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Memo f-rom Spiegel to L. McCoy, 6-9-76
Memo f'rom B. Fagan to Spiegel/Hershman/McKay, 6-3-76
Memo from gp-1- t -A -- y 9426
Memo flrom Murphy to Spiegel/Oldaker, 5-4-76
Memo from Murphy to Commission, 4-27-76
Memo from D. Vaughn, to Pile, 1-22-76
Memo from 0GC/Disclosure to Commission (joint report), no date.
Memo from Spiegel to 3chachman, 11-20-75
Memo fr S- p- e to Mu .... G"P ha"h 11-5-75
Memo from Spiegel to 3chachman, 11-4-75
Press Memo from Fiske to McKay/Roman, 10-3-75
Memo fro,. S .... t- +41c, 10-6-75
Memo from Schachman to File, 8-18-75

The above-described material was removed from this
file pursuant to the following exemption provided in the
Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. Section 552(b):

(1) Classified Information

(2) Internal rules and
practices

(3) Exempted by other
statute

(4) Trade secrets and
commercial or
financial information

(6) Personal privacy

(7) Investigatory
files

(8) Banking
Information

(9) Well Information
(geographic or
geophysical)

(5) Internal Documents

Signed 1kx.v. I.___

date \~, (z)K}
FEC 9-21-77 14. Memo from Schachman to File, 8-18-75

15. Memo from Schachman to File, 8-12-75
16. Memo from Schachman/MeKay to File, 7-15-75
17. Draft Audit Report, from B. Fagan, no date
18. Memo from OGC/AID to the Commission, no date.
19. Chronology Menu dated 3-5-76
20. draft letter to Thomson 4-22-76
21. iem to Mutrphy dated 12-10-75
22. Memn to File 12-10-75-fran Schachnan
23. Memo to Schachman fron Spiegel 11-18-75
24. Sunmation of Litton no date
25. Men to Schachman fran Spiegel dated 10-28-75
26. Memo on Hearings of 9-17-75
27. telephone menm dated 9-2-75
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3.
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5.
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LAW OFFICES

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON, ELLIS, HOLMAN & FLETCHER
1776 F STREET N W

WASHINGTON, D. C, 20006

AREA CODE 202 331-1005

iMANUEL N()lJV ,~t A 2000 I, C M LIILDIN6
JONATHAN lOANK
ROBER N tHOMSON SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101
TOVAH THO I LJN2
AR1HUR PANKOPF 2C6623 7550

May 18, 1976

Mr. John G. Murphy
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: Litton Compliance Action - MUR 002 (75)

tr Dear Mr.Murphy:

Enclosed are documents submitted in compliance withthe Conciliation Agreement of March 22, 1976. In order to pre-

-- pare these documents, the Congressman retained an accountant
who scheduled the various accounts involved. The accountant's

C work papers, plus other underlying documentation, will be made
available to Commission auditors in the event you wish to confirm
the accuracy of this report and others filed by the Litton cam-
paign.

C' Attachment 1 is a schedule of travel disbursements
made by the Congressman that may be deemed campaign-related under
the Federal Election Campaign Act, as interpreted by the Com-
mission. The period covered is from May 1, 1975, to March 31,
1976. Additional disbursements after March 31 that may fall
into this category will be reported on FECA reports filed for
the second calendar quarter of 1976.

Following are the categories of disbursements for the
periods in question, as reflected on Attachment 1, that may be
reportable under the FECA:

Column 1 Staff travel and lodging paid by the Congressman from
his personal accounts; such disbursements could appear
as expenditures on Congressman Litton's personal FECA
reports for the periods in question.

Column 2 Travel received as a contribution in-kind that could
appear as contributions on Congressman Litton's p~r-
sonal FECA reports for the periods 11q-ueAt d..
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Column 3 Travel by Congressman Litton himself that could appear
as expenditures from his personal funds on personal
FECA reports filed for the periods in question.

Column 4 Travel that has now been paid by the Missourians for
Litton political committee; These expenditures will
be reported on the committee's FECA report for the
second calendar quarter.

Column 5 Miscellaneous disbursements made by Congressman LItton
himself that could appear as expenditures on the Con-
gressman's personal FECA reports for the periods in
question.

Attachment 2 is a summary of monthly production costs

of the Dialogue with Litton program. Once again, full documen-
tation and accountant's work sheets will be made available to
FEC auditors upon request. After March 22, the Litton campaign
has paid and will pay all expenses for the Dialogue show.

