is going to require your help.
So let me tell you what you can do:

First, fill out the enclosed Victory Card and let
IBWYL use your name in a series of newspaper
ads we hope to place all over the state.
It would be a true honor for me to know
that yours will be on a list with a number
of other distinguished citizens.

Second, pass on the ad exposing Birch Bayh's record
to a friend who is interested in politics.
The more people who know about what Birch
Bayh is going, the better off we are.

Third, if possible check the box on the Victory
Card which says you'll be willing to work
for IBWYL to defeat Bayh. I promise, I
won't ask you to do more than you have time
for.

Fourth, send IBWYL your largest check possible.
None of our activities can be carried

more...



ou4wthout your financial. iu**+~*~
If y. can sent $100 or $250, that would b Sis.

If youv06 on nd*, *25, or only $15, tbat'will b: t.ntoo, Just remember that no contribution will be too small.

I'm absolutely convinced that with y6ur help, youa
I can expose Birch Bayh and his record'of radicalism. Butwithout your largest check possible to IF BAYt WINS, YOU
LOSE!, we all lose.

S rely,

4.an Subbins.
State Senator

P.S. If you send a contribution of at least $15, I'll sendyou a bumper sticker for your car which says, IF BAYH WINS,
sow YOU LOSE! It's a perfect way of showing people how you

feel. Please let me hear from you today.

I0
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CALIFORN4IA %n a

Letters tO Voters * 0 $00 .26

Television & As4dio Production . Placement

Newspaper Ads

Voter Survey

INDIANA -- Birch Bayh

Letters to Voters--392,000 @M.26

Television & Radio Production & Placement

Newspaper Ads

Voter Survey

IOWA -- John Culver

Letters to Voters--184,000@$.26

Television & Radio Production & Placement

Newspaper Ads

Voter Survey

IDAHO -- Frank Church

Letters to Voters--68,000 @$.26

Television & Radio Production & Placement

Newspaper Ads

Voter Survey-

SOUTH DAKOTA -- George McGovern

Letters to Voters--56,000 @$.26

Television & Radio Production & Placement

Newspaper Ads

Voter Survey

TOTAL

4 000
10,000

X'0 000
403,000

101,920

25,000

10,000

10.000

146,920

47,840

10,000

10,000

9,000

76,846

17,680

10,000

10,000

8,000

45,680

14,560

15,000

10,000

8,000

47,560

$719,969

-~--. .. 4



W STRATEGY

TherO are two key elements to our strategy:

1. Exposing the voting records of 5 key liberal 
Senators in their own

home states

2. Starting this program early enoug to weaken the liberal so a con-

servative can defeat him in 9

Almost all incumbent liberal politicians begin with 
huge popularity

ratings through their clever expenditure of tax payers 
money.

They are permited to use hundreds of thousands of 
dollars to pay for

"educational" newsletters, staff members who devote their time to creat-

ing a favorable public impression for the incumbent, 
a sophisticated

computer and mailing service that permits many Senators 
to mail miliions

of pieces of "personalized" letters to constituents every year and many

other benefits. All of this is paid forb pY_ monre5y.

In many cases an incumbent has been so popular, 
numerous creditable

Sconservative candidates have simply decided not 
to run against them.

A good example of this occurred in 1978 
in the states of Iowa and New

Hampshire. It took NCPAC a great deal of effort to convince conserva-

[W tives like Gordon Humphrey and Roger 
Jepsen to make the race against

le~ liberal Senators Thomas McIntyre and Dick Clark. As a matter of fact,

Roger Jepsen filed only a few days before the filing deadline. In both

cases, Senators Clark and McIntyre had 70% popularity ratings and

neither Senators Jepsen nor Humphrey were interested in running against

such popular leaders.

That is why the NCPAC proposal is so important. It is too early forFmany conservative candidates to emerge. On the other hand, in many cases

it is already too late to begin the long 
process of attacking an

incumbent liberal's radical voting record. The NCPAC proposal can be

broken down into five basic steps:

i STEP ONE - VOTER SURVEYS

We must immediately take a series of sophisticated computerized 
voter

Ssurveys to establish the strengths and weaknesses 
of each of the 5

target liberal Senators we have chosen.

This same type of discriminatory issue selection was critical in choosing

areas of issue concentration for Senators 
Humphrey and Jepsen in 1978. It

I is far more profitable for us to attack the liberals on those issues

"1 that particularly will annoy their constituents.

STEP TWO- FIELD REPRESENTATIVES

li:e will hire a full-time field representative in each of the states to

u undertake a number of activities. First, he will begin mrarshallirig all

the forces who are opposing the incumbent Senators such as the pro-life



-3ups, taxpayers orgonizations, gun owners orq izations an 4 host

Second, he will begin dramatic research about the incumbent s 'ecord and
begin distributing it to the tens of thousands of conservatives We
hope to identify in each state. Third, he will be coordinating the
concentrated free media program against each of these incumbents.

STEP THREE - LETTERS TO VOTERS

As a result of the computerized voter survey, and activities of each
field staffer, NCPAC proposes to mail to every single registered voter
in each of the states we have targeted. The letter to each voter will
expose each liberal Senator's "Record of Radicalism." It will give a
vote by vote analysis of some of his most liberal positions.

The letter will also seek to get each person personally involved in the
campaign to defeat the incumbent, not only by a'sking for a financial
contribution and their vote against the incumbent on election day, but
also by requesting their personal volunteered involvement in this
independent campaign. This can include a number of small but important
tasks such as writing letters to editors, walking a precinct, sending
postcards and other letters to their friends, consenting to list their

~ name on newspaper advertisements opposing the incumbent Senator, and a
host of other activities.

STEP FOUR - ADVERTISING CAMPAIGN

N! NCPAC will then begin an imuniediate and extensive television, radio and
newspaper ad campaign to exploit the weaknesses of each incumbent.