Litn As you know, the Compliance Agreement requires the
Litton campaign to repay the Dialogue committee for 44 percent

-- of its disbursements for each month from September 25, 1975,
to March 22, 1976. The significance of the repayment is sub-

Cstantially diminished now that expenditure limits have been

struck down. Moreover, the Litton campaign committee has now
taken over the Dialogue Committee pursuant to the requirements

C of the Conciliation Agreement, so a payment from one committee
to the other is less meaningful. Nevertheless, payment has been
made in compliance with the Agreement.

Attachment 3 is a list of all honoraria received in
1975. Some of the amounts designated as "actual travel expenses"
were recomputed, according to FEC interpretations. You will
note on page 3 of this attachment that certain honorariums and

expense payments were returned to the donors. The Congressman
N has not exceeded honoraria limits in effect during 1975.

I particularly want to thank you for the extensions
of time granted for compliance with the Agreement. Considerable

time and effort were expended to prepare these materials. I
now believe them to be accurate and in full compliance with the
Conciliation Agreement.

uy urs,
PRer t T ho ...... ,_

Counsel to Congressman Litton

RT: ac fe %
Attachments r-,1-'. tLi~

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON,

ELLIS. HOLMAN & FLETCHER



ATTACIIMENT I

DATE

5/10/75
S28/75

o ,8/75

SS / 7 5

&77/75

627/75
S14/75

7/20/75
7/17 to

F 20/75
/21/75

8/7S

-- JERRY L. LITTON -- DISBURSEMENTS F& IN-KIND RECEIPTS

LOCATION

Ozark Airlines
Flight Kansas City
to St. Louis
St. Louis
overnight
Kansas City

7/20

Lake Ozark
overnight
Mi1 eage
Kansas City
St. Louis
St. Louis

St. Louis
Jefferson
St. Louis

City

St. Louis flight
Kansas City
flight

STAFF TRAVEL
AND LODGING/
CANDIIATE

EXPENDITURE

TRAVEL/
INKIND
CONTRIBUTION

TRAVEL/CANDID-
ATE EXPENDITURE

$28.37

$36.35

May 1, 1975

TRAVEL/PAID
BY "MISSOURIANS
FOR LITTON"

,-.--~ (,

.,'.

$37.64

to August 21, 1975

5

OTHER/CAND IDATE
Description

Refreshments
and room for
meetings

EXPENDITURE
Amount

$218.11

~,. ~:~'

$24.07
$44.00

$174.12

$ 32.60
$ 41.61

Dinner Meeting $132.80
Breakfast Meeting 23.16
Miscellaneous

food, parking,etc
Dinner Meeting

201. SO
124.80

$36.35

$36.35

tT

(

I



Page 2

ATTACIHMENT JERRY L. LITTON -- DISBURSEMIENTS & IN-KIND RECEIPTS August 22, 1975 to March 31,

LOCATION STAFF TRAVEL
AND LODGING/
CANDIDATE
EXPENDITURE

TRAVEL/
IN-KIND
CONTRIBUTION

TRAVEL/CANI)ID-
ATE EXPENDITURE

TRAVEL/PAID
BY "MISSOURIANS
FOR LITTON"

OTHER/CANDIDATE
Description

EXPENDITURE
Amount

23/75

8/24/75

J125/75

9126/75
8g26/75

6/27/75

e-28/75

N2/75

./ 13/75

9/25/75

9/25/75

9/26/75

9/26/75

10/7/75

Private plane
St. Louis to
Osage Beach to
St. Louis
Flight St. Louis to
Kansas City
Flight Kansas City
to St. Louis
Southeast Missouri
Overnight-Blytheville

ARK
Overnight-Cape
Girardeau

Flight M emphis
to Kansas City
Flight Kansas City
to Washington
Flight-Private plane
in-kind contribution
by Bill Powell-farmer

Princton, !Iissouri
Private plane

$36.35

$36.35
Car Rental

518.40 (est.)

16.89

$38.37

$ ,120.37

296.60

St. Louis to Farmington
to St. Louis
Flight Washington to
St. Louis
Flight St. Louis to
Washington
Privnte plane St. Louis
to 11a,.i bal
Overnight Jefferson S21.24

City

$232.00
$71.37

$71. 37

49.60

DATE

1976

~-. :.~

c~ ~ $158.2S
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ATTACHMENT I JERRY I,. LITTON -- DISBURSEME1NTS F IN-KIND RECEIPTS August 22, 1975 to March 31, 1976

DATE

10/10/75

6jP/10/75

1/14/75

IL/16/75
10/17/75

2 /24/75

10/2S/75
10/26/75
10/28/75

10/29/75
N,,/1/75

'Gh/2/75

11/3/75

11/8/75

11/15/75

11/16/75

11/15/75

LOCATION

St. Louis

Flight St. Louis
to Kansas City
Overnight-Jefferson
City
Overnight-Joplin
Overnight-
Columbia
Flight Washington
to St. Louis
Overnight-Columbia
Overnight-Sedalia
Flight Kansas City
to St. Louis
St. Louis
Flight St. Louis
to Kansas City
Flight Kansas City
to St. Louis
Flight St. Louis
to Kansas City
Overnight-
Kirksville
Flight St. Louis
to Kansas City
Flight Kansas City
to St. Louis
St. Louis

STAFF TRAVEL
AND LODGING/
CAND I DATE
EXPEND I TIJRE

TRAVEL/
IN- KIN)
CONTR I BUT ION

TRAVEL/CANDID-
ATE EXPENDITURE

TRAVEL/PAID
by "MISSOURIANS
FOR LITTON"

OTHER/CANDIDATE EXPENDITURE
Description Amount

Breakfast

$36.35

Miscellaneous$50.70
$33.21

$31.20

$42.35
$20.80

$35.00
(est.)

$ 1.77

$98.37

$36.35

$49.70

$49.70

$49.70

Entertainment $31.18

$ 20.60

$49.37

$49.37
Breakfast $35.00

(est.)
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ATTACIIENT I JERRY L. LITTON -- DISBURSEMENTS & IN-KIND RECEIPTS -- August 22, 1975 to March 31, 1976

LOCATION STAFF TRAVEL
AND LODGING/
CAND I DATE
EXPENDITURE

TRAVEL/
IN- KIND
CONTRIBUTION

TRAVEL/CANDID- TRAVEL/PAID OTIIER/CANDIDATE EXPENDITURE
ATE EXPENDITURE BY "MISSOURIANS Description Amount

--,FOR LITTON"

* 20/75

1-1/21/75

P/ 2 2/7 S

11/22/7 5

L1/5/75

,/19/75
12/29/75
K/10/75
1/11/76
13/76 to 1/16

1/16/76
1/31/76
2/1/76

2/23/76
2/27/76
3/5/76

Flight Washington
to St. Louis
Flight St. Louis to
Columbia to St. Louis
St. Louis

Private plane
St. Louis to
Lake Ozark to
Kansas City
Private plane St. Louis
to Lake Ozark
Overnight-flannibal $
Overnight-Sikeston
Overnight-tlannibal $
Overnight-Warrenton $
Overnight-St. Louis $
Overnight-Columbia $
St. Louis
Private plane
St. Louis to Milan
to Kansas City
in-kind by
Bill Powell-farmer
Princeton, Missouri
St. Louis
Overnight-Sedalia
Overnight-Lebanon $

"101 .37

S 64.74
Breakfast

$311.60
$ 29.37

15.34
36.17
15.34
11.85
98 . 08
59 .40

XEROX

$336.40
XEROX

43.46
11.84

DATE

$70.00
(est.)

$ 3.00

$11.40
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ATTACHMENT I -- JERRY L. LITTON -- DISBURSEMENTS & IN-KIND RECEIPTS August 22, 1975 to March 31, 1976

LOCATION STAPF TRAVEL
AND LODGING/
CANDIDATE
EXPENI)ITURE

TRAVEL/
IN- KIND
CONTRIBUTION

TRAVEL/CANDID-
ATE EXPENDITURE

TRAVEL/PAID
BY "MISSOURIANS
FOR LITTON"