0 Of course, before any issues were finally selected, a very careful
analysis of the computerized voter survey must be made. But at this

-W point, we anticipate emphasizing such important issues as national
defense, and inflation. A sample of one of these proposed advertisements

C is attached.

C4 STEP FIVE - FINAL CANDIDATE RECRUITMENT

r0 NCPAC will assemble its political experts from all over the country
and do a step-by-step analysis of the whole independent expenditure
camrpaign in the next few months to completely evaluate its strong and
weak points, and what alterations should be made.

After the program is fine-tuned to be as effective as possible, NCPAC
will expand the initial list of ten targeted liberals to include as
many other liberals as funding will permit. Finally, all resources
developed during this independent campaign will, at some point, be
turned over to the candidate we decide is the best able to represent
the conservative viewpoint.
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Dear Doctor:

Are you aware that Conress is actually becomin more c vtiv?

Yes, it's a fact that the 96th Congress is more conservative than the

95th, according to Interim Ratings of Congress released by the American

Conservative Union. Conservative ratings in 1979 are two percentage

points higher than the 1978 average; and more than four goints higher

than in 1976. The Senate in particular averaged higher than the House.

Most encouraging is the fact that freshman members of both the Senate

and House averaged much higher conservative scores than other members of

Congress.

In sharp contrast to the conservative trend in Congress is the

0 startling fact that Birch Bayh's voting record has become more and more

liberal each year.

No matter what your political stance is--independant, Republican, or

Democratic--you are already convinced that our congressional policy of de-

ficit spending has been the main cause of our spiraling taxes and inflation.

The reason it is getting increasingly difficult to pay your bills today is
0 that our national bill is going up each year--thanks to the liberal spending

IV of our taxpayers' money by Congress. At present the taxpayer's liability in

CM.1 this country has escalated to $9 trillion. That's more than $100,000 in-

V debtedness for each taxpayer--including you. (Figures are based on official

Treasury Department statistics.)

Please note the following facts:

Birch Bayh has consistently supported inflationary spending when:
*He voted to give away the Panama Canal.

(cost to the taxpayer, $4 Billion)

*He voted to bail out New York City.

(cost to the taxpayer, 7 Billion)

*He voted to hike his own salary by $13,000.

(cost to the taxpayer, $7 Million)

*Hle voted against the Kemp-Roth tax reduction act.

(cost to the taxpayer, $67 Billion)

Pa&d for by to @avh btha. You LQJ.. ppc of rfre vwb Conswei.few POd'fcai At... Cownf t. an.d Ret awthfs,eef
by d#8v car*date. A copy of owe Itpoft 8s Wed 1*if fie *0 . (FO ctW o E C (#OR w.. CR AkS& 8 ead e t putMA1fe # f r m oreMO0
tiIf Efarf~e CW mt.. ww helaofsw moe.C. ..
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Birch Dayh has voted 14 Wit of 15 DSs to ral": theM4O ttm l abt
in fact he has voted to raise it over $268 Billion In his 17 yeasit
Senate.
You read eerywhere that the overwhelming Mood of our comtry today is
one of fiscal responsibility. Citizens everywre are up in anus and re-
fuse to stand for any more deficit spending by CMoss.

We invite you to join our 'Target 8 cauaign. It is Indiana's part
in the National Conservative Political Action Cmittee--NCPAC. Professional
people, educators, corporations, trade associations, and thinking people in all
walks of life are all supporting "Target 80".

Here is what "Target 80" is doing to keep Indiana in step with the national
trend to make Congress fiscally conservative:

**"Target 80" is telling Indiana people the truth about Birch
Bayh' s voting record.

**"Target 80" sponsors prominent people on radio and television,
like Senator Roger Jessup, who gives the truth about Bayh's
voting record.

**' Target 80" conducts a direct mail, radio, television, and news-
paper campaign unprecendented in our state's history.

C We need your help so that all of the people of Indiana can be made aware of
Birch Bayh's record of runaway spending.

C Remember:
04 This is a cause that has already made great strides forward. We need to
C keep Indiana abreast with the conservative trend in both parties. Your

generous support will be a sound investment in the future of our country.
We ask you to please do the following without delay:

First: Read the enclosed detailed record of Birch Bayh's votes.
Second: Fill out the enclosed Victory Card.
Third: Send "Target 80" your most generous contribution.

Your contribution will be spent entirely in Indiana on the "Target 80" project.

Please help,
Sincerely,
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Dear Friend:

If you act today, you and I can put the last nails in
Birch Bayh's political coffin.

We just received survey data showing Bayh's lead over
M conservative Congressman Dan Quayle dropping to eight percent.

4 What this means is simple: we are successfully making
Birch Bayh's liberal record the issue in this campaign.Hoosiers are fed up with:

Bayh's support of the Panama Canal giveaway.

Bayh's opposition to important defense programs.

Bayh's votes against a balanced budget almost
o every single time it's been brought up in the

U.S. Senate.

0 .**Bayh's supZqrt_ of forcI b .. &g, federl funds
for aboftion, and stopping our scfrolchifflren:
-from jraying. --

That's Bayh's record, and now he has to live with it.

In the next three weeks, I want to organize a huge
statewide television and radio blitz talking about these
issues and others that will open the eyes of many Hoosiers.
'mr convinced that if we are successful in raising the money

for this media campaign, we will be very close to our goal
of defeating Birch Bayh in November.

I've enclosed a confidential budget for this media cam-
paign. Please don't pass it on to anyone, unless you are
sure you can trust them, and they are willing to contribute
to this important campaign.

la t * If . ou Lose. * rf-itct of the
iiao flcrn-.3t1%t I'c'i,,cai %,!on~ committee. and
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SC? . OF 60-SZCO..D RADIO CO!RCI2AL

A:NO1UCER: Birch Bayh says he lets the peopleon Main Street tell

him how to vote in Congress. Well, here we are on Main

Street, Indiana. Sir, did you tell Birch Bayh tc voce

to give away our Panama Canl?%

JOE: NOI I asked Birch Bayh to vote against the giveaway.

But I guess he's not listeningto the people of Indiana.

ANN OUNCER: Ma'am, did you tell Birch Bayh to vote against a 10%

cut in income tax rates?

MARY: Heavens, no! We need tax relief. But it looks like

Birch Bayh isn't listening to the people of Indiana.

%NOUNCER: How about you? Did you tell Birch Bayh to vote to

cut spending for national defense 2 billion dollars?

JOHN: Hell, no! We need to strengthen our national defense,

not cripple it. Birch Bayh isn't listening to the

people of Indiana.

ANNOU CER: Did you tell Birch Bayh to vote 15 times to increase our

national debt?

HARRY: Are you kidding? Big deficit spending causes inflation

and costs us jobs. firch Bayh isn't listening to the

people of Indiana.

ANNOUNCER: Who is telling Birch Bayh how to vote? Maybe people in

New York or Massachusetts. But he's not listening to

the people of Indiana.
-IMM--W -- - . .. %-- F

Paid for by If Bayh Wins, You Lose - a project of the National
Conservative Political Action Co-=ittee - and not authorized by
any candidate or candidate committee
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From 196519741
* 29 votes out of 42 were considered bad for the economy.
* 7 were good for the economy, and 6 no votes.

KEY VOTES
* 1975-Voted against amendment to delete automatic. pay increases

to congressmen.
• 1975-Voted against the amendment to reduce Labor-HEW Approp-

riations.
* 1975-Voted against amendment to reduce by almost $1 billion in

assistance to ConRail.
* 1976-Voted for amendment to increase outlay by $3.2 billion for

public services.
* 1978-Voted against amendment to cut $810 million from appropria-

tions for HUD, EPA, NASA, and NSF.

FISCAL
1976

'0 •*9 votes out of 16 were considered bad for the taxpayer.
*3 were considered good, and 4 no votes.

KEY VOTES
CV * Voted for $3.05 billion for foreign military assistance.

* Voted for $135 million to produce swine flu immunization.
* Voted against amendment requiring students receiving food stamps to

o meet work registration requirements.
o Voted for increased funding for federal housing programs.
* Voted to delete $1 billion for B-1 Bomber program.

NATIONAL SECURITY

From 1969-1978
* 24 votes out of 33 were bad for national security.
* 1 was good for national security, and 8 no votes.

KEY VOTES
* 1970-Voted to cut all funds for deployment of the Safeguard anti-

ballistic missiles from any site.
* 1970 -Voted to cut all funds for the Subversive Activities Control Board
* 1974-Voted to reduce funds for the B-1 Bomber.
* 1974-Voted to limit defense spending to $81 billion.
* 1975-Voted to cut defense budget.
* 1975-Voted to eliminate research programs for missiles.
* 1975-Voted to eliminate $850.5 million for research on B-1 Bomber
* 1975-Voted to delay testing of cruise missile.
* 1975-Voted to dismantle Safeguard ABM.
* 1977-Voted to delete $1,466 billion from B-1 Bomber
* 1978-Voted against amendment to unilaterally lift U.S. sanctions

against Rhodesia from Oct. 1 to Dec. 31, 1978.
* 1978-Voted for the ratification of the Panama Canal Treaty on April 18
* 1979-Voted against a 5% increase in defense spending

PbW ,Aw bI Of vh Wons. Vow Low, # D'eacf oft* Abmw Cenao~w P.ArnmWActiov Comwnue. mga. abnotse
Or mor Cadm . A cov ot 'r a to file wmih the Fe.wI ftertma CfmtwW &W i aiale fo, Mmhn from
me FedfI lhe .ie COMWm000n. ~1notaft. O.C
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• 1976-Voted against a move #*'sy
amendment which would bar useaI 4ft-lab 0. or
promote abortions.

* 1976-Voted for a move that the Senti nt on the aement to
delete the Hyde amendment from the HOu'sil.00--

* 1977 -Voted for amendment to allo uefo"ealftfl bortlofl
on-demand.

* 1977-Voted for move to kill amendment gving employe the right to
exclude abortions from their health plans for empke It t were
against their conscience to include abortion In their health coverage.

GUN CONTROL
From 1968-1978

* 6 votes out of 17 were pro-gun control.
* 9 were against gun control, and 2 no votes.

KEY VOTES
* 1968-Voted for passage of the 1968 Gun Control Act, HB 17735.
* 1972-Voted for a ban on "Saturday Night Specials".
. 1978 -Voted for motion to table amendment which would delete $4.2

million from BATF appropriations.

N#UCLEAR DEVELOPMENT
From 1974-1978

@ 4 votes out of 10 were anti-nuclear development.
* 3 were pro-nuclear development, and 3 no votes.

KEY VOTES
0 9 1978-Voted for Glenn motion to table Senator Domenici's amend-

ment to require full-scale review of nuclear export request by regular
customers only every 5 years.

,yATIONAL DEBT
c Since May of 1963 Bayh has voted to raise the National Debt Ceiling

on 14 out of 15 roll calls. His votes represent an additional $286 billion
in debts. An additional $123 billion was passed by voice vote in 1975
and 1976, therefore no record of Bayh's actions on those votes is
available.

ADDITIONAL KEY VOTES
• March 26, 1979-Voted to reject amendment to prevent debt limits

increase after 1980 unless the budget is balanced.
* April 2, 1979-Voted against the Wage and Price Councils study of the

inflationary impact of federal programs only 6 days later.
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Frank Church Opposes
.'A. Strong National

Defense
FACT-CHURCH WEAKENS AMERICAN

INTELLIGENCE SERVICES
In 1974 Frank Church personally supervised the
anti-CIA witch-hunt which critically weakened-
America's intelligence services.

FACT-CHURCH OPPOSES TRIDENT SUBMARINE
In 1974 Church voted against funds for'the Trident
submarine delaying by two years the development of
this essential weapon.