OTI !ER/CAND I DATE
Description

E X 1 E N D I T U R E
Amount

W,20 /76

5 rsto 3/7/76

St. Louis
Overnight
St. Louis

$ 36.55

tga-

Car Rental

DATE

$ 48.85



ATTACHMENT II

"DIALOGUE WITH LITTON"
EXPENSES

September 28, 1975
March 22, 1976

TOTAL
EXPENSE

October

November

December

January

February

$5,138.77

$6,321.45

$6,981.82

$5,342.06

$4,924.93

$9,372. 13

$38,081.16

March

$2,261.06

$2,781.44

$3,072.00

$2,350.51

$2,166.97

$4,123.74

$16,755.72

MONTH 44% OF
TOTAL
EXPENSE



Date

1/8

1/9

1/10

1/11

1/12

1/14

1/16

1/17

1/21

1/24

1/25

1/29

1/31

2/3

2/11

2/15

2/21

2/21

2/22

3/7

ATTACU'Il.NT III

S2onsor People Location

Agriservices Foundation Congressman San Antonio, TX

Ohio Cattlemen's Association, Inc. Congressman Colunus, OH

Ark-La-Tex Agricultural Council Congressman Shreveport, LA

National Association of Animal Breeders Congressman Denver, 00

International 1Ma-ine-Anjour Association Congressman Denver, CO

Wite Farm Ecjuiirnt Company (film) Congressman WashingtonD.C.

Farm and Industrial Equipment Institute Congressman Boca Raton, FL

Sautheastern Aerial Applicators Congressnmn Ft. Walton Bch,FL

Mo Ag Industries Council, Inc. Congressman Tan-Tara, M0

Trojan Seed Company Congresstn,A.A,L.A St. Joseph, MD

Mississippi Valley Farm Equipmxent Association Congressman St. Louis, MO

Southeastern Poultry and Egg Association Congressman Atlanta, GA

Deep South Farm and Power Equipment Assn. CongressmanL.A.guest,wife New Orleans,LA

Federal Land Bank Association Congressman St. Louis, MD

Spokane Chamber of Comcerce- Congressman ,wife ,PressSec ,P .Asst. ,L.A Spokane, WA

0. A. Cooper Coapany Congressman, Press Sec,Press Asst. Lincoln, NE

U. S. Feed Grains Council Congressman,D.A.,guest Scotsdale,AZ

Barton County Farm Bureau Congressman Lamar, MO

Western Association Congressman Kansas City, MD

Southwestern Hardware and nThplenent Association Congressman Ft. Worth, TX

Total
Receipts

805.47

102.73

S3.47

429.47

829.47

500.00

674.73

300.00

1410.71

1030.19

676.73

11.50.73

725.88

640.71

944.00

754.41

764.23

61.73

728.73

770.74

Qualified
E: q2nses

165.00

146.00

141.00

136.50

175.00

0

174.73

0

140.71

530.19

0

150.73

545.88

140.71

944.00

180.00

545.23

61.73

0

270 .74

800.00 252.00 548.003/14 Southern Illinois University

C

p.-

Net
Honorarium

640.47

-43.27

112.47

692.97

654.47

500.00

500.00

300.00

0

500.00

676.73

1000.00

180.00

500.00

0

574.41

219 .00

0

729.73

500.00

Congresz7,nan Carbondale, IL



Date

3/20

4/4

4/6

4/25

5/6

5/9

5/16

5/20

5/30

61/-

6/15

6/2-

6/21

6/27

7/7

8/4

8/6

8/22

8/26

Sponsor People

National Pork Producers Council Congressman

Federal Intermediate Credit Bank of Houston Congressman

Drury College Congressman

The Missouri Bar Congressman

Delrarva Poultry Industry, Inc.- CongressmanAppt.Sec,Press Sec,Sec

Missouri Life Underwriters Association Congressman

Warrensburg School District R-VI Congressman

Marshall Sc-hool System Congressman

Columbia School District Congressman

Mssouri Young Bankers Conference Congressman

Martha Keys Congressional Forum Congressman

The American Jersey Cattle Club Congressman

Colorado Cattlemen's Association Congressman

Florida Cattlemen' s Association Congressman

Minnesota Agriculture Education Simnrer Workshop Congressman

1975 All-American Angus Breeders' Futurity Congressman

Park College Cammncement Congressman

Pineaoole Growers Association of Hawaii Congressran

Allied Chemical Congressman

Location

Kansas City, M.