FACT-CHURCH OPPOSES B-1 BOMBER
On July 18, 1977 Church voted against funds to build
the B-i bomber. The B-i is necessary to replace our
aging B-52 bomber force and to strengthen our deter.
rent against Soviet attack.

FACT-CHURCH OPPOSES INCREASED AMERICAN
DEFENSE-
On April 26,1978 Church voted against amendment to
increase American defense spending. Soviet military
spending in all areas is now far ahead of U.S.

FACT-CHURCH FAVORS GIVEAWAY OF
PANAMA CANAL
On April 18, 1978 Church voted against the will of a
majority of Americans to give the Panama Canal to
marxist dictator Omar Tbrrijos.

Record of
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. ..... Representative Jim Golder:

Representative Golder • -"

standing in front of missile I n t standing in front of t

sie. I silos to draciatize one of

.(Suoer: Representative James I of Senator Church's power
Colder Re-publican, Boise) i

. .. ,These silos aren' t. filled
any more. They are empty.

. Because of that they won t
- help in defense of your fa

hto is You see Senator Church has
iffrent soopposed a strong national

hese missile
the effects
in Washint on.
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wins, you lose.
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led the fight to give away our Pa.;,ia
nal'He 'voted to slash national
fense procuremient. /)U

ow Senator Church is one of those ',ho
nts to push the SALT II treaty throu,1,l
aC Senate.which I believe would .risS
weaken Amnerica.

.Idaho-we%. Soing to have to do our
rt to Ikeep A.erica strong. Fi.rsLC we
eed to defeat the SALT treaty. And
ien work to replace Church with an
3vocate of an America second to none
t military strength.

f you agree write to is:
BC project. Boise, Idaho.') 74/

'solos.

Dissolve t
ABC Projec
Boise, ID

Dissolve t
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Dear Conservative Friend:

Of all the ultra-liberal Senators campaigning for re-election in
1980, only one is defiantly proclaiming his liberalism.

He's Iowa Senator John Culver, and he's been called "the most liberal
man in the Senate." That's quite a label considering competition like
George McGovern, Howard Metzenbaum and Teddy Kennedy!

The people of Iowa are not radicals. They aren't even liberal. In
O 1978 they elected conservative Senator Roger Jepsen over John Culver's

fellow left-wing extremist, Dick Clark.

In 1980, Iowans will continue their responsible tradition if they
are fully informed of"John Culver's radical voting record in the Senate.

Consider these votes and stated positions which clearly show Culver's
Stotal liberalism:

*Panama Canal Giveaway - FOR
*Build Neutron Bomb - AGAINST
*Build B-i Bomber - AGAINST

CD *SALT II Treaty - FOR

C4 *Tax Cuts for Middle Income Persons - AGAINST
S*Congressional Pay Raise - FOR

*Raise National Debt Limits - FOR
*New York City Bailouts - FOR

*Taxpayer Financed Federal Elections - FOR
*Union boss grab for power over unionization elections - FOR
*Exempt Small Business from OSHA - AGAINST
*Humphrey-Hawkins Act - FOR

*Forced Busing of School Children - FOR
*Taxpayer Financed Abortion on Demand - FOR
*School Prayer - AGAINST

As you can see Culver votes AGAINST a strong national defense, AGAINST
free enterprise and FOR union boss demands, AGAINST fiscally responsible
government spending, and AGAINST issues for strong national moral standis.

John Culver is out of step with the people of Iowa and the nation,
but he couldn't care less. He believes he can be re-elected by continuing

Paid for by the Committee for Another Responsible Senator. a project ot the National Conservative more...
Political Action Committee. and not authorized by any candidate or candidate's committee,



t ' to the outrageous de and of special groups*

. is record with the AFL-CXO's tiant political COPE,.,chin-
of th. ..st in the Senate*

John Culver knows the big union bosses will shower his re-Ielection
campaign with not only money, but also with such valuable and vital
services as were recently cited in the prestigious CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY:

"When a labor union decides to endorse a candidate, it
brings to the campaign not only money, but a well-
developed apparatus aimed at registering workers to
vote and getting them to the polls."

As a COPE spokesman told CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY:

"An endorsement doesn't mean a damn thing. What follows
is an enormous propaganda and get-out-the-vote effort."

Iowa unions have already shown in 1980 that they can flex their
political muscles effectively. The national teacher's union, the NEA,
provided their presidential candidate, Jimmy Carter, his big win there

_as part of their repayment for his support for their "Department of
ducation."

John Culver backed the NEA's new massive bureaucracy as well, and
he is confident the teachers union will give him the same strong support.

But John Culver has other reasons to expect his extremist record
"will pay off as well...

He is one of Teddy Kennedy's closest friends. Their relationship
Odates back to their college days at Harvard.

q But, the ties are even deeper than Culver would like Iowa voters

0 to know.

N WHEN TEDDY KENNEDY HURRIED BACK TO THE KENNEDY COMPOUND
AT HYANNIS PORT AFTER THE DEATH OF MARY JO KOEPECHNE, HE

cCALLED TOGETHER A GROUP OF KENNEDY "CAMELOT" BACKERS TO
HELP HIM CONCOCT HIS FALLACY-RIDDEN STORY OF THE EVENTS
OF THAT FATEFUL NIGHT.

Among those called to Hyannis was an obscure Iowa Congressman named

John Culver, now Senator Culver.

The Kennedys haven't forgotten their pal, and in his battle for

re-election this year, they are doing their very best to help him win.

The money has flowed to Culver from Kennedy fund-raising events on his
behalf.

** Kennedy in-laws, Mr. & Mrs. Steven Smith hosted a fund-
raiser for John Culver which raked in a cool $21,000.

** Mrs. Robert F. Kennedy threw a big party for Iowa's
Senator which gave Culver another- $17,765.

more...



** Mrs. Patri c.* Kennedy. law ord gave, yet anotherp.rty for

fr'iend, Cuilver wich enriche his campaign by $7,015.0

John Culver's liberalism may not reflect the views of the qiti 140i's
of Iowa, but it sure does give him the big money needed to sell himuelt
to the unsuspecting voter.

Kennedy support didn't end Culver's fund-raising from among the
elite of the eastern liberal establishment...

NEW YORKERS HAVE DONATED A STARTLING $84,653 TO
HELP RE-ELECT IOWA'S SENATOR JOHN CULVER!

From outside the Kennedy crowd has come another $2,500 from members
of the Rockefeller family, perhaps as a reward for Mr. Culver's support
for and membership in the Trilateral Commission.

For a fellow picturing himself as a little guy from Iowa, he is
receiving plenty of support from those far removed from Iowa's mid-America
cornfields.

John Culver knows that his huge campaign warchest, his liberal
friends in the Iowa media and the many IOU's from the big union bosses

Ovill assure liberals and free lunch takers will get out and vote for him.

* The only way John Culver can be defeated in 1980 is for the working

q.people of Iowa to learn just how radical he votes in Washington.

With John Culver being far out of step with most Iowans, the GOP
nominee is thankfully in step with them. He has a record in Congress as

Mwell, a record the very opposite of Culver's.

0 He is Congressman Chuck Grassley, a conservative with a nearly per-

Vfect voting record FOR a strong defense, AGAINST big government, AGAINST
inflationary big spending policies and FOR the solid moral values of

Cour American heritage.

N That's why I agreed to help defeat John Culver's bid for a disastrous

second term. As Chairman of the National Conservative Political Action
Committee (NCPAC), I have helped form the Committee for Another Responsible
Senator (CARS).

CARS is an Iowa-based group headed by conservative Leroy Corey, and
is actively working to provide Iowa voters full information on John
Culver's recrod and the curious natu're of his eastern establishment
backing.

Among CARS' accomplishments already are:

CARS has mailed thousands of letters to Iowa voters to help
stir pro-Grassley and anti-Culver sentiment.

CARS has purchased space in Iowa newspapers to advertise the
differences between the voting records of Culver and
Grassley.

CARS has televised ads and programs to show Iowa voters

more...
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Culvetts, radical record as Senato.

CARS has aired radio ads to inform Iowans of Mr. Culver s
Washington record and his liberal ties.

CARS has a much longer record of accomplishment, but the proof of
its effective work is Culver's drastic drop in the polls since NCPAC began
its efforts like CARS. They show Grassley is well-positioned to oust
Culver in November.

I've enclosed a sheet with two of the ads CARS is running in Iowa
already so you can see examples of their vital work.

One is a stark contrast between the votes of Congressman Grassley
and Senator Culver. The other is an expose of the New York money machine
operating for John Culver's campaign.

CARS can and wants to do much more. CARS wants to help rid America
of Culver's brand of ultra-liberalism, and replace him with another
responsible Senator like conservative Roger Jepsen.

But to do so, CARS needs your help.

Culver has real friends with powerful clout like the Kennedys, such
New York liberals as the Rockefellers and even the influential Iowa
newspaper, The Des Moines Register. And, don't forget the union bosses.

Therefore you can easily understand why your contribution of $250,
CV $100, $50 or $25 is so vitally necessary for our work. If your own limit
?03is $20, $15 or even less, please know that your sup2ort is urgentlyneeded.

0 I hope you'll complete the enclosed yellow DEFEAT CULVER card, and
return it along with your check to CARS in the special enveT-pe I've

V enclosed as well.

n Please help CARS today so we can continue our vital work for the
C- end of the liberal stranglehold on our U.S. Senate, and begin the re-build-

ing of our nation's defenses and free enterprise system.

Together we can end the long period of neglect of the real values
of our people, and stop the power of the Kennedy-McGovern wing of the
Democratic Party.

Thank you for your help.

S ce r,, yours,

Jon T. Dolan,
Chaliman, NCPAC

P.S. Let's end the Democrat liberals' drive to keep hmericans under
the foot of government, and help make our nation great again.
Please help defeat Culver today. The future of our freedom is
at stake.



Why Have the Kennedys Raised
$45.840 to Re-Elect John Culver
to the U.S. Senate?

The Kennedy clan has been very active in helping John Culver'-
re-election campaign by raising him the astounding %urn of $45.840

* Mrs. Ethel Kennedy threw a fund-raiser lot John Culver which
netted him S 17.765.

" Mr. L Mrs. Stephen Smith (she is Ted Kennedy's sister and he
is campaign manager for the Kennedy presidential campaign)
held a money raising event for John Culver which raked
in $21.000.

* Mrs. Pat Kennedy Lawford conducted another bash for
Mr. Culver which added yet another $7.075 to the Iowa
Senator's campaign coffers.

WHY?
Could It be for Mr. Culver's old friendship (dating back to their

days at Harvard) with Teddy Kennedy?
Could it be because Mr. Culver was one of the Kennedy intimates

hurriedly called to their Hyannis compound to help concoc t Teddy's
fallKy-rildden story of the fateful events on the night Mary Jo
Koepechne was killed?

Could it be because John Culver's ultra-liberal Senate voting record
Is almost a carbon copy of that of his Massachusetts pal?

Or could It be because Culver once worked for Teddy Kennedy
as a legislative aide In Washington?

Regardless of why John Culver has been so lavishly rewarded by
the Kennedys. Iowa citizens need to know that this eastern liberal
establishment family has already raised $45.840 for a Senator from
a state more than 1.000 miles away.

$45.840 is a substantial sum of money! The Kennedys had to
have good reasons to raise such an amount for a Senator who is
supposed to represent Iowa. but what they are...

ONLY JOHN CULVER KNOWS FOR SUf
The Committee for Another Responsible Senator is an Iowa

citizens' group which brings you this message because we feel Iowa
voters need to know why so much money has been poured into
Mr. Culver's campaign warchest by the Kennedy family.