Houston, TX

Springfield,NMO

Kansas CityMD

Salisbury ,MD

Kansas City, M

Warrensburg, MD

YMarshal, M

Columbia,NIO

Tan-Tara, ML

Leavenworth, KA

Louisville, KY

Montrose, CO

Orlando, FL

Fargo, ND

Louisville, KY

Kansas City, I

San Francisco

Hollywood, FL

Total
Receits

728.73

770.74

100.00

'U 589

- ,
240

164.60

196.73

240.00

652.00

836.00

710.00

574.00

646.00

70.00

),CA 857.00

862.00

Qualified
Expe-nses

228.73

270.74

0

252.89

246.40

240.00

0

0

64.60

196.73

240.00

152.00

336.00

210.00

274.00

146.00

70.00

357.00

362.00

Net
Honoraritn

500.00

500.00

100.00

0

1000.00

0

200.00

100.00

500.00

0

0

500.00

500.00

500.00

300.00

500.00

0

500.00

500.00

C.17
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16th Annual

P EO P LE

Farm Institute

Great Lakes Southern Milk,

Kentucky Association of El
Cooperatives

North Carolina Agribusiness

American

FWhwaiian

Feed Manufacturers

I'nc.

ectric

Council,

Assoc., inc.

Sugar Technologists

Industrial Forestry Association

Congressman Tom Harkin

Congres sman

Congressman

Congressman

Inc. Congressman

Congressman

Congressman
Admin. Asst.

Congressman

L.A.

Congressman

LOCATION

Maquoketa, IA

Louisville, KT

Louisville, KT

Raleigh, NC

St. Louis, MO

Honolulu,

RECEIPTS

578.60

152.00

Sooo00

596.00

696.00

1,962.36

EXPENSES

278.60

152.00

-0-

96.00

196.00

I IONORARI UMI

300.00

-0-

500.00QA

S00. 00

500.00AA

1,962.36 -0-

Portland, OR

Creston, IA 182.50

S ., . -

182.50 -0-'

"Honorarium returned.
"I"onorarium & expensos

AAAPreparing .revised bil

(4/30/76)
r eturned. (4/9/76)
for expenses of this trip, but no honoraium will be

9/30

10/24

11/2

Nr,

* *00

I %

-- - - -- - I

accepted



PRESTON, THORGRIMSON,
ELLIS, HOLMAN & FLETCHER

SUITE 201
1776 F STREET, N.W.

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20006

Mr. John G. Murphy
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

C

- - :~
V.,
.~

... ~ v-v.,
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LAW OFFICES

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON, ELLIS, HOLMAN & FLETCHER
1776 F STREET. N. W

WASHINGTON, D, C. 20006

AREA CODE 202 331-1005 0. @
EMANIII I ROUVEL AS ;000 I. B M BUILDING
JONAF14AN BLANK
ROBLII N HOMSON SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101

TOVAN III O-SLUN[' 206-623-7580
AR'IIII PANKOPF

May 3, 1976

Mr. John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel
[ederal Election Commission
1.325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: Litton Compliance Action

Dear Mr. Murphy:

Pursuant to our telephone conference of this date, I
hereby request an additional fifteen (15) day extension of

i the dates for compliance with the Litton conciliation
agreement. I have reviewed the material prepared for

IB- submission on this date and found it to be unsatisfactory.
It is now apparent that a major overhaul of bookkeeping
procedures will be required before I can verify to the

. Commission that the compliance material is accurate.

In addition to problems with bookkeeping procedures,
the Litton accountants are in possession of his personal
records in order to prepare his tax return. Moreover, the
Litton campaign has retained accountants in Kansas City
who are just now familiarizing themselves with appropriate

N books and records. Consequently, I must travel to Missouri
to prepare an accurate response to the Commission's order.

This is to inform you, as well, that my inspection of
Litton books and records is likely to reveal the necessity
for amendments to all FECA reports filed by the Litton
committee and by the Congressman himself. I intend to
travel to Missouri this weekend and compile the appropriate
reports shortly thereafter.



0

Mr. John G. Murphy, Jr. - 2 -

The requested extension of time will not run counter to
the philosphy of full disclosure, since enough time remains
before the Missouri primary for the electorate to analyze the
amended reports, even with the extension.

Very truly yours,

Robert Thomson
Counsel to Congressman Litton

• '" RT/lmb

Ci

PRESTON. THORGRIMSON,

ELLIS. H)LMAN & FLETCHER



PRfcTN, THORC3RIMSON. ELLIS, HOLMAN & FLETCHER

SUITE 201

1776 F 5!REFT, N W

WASHING VON, D C 20006

r

7 C-7.1

11r,7 -

Mr. John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel

Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

m ---
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April 27, 1976

Robert N7. Thomson, Esq.
Preston, Thorgrimson, Ellis,

Holman and Fletcher
1776 F Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20006

Re: HUR 29 1(Z5'

C ear Mr. Thomson:

This letter is in response to your communication
dated April 21, 1976, in which you request a 10 day
extension to file certain materials required by the

MOW. Conciliation Agreement signed between the Federal
Election Coitission and Congressman Litton on March 22,

71 C 1976. I am authorized by the Commission to agree to
such an extension. Accordingly, please file the

. materials in question on or before May 3, 1976.