CARS welcomes your help In our drive to inform other citizens in
our state about John Culver's far-left voting record, and about such
vital facts as this $45.840 mystery.

If you'd like to become part of CARS. please take a moment to
complete the coupon blow. and %end it to us today

------- - - ciipaiongihiIe -------------
commI ff am* seso s" #CANS)
Iuwoticb. It?)
WosmI. Ir 5M04
i f1 nww.wmO.C ihn on "CARS,

flk171 rtw*CANS~idsmanaoeIhn Cutwoe% ,r~'~cw t mydn.9n

-im,~imut , IO,,,,WA ..... . .... .

O . . . . . , . C
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Why Have New Yorkers
Donated $84,613 to John
Culver's Re-Election Campaign?

t ouk1 it be if) reiufii lot Mr. Culvelts 1975 anld 1918 support
I(,# ther maidve tdtpd yet I.iIout of New York City. the bankrupt
I ba'.tion of thle Listeni I iberal I stablislintent?

& 414(1it ~eil ftuf) otMrCti.Ivi criticalI vote to givea4 way our
illiit.tiii., Cio ia.1i 1(-) pay yaota 1.ix tolas I' 4ti.mtia to take it?
(( lvel, S Vote helped hail ot t New Yot i big batnks f rom their

1.1 1y 144.414% to MAIMSr gust f.ulur,itiii di( ftor. 0ir Toirrigos.)
(ouICI it be it) keel) Mi Ctilvet III the %clulte be ause whlenv

the 4 leapsmae dowti. New '4'' ke'r- km uuw his vote CAli alwayS lie
k I I It4'4.1 101 %1 It I I4 lI I4.g I It RIV 't I )I S II .V I 1)F0..4 .11-111s)

C (44ll £1it [w )4' tit*4 .'. ) 1144 gt aII p i pitl c wtit tetl abou1t 1184 in the ~
iii1 4iV liberal NIEWV YOKKI k<44~~444!''

(.44 1 1 Ile-f title ( 1" 14, 14 1 1 /Cg IS l11'1he1)V 11 p 114 li4! e w '

t444k teased 1101 A It H<At COMMI",%ft )N Ito, ,ed by New York
i .4iii i.i I1agIi ! l).ivid IHol keltlk'r ? (Ro( keleller Iamily

MRi1111bers laippit'd III S2.%0( t Me cuilver's Campaign as well.)
0( 1, ould it be that New Ykoikci- kiiow that they iieed John

i ilvef 14 (tit! LI S Seidote ((4 keep flt %uisidles from Iowa ~
(.i %jhty41S tlowing?

Rkegadless of why John Culvet has licen lavishly rewarded by
New Yoikers. Iowa citiens reced ito know that Mr. Culver has
.Ilivdly taken $K4.61 3 ff041 p'oflI4 who live more than 1.000 ..

Ilets away tirone lowa
IIH4.bl 3 is an awtul l4)t of triney! New Yorkers had to have

WedS, 4i45 (0 give su4.4(4 'aimi to (A 'erlatr who is su.pposed to .

1 tj41if v ewnt lo4Aht. but wha1.t they mertIl

ONLY JOHN CULV[R KNOWS FOR SUREI 1 .

the Commnittee for Another Responsible Senator (CARS) isan
Iowa mu(esrupwhich bring-, you this message because
thIeiy b~elieve 1Iowi votis need to know why such money has
l111--1 ('Ilfed4'4 11110 Nit Culvet's caimpaign coffers from New York.

C AR'S welcome-,~ your help In our (tnive to Inform other citizens

III out.4 s1te abmut Johni C ulveit reco(4d In W.shington. andANS,
atow .otii t hiirip0ori t,4i act% flsit% $84.613 MYSTERY.

It ymivvui 444W li ke it) 1)! pImi I (of C Ak'S. please take a moment
4') 4 0lip4fI4tei the'4u)Iii4 ~l W 4 ild 1 it to us todtay.

4 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i I.i@~4i W001va I 4611 h1,b110...Si.1,144.im

.4 -4 " -- t1



%I .w*on~ervyve:
Action Com mittee
.513 'arlington, va. 22209 .(70,3), 521.0

Culver 30 sec. spot

Organ music playing"School Days

(

ce4

(radio)

ANWIOUL4CER:
After five years we thought you would
like a report card on the performance
of Senator John Culver. The Americans
for Constitutional Action found John
Culver to be one of the biggest
recipients of big labor's special
interest money - over $110,000. Trhe
National Taxpayers Union grades Senators
on their stands against high taxes.
Culver's score - a failing 32%.
Conservative Union rated John Culver at
37. ranking him as one of the most radical
members of the U.S. Senate.

Three failing grades out of three--
a miserable rating for any Senator,
especially one who is supposed to be
representing Iowans. If you'd like
to know more about how Senator Culver
isn't representing you, write to the
Anybody but Culver, 342 S.E. Broad St.
Des Moines, Iowa 50315, that's Anybody
but Culver, 342 SE Broad St., Des Moines
Iowa 50315

Paid for by the ABC Project of-the
National Conservative Political Action
Committee and not by any candidate.



aConservafve
~WI Actio committee

suitO513 arlington, va. 22209 (703) 522-2800

4e0oven 30 sec. Radio AD

GLOBETROTTER IS A GREAT NAME FOR A
BASKETBALL TEAM.

BUT IT'S A TERRIBLE NAME FOR A SENATOR.

ONLY ONE SENATOR DID MORE GLOBETROTTING
LAST YMER THAN GEORGE MCGOVERN.

WHILE THE ENERGY CRISIS WAS BREWING,
GEORGE MCGOVERN WAS TOURING CUBA WITH
FIDEL CASTRO. HE ALSO TOOK A ONE MONTH
JUNKET TO AFRICA. ALL AT TAXPAYER'S
EXPENSE.