Sincerely yours,

NJohn G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel

DSpiege1 :mpc: 4/26/76

R



LAW OFFICES

PRESTON. THORGRIMSON. ELLIS, HOLMAN & FLETCHER
1776 F STREET, N W

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20006 , i I

AREA CODE 202 331-1005

EMANUJkt, ROUVELAS 2000 AS B M UIIDING
JONATHAN BLANK
ROBERT N THOMSON SEATTLE, WASHIN G(' N 98101
TOVAD YkHORSLUND 206623
ARTHIII4 PANKOPF

April 21, 1976

The Honorable Thomas B. Curtis
Clitirman
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE:: MUR 002 (75) Conciliation Agreement

Dear Chairman Curtis:

On March 22, 1976, the Commission and Congressman Litton
entered into a Conciliation Agreement that requires certain
amended reports to be filed within 30 days. Congressman Litton
hereby requests a ten (10) day extension of all such filing
dates.

We have been having substantial difficulty arriving at
cost figures for the Dialogue with Litton program. There
have also been problems arriving at correct totals for travel
and honoraria payments received by the Congressman. The
Congressman has been out of town for much of the recess, so
he has been unable to review the work papers we have prepared
until very recently.

A 10-day extension of the filing dates will not be
detrimental to any other candidate or the Commission itself
and will insure that the amended reports, when filed, are
accurate. The Missouri primary is not until August 3, so
interested Missouri voters will have ample time to review
the amended reports if the extension is granted.

' v rulyyours,

Robert Thomson
Counsel to Congressman Litton

RT/lmb
t- r,

'I. ;~nq



RESfVON. THORGRIM'3ON, ELI IS. HOLMAN & FLETCHER

SHITE ()1

( 1776 F srRtf r N W

VVAFHINGION. ) C 20006

. . !' 9

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

I.A.

C---

cz~

F.

N

N



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of

Congressman Jerry Litton
MUR 002 (75)

COMMISSION ACTION

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the matter

concerning Congressman Litton and has concluded that it should

be closed on the basis of the Conciliation Agreement dated

March 22, 1976. The Federal Election Commission has accordingly

voted, , -to close the file.

Thomas B. Curtis
Chairman

/ , /

Neil Staebler
Vice Chairman

Joan D. Aikens
Commissioner

Thomas Harris
Commissioner

Vernon Thomson
Commissioner

'lobert Tiernan
Commissioner

DATE:

C



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of
)MU'-?00 2 (5)

Congressman Jerry Litton

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter was instituted by the Federal Election Commission

(hereinafter FEC) on July 3, 1975, pursuant to allegations that

Congressman Jerry Litton of the Sixth District of Missouri had begun

a campaign for the Senate seat from the State of Missouri during the

spring of 1975, but had failed to meet certain of the disclosure

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

This agreement is entered into after conference and conciliation

with Congressman Litton's representatives who cooperated fully with

the FEC staff. The agreement shall in no manner be construed as an

admission by Congressman Litton that he has violated any provision of

the Federal election laws.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

1. Beginning May 1, 1975, the costs of certain speaking engage-

ments made by Congressman Litton in Missouri, outside of his Congres-

sional district, shall be regarded as expenditures and shall be

reportable as such. The Congressman agrees that after August 21,

1975, he will report the costs of all of his speaking engagements in

Missouri according to the principles enumerated in Advisory Opinion

1975-13, published in 40 FR 36747. Within 30 days of the date this

agreement is approved by the Commission, Congressman Litton will

submit a list of the costs of all unreported speaking engagements

affected by the terms set forth herein.

2. (a) The show, "Dialogue with Litton" was instituted on

March 19, 1973, shortly after Congressman Litton's election to

Congress, and serves to inform the Congressman's constituents of
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It is agreed that the costs of "Dialogue with Litton" which

relate to the Congressman's Senatorial candidacy shall be reported

as an expenditure between September 25, 1975 -- the date Congressman

Litton registered as a candidate with the Secretary of the Senate --

and the date of this agreement. The costs shall be calculated

according to the following formula:

TV and radio audience
out of Litton's C.D.

but in Missouri x production costs of show = costs allocable
Total TV and radio as expenditures
audience in Missouri

Under this formula 44% of "Dialogue's" production costs must

be reported as expenditures. A listing of the monthly costs of

"Dialogue with Litton" between September 25, 1975 and the date of

this agreement will be submitted to the Commission within 30 days.

(b) In an election year the proximity of the election over-

shadows the informative role of a show such as "Dialogue with

Litton." Accordingly, all costs of the show are reportable as

expenditures. However, in the present matter this provision will

be applied only as of the date of this agreement.

(c) The Litton Senatorial Committee -- the duly authorized

committee supporting the Congressman's Senatorial candidacy --

agrees to pay back the Sixth District Congressional Club ("the Club)

for the percentage of costs assumed by it which are to be counted

as expenditures. No donor to the Club prior to the date of this

agreement will be deemed a contributor within the meaning of the

Federal Election Campaign Laws, with respect to dues money which

was used to pay for the costs of "Dialogue with Litton."

3. It is further agreed that the total of all honoraria

received by Congressman Litton from January 1 to August 26, 1975,

is $14,583.98; that no single honorarium received by Congressman

Litton during this period exceeded $1,000. Within 30 days of the
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violated either of the separate limitations in 18 U.S.C. §616,

subds. 1 and 2, he will return to the sponsoring party or parties

all excesses received.

4. This agreement is executed in full satisfaction of all

issues raised in this compliance action.

DATE:

Jo n G.-Murphy,Jr.
Ge eral Counsel
F_ eral Election Co: i ion
T325 K Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463
Telephone: 382-5657

1-

Rober-t--N . -Thomson
Attorney for Respondent
Preston, Thorgrimson, Ellis,

Holman and Fletcher
1776 F Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20006
Telephone: 331-1005
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LAW OFFICES .

PRESTON. THORGRIMSON, ELLIS, HOLMAN & FLETCHER
1776 F STREET, N W

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006

AREA CODE 202 331-1005

1 MANIIL FQouvi I A,, 2000 I. B M BUILDING
1( JNAUHAN BLANKAI(HFAT N THC )N 9EATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101

( )VAH THORSLUND 206-623-75130
A1I4IIUR PANKOPF

March 4, 1976

Mr. John Murphy
General Counsel
F(ec.r1] Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE CA 002-75

Dear Mr. Murphy:

After reviewing the staff report in the matter of
cCongressman Jerry Litton (CA 002-75), I find it is necessary to

clarify several points. The Congressman has agreed to do whatever
-- the Commission thinks he must do in order to comply fully with the

FECA. However, he admits no substantive violations. We intend
'" to preserve our rights with respect to every issue presented by
*- this compliance action.

It was my understanding that this matter was to be presented
as a consent decree. Unfortunately, there is language in the

C- staff report that runs counter to that concept.

With reference to language on page 3, paragraph 3, we have not
N agreed that the costs of Dialogue should be allocated. However,

if the FEC determines that such costs should be allocated,
Cong'ressman Litton will be happy to comply.

On page 4, paragraph 1, the report indicates that
Congressman Litton is prepared to accept the 44% formula. As a
matter of fact, Congressman Litton thinks the 44% formula is
preposterous. Nevertheless, if the FEC feels that is the correct
allocation, then the Congressman is willing to amend his reports
accordingly.

On page 4, paragraph 3, the report indicates that the Congress-
man concedes he made candidacy-related expenditures on May 1, 1975.
This is erroneous. The Congressman concedes that he made payments
to determine whetier he should be a Senate candidate on or after
that date. If the FEC determines that such payments were
"expenditures" within the Act's definitions, then the Congressma-



Mr. John Murphy

will be most willing to amend his reports accordingly.

With reference to page 5, paragraph 2, Congressman Litton feels
the FEC has no business decreeing what staff may be taken on
expense-paid honorarium engagements at any time - not just prior
to August 21, 1975. However, if the FEC determines that the rule
in A.0. 8 should apply after August 21, 1975, then the Congressman
will adhere to that ruling.

I request that this letter of clarification appear in the
Commission's file, along with the staff report in question, and
be released to the public at any time the staff report is released.

trul yours,

t Thomson

C RT/lmb

11 V

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON.