C
NO WONDER HE'S LOST TOUCH WITH SOUTH

N, DAKOTA.

WITH SO MA
SENATOR AND NOT A GLOBETROTTER.

PAID FOR BY PEOPLE FOR AN ALTERNATIVE TO
MCGOVERN OF THE NATIOIAL CONSERVATIVE

o POLITICAL ACTION COMMITTEE AND NOT BY ANY
CANDIDATES.

0



CANSTON 60 sec. Radio spot "Rating Game"

Announcer: It's time to play "The
Rating Game." Now Mrs. Verna Smith of
Sacremento, the National Taxpayer's
Union rates Senator's on how well they
protect your tax money. What was
Alan Cranston's rating?

Mrs. Smith: One hundred per-cent! ?

Announcer: I'm sorry. you lose. He
received a failing 8%. The American
Farm Bureau rates Senator's on farmin.
interests. What was Senator Cranston sC rating?

Hrs. Smith: One hundred per-cent!?

Announcer: I'm sorry, you lose again!N the farmers rated the Senator a
miserable 21%. Finally, The American
Security Council rates Senators on

o their support of a strong national
defense. What was Senator Cranston's
rating?

0D Mrs. Smith: One hundred per-cent?

Announcer: Gee, I'm sorry, you lose again
Senator Cranston received a frightening
low 20%.

Mrs. Smith: That's three failing grades
out of three. I never knew Alan Cranston
voted like that.

Serious Announcer: Alot of people are
losing because they don't know about
Cranston's record. If you would like to
know more about how he isn't representing
you, w.rrite, If Cranston wins, you lose,
P.O. Box 25969, Los Angeles, CA 90025
and remember,

Mrs. Smith: If Alan Cranston wins, we all
lose.



'A 03 rrITEE

AM:4ERiCAN- Dt sut 105

PRINCIPLES (202) 17-01

Geieral Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K St. NW
Washington. D.C. 20463 November 2, 1981

Dear Sirs:

Before The Federal Election Commission

In The Matter Of: ))
-People For An Alternative To )
McGovern )

,^ -If Bayh Wins You Lose )
-Anybody But Church )

o -Anybody But Culver ) MUR No.
-Committee For Another Responsible)

N Senator )
-If Cranston Wins You Lose )
-Target 80 )

COMPLAINT

o 1. During the 1980 General Flection the above-named

Respondents distributed campaign literature, ran radio advertise-

ments and solicited contributions expressly advocating the defeat

of clearly identified candidates for the United States Senate.

Copies of campaign literature and transcripts of radio advertise-

ments are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

2. The Federal Election Commission's regulations define

the term political committee' to mean "...any committee, club,

association, or other group of persons which receives contributions

aggregating in excess of $1000 or which makes expenditures aggregati:'7

in excess of $1000 during a calendar year..." Political committees

are required by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, to file registration statements and periodic reports with

A Copv of out r t'.t is al'srd with and avatlable tor purchase forn the Federal Electton Committee. Washington. D.C.



the Commission. (2 Usc Sec. 433, 434; 11 CFR Parts 102v 104).

3. On information and belief, based on Complainant's

knowledge of the cost of such activities, Complainant alleges

that the above-named Respondents made expenditures in excess of

$1000 during a calendar year. Attached as part of Exhibit A is

a budget that reveals overall planned expenditures for both the

attached mailings as well as the radio advertisements.

4. The above-named Respondents are thus political committees.

They have violated the Act and the Commission's regulations by not

filing registration statements or reports.

5. The Commission's regulations provide that "any political

committee which is'not an authorized committee shall not include

the name of any candidate in its name.-" (11 CFR Sec. 102.14(a)).

6. Most of the above-named Respondents violated 11 CFR

Sec. 102.14(a) by including the name of the candidate in its name.

7. In the event the Commission concludes that the above-

named Respondents are not separate political committees because

they are "projects of a political committee (National Conservative

Political Action Committee "NCPAC"), then NCPAC violated 11 CFR

Sec. 102.14(a) by including the names of candidates in the names

it used to communicate with the public.

8. The Commission's regulations define the term "connected

organization" to mean "any organization which is not a political

committee but which directly or indirectly establishes, administers,

or financially supports a political committee." (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)).

Commission regulations allow that a "connected organization may be

a corporation (including a corporation without capital stock), a

labor organization, a membership organization, a cooperative or a trade



association.."' (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)) but does not require t ' a

"connected organization" be any of the above. Complainant notes

that the above-named Respondents are not considered "affiliated

organizations" either in the statements of the parent organization,

NCPAC.

9. If the Commission concludes that the above named

Respondents are not political committees (either because they in

fact did not receive contributions or make expenditures in excess

of $1000 or because they are "projects" of NCPAC), then they are

"connected organizations" with NCPAC because they administered

NCPAC's activities in opposition to Senators McGovern, Bayh, Church,

Culver and Cranston and financially supported NCPAC by soliciting

WT funds on -its behalf. Complainant notes material in Exhibit A that

includes return envelopes to "projecLs" that were used when in fac

the funds were deposited by NCPAC.
0

10. If the above-named Respondents are "connected organiza-

Ctions" with NCPAC, then NCPAC violated 11 CFR Sec. 102.2 by not

identifying them on its registration statement.

Wherefore, I hereby request that the Commission

initiate a compliance matter on this Complaint pursuant. to 2 USC

Sec. 437g and 11 CFR Part III.

Respectfully submitted,

COMMITTEE FOR AMERICAN PRINCIPLES

By:

Date
Robert 3iaemire
President



Addendul totomplaint in the matter of People for an Aitgirn *iu .

to McGovern et al:

Complainant hopes to impress upon the Commission the inherent

problems caused by the use of "projects" by political committees,

subject of this complaint. Federal Election Commission regulations

prohibit the use of conduits for the raising of funds in federal

campaigns. The spirit of those regulations is clearly violated, if

not the letter, by the use of "projects", when the only indication

of the real source of expenditure or recipient of contribution is

NCPAC.

Secondly, Complainant is concerned that this use of "projects" is

an invitation to misrepresent the intent of parent organization.

Example; there is no record of what the South Dakota raised. That

money could have been, conceiveably spent in another target race

when the solicitation clearly implied that the funds would be used

in South Dakota. The purpose of the Federal Election Reforms was

to open up the political process, yet this is an invitation to

hide particular activities and misrepresentation of purpose. Com-

plainant fears that this practice could lead to candidates using
"1projects" to raise funds from individuals in opposition to their

own campaigns, when the real source of solicitation, whatever the

mailed solicitation may say, is revealed only in a small disclaimer

at the bottom of the letter mailed. The purposes of the solicitation,

sponsors of the solicitation and recipients of funds received must

be clearly identified. Complainant feels the intent of the law and

regulations demands no less.



Genteral Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K St. NW
Washington, D.C. 20463 November 2, 1981

Dear Sirs:

Before The Federal Election Commission

In The Matter Of: ))
-People For An Alternative To )
McGovern )
-If Bayh Wins You Lose )
-Anybody But Church )

0 -Anybody But Culver ) MUR No.

-Committee For Another Responsible)
Senator )
-If Cranston Wins You Lose )
-Target .80 )

COMPLAINT

01. During the 1980 General Flection the above-named

Respondents distributed campaign literature, ran radio advertise-0

ments and solicited contributions expressly advocating the defeat

0D of clearly identified candidates for the United States Senate.

Copies of campaign literature and transcripts of radio advertize-

ments are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

2*. The Federal Election Commission's regulations define

the term political committee' to mean "...any committee, club,

association, or other group of persons which receives contributions

aggregating in excess of $1000 or which makes expenditures aggregati:-.

in excess of $1000 during a calendar year..." Political conmmittees

are required by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, to file registration statements and periodic reports with

A Copy oit our rrptrt t% Ii.ed with and availt le for purchawe from the Fg-deral lectc n Committee. Washington. D C



the Commuission. (2 Usc Sec. 433, 434; 11 CFR Parts 102g 104)

3. On information and belief, based on Complainant's

knowledge of the cost of such activities, Complainant alleges

that the above-named Respondents made expenditures in excess of

$1000 during a calendar year. Attached as part of Exhibit A is

a budget that reveals overall planned expenditures for both'the

attached mailings as well as the radio advertisements.

4. The above-named Respondents are thus political committees.

They have violated the Act and the Commission's regulations by not

filing registration statements or reports.

5. The Commission's regulations provide that "any political

committee which is not an authorized committee shall not include

the name of any candidate in its name." (11 CFR Sec. 102.14(a)).

b. Most of the above-named Respondents violated 11 CFR

Sec. 102.14(a) by including the name of the candidate in its name.
0,

7. In the event the Commission concludes that the above-

cnamed Respondents are not separate political committees because
CV they are "projects of a political committee (National Conservative

on Political Action Committee 'NCPAC"), then NCPAC violated 11 CFR

Sec. 102.14(a) by including the names of candidates in the names

it used to communicate with the public.

8. The Commission's regulations define the term "connected

organization" to mean "any organization which is not a political

committee but which directly or indirectly establishes, administers.

or financially supports a political committee." (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)).

Commission regulations allow that a "connected organization may be

a corporation (including a corporation without capital stock), a

labor organization, a membership organization, a cooperative or a trade



association.:" (11 CFR Sec. 100.6(a)) but does not reqUire that a

"connected organization" be any of the above. Complainant notes

that the above-named Respondents are not considered "affiliated

organizations" either in the statements of the parent organization,

NCPAC.

9. If the Commission concludes that the above named

Respondents are not political committees (either because they in

fact did not receive contributions or make expenditures in excess-

of $1000 or because they are "projects" of NCPAC), then they are
"connected organizations" with NCPAC because they administered

NCPAC's activities in opposition to Senators McGovern, Bayh, Church,

Culver and Cranston and financially supported NCPAC by soliciting

funds on its behalf. Complainant notes material in Exhibit A that

includes return envelopes to "projects" that were used when in facL
the funds were deposited by NCPAC.

Cot
10. If the above-named Respondents are "connected organiza-

tions" with NCPAC, then NCPAC violated 11 CFR Sec. 102.2 by not

t identifying them on its registration statement.

Wherefore, I hereby request that the Commission

initiate a compliance matter on this Complaint pursuant to 2 USC

Sec. 437g and 11 CFR Part III.

Respectfully submitted,

COMMITTEE FOR AMERICAN PRINCIPLES

By:

Date
Robert Blaemire
President



. i~tduml to Complaint in the mof NOOPIO * 0 Al tva

to McGovern et al:

Complainant hopes to impress upon the Commission the inherent

problems caused by the use of "projects" by political committees,

subject of this complaint. Federal Election Commission regulations

prohibit the use of conduits for the raising of funds in federal

campaigns. The spirit of those regulations is clearly violated, if

not the letter, by the use of "projects", when the only indication

of the real source of expenditure or recipient of contribution is

NCPAC.

Cv Secondly, Complainant is concerned that this use of "projects" is

an invitation to misrepresent the intent of parent organization.
N Example; there is no record of what the South Dakota raised. That

money could have been, conceiveably spent in another target race
CY

when the solicitation clearly implied that the funds would be used

in South Dakota. The purpose of the Federal Election Reforms was

W to open up the political process, yet this is an invitation to

C hide particular activities and misrepresentation of purpose. Com-

1%. plainant fears that this practice could lead to candidates using
"projects" to raise funds from individuals in opposition to their

own campaigns, when the real source of solicitation, whatever the

mailed solicitation may say, is revealed only in a small disclaimer

at the bottom of the letter mailed. The purposes of the solicitation,

sponsors of the solicitation and recipients of funds received must

be clearly identified. Complainant feels the intent of the law and

regulations demands no less.
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