ELLIS. HOLMAN % F FITCHE EL
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RESTON, THORGRIMSON, ELLIS, HOLMAN & FLETCHER
(4hSUITE 201

1776 F STREET, N. W.

WqHINGTON, D. C. 20006

Mr. John Murphy .Z

General Counsel =L
Federal Election Commission a C
1325 X Street, N.W. !
Washington, D.C. 20463 C.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMM5',SI ON

In the matter of
CA 002-75

Congressman Jerry Litton

STAFF REPORT

I. Allegations

Pursuant to certain newspaper articles app',aring in
Jtne 1975, allegations wore brought to the Commission's
attention indicating that Congressman Jerry Litton of the
Sixth District of Missouri had begun a campaign for the

,Senate seat from the State of Missouri during the spring
of 1975, but had failed to meet certain of the disclosure

Nprovisions of the Federal Election Campaign law.

Following notification of these allegations Congressman
CLitton indicated he would voluntarily grant Federal Election

Commission (FEC) investigators access to all pertinent books
"and records. On September 8, 1975, an investigative team
-from the FEC began reviewing Congressman Litton's books and
records. This review revealed the following disclosure

.. problems:

1. A question as to whether expenditures incurred by

Congressman Litton in connection with certain speaking cngage-
ments scheduled on and after May 1, 1975 were related to his
Senate candidacy and therefore reportable.

2. A question as to what portion of the costs -(if any)
of a television show titled "Dialogue with Litton" featuring
Congressman Litton and a series of prominent guests, were
related to the Congressman's Senatorial candidacy.

3. Finally our investigation indicated that Congressman
Litton might be in violation of the honorarium limitations set
forth in 18 U.S.C. §616.

cia f-4 e7
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II. Analysis and Recommendations I/

A. Congressman Litton's Costs for Certain Speaking
Engagements in Missouri.

Our investigation indicates that beginning May 1, 1975,
Congressman Litton accepted a limited number of speaking
engagements in Missouri outside of his Congressional District,
with a view toward promoting his Senatorial candidacy. The
costs of these engagements must be reported by Congressman
Litton as an expenditure. (A listing of the engagements for
May 1975 is found in Exhibit "1" of the appendix to this
report.)

In addition, there is a question whether beginning
August 21, 1975, the costs of all of Congressman Litton's

,speaking engagements are reportable as expenditures. On
that date, in AO 1973-13 (published in 40 FR 36747), the

NCommission ruled that once an individual becomes a candidate
"all speeches made before substantial numbers of persons are

a-presumably for the purpose of enhancing his candidacy." Thus,
it is clear that from the time Congressman Litton became a

Ccandidate he was covered by this rule. However, the precise
-date of Litton's candidacy (as the term is defined in 18 U.S.C.
§591(b)) is presently in dispute (see Part B, infra).

B. Costs of "Dialogue with Litton"

Our investigation indicated that "Dialogue with Litton" is
a monthly, 90 minute theatre-in-the-round type discussion between

C( Congressman Litton and a selected guest, usually of national
political prominence, about various issues of current, public
affairs interest. The show -- or "meeting" as Congressman

,Litton characterizes it -- takes place in the Congressman's
district before an audience that now averages about 1,000 persons

1/ The analysis and recommendations set forth herein take into
account the United States Supreme Court decision in Buckley
v. Valeo, 44 U.S.L.W. 4127 (S.C. January 30, 1976) striking
down as unconstitutional the expenditure limitations in
18 U.S.C. §§608(a) and (c). Accordingly, the narrative,
infra, focuses essentially on the disclosure impact of the
two expenditure related problems revealed by the Commission's
investigation of Congressman Litton.

All citations here to advisory opinions are made on the
assumption that because of the Buckley rulinq they have been
accorded "de facto validity" (41.--57.-W. at- 4170), they
are therefore viable.
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and always includes question and answer sessions with Congress-
man Litton and the guest. The costs of the show are paid for
exclusively by a group called Sixth District Congressional Club,
located in Congressman Litton's district. The show was first
instituted on March 19, 1973, shortly after Congressman Litton's
election to the House of Representatives. Television coverage
was not added until March 1974. This coverage was initially
local (3 television stations and 2 cable TV companies in June
1974), but has now expanded to include a substatntial portion of
Missouri. Present coverage includes a number of television and
radio stations.

In view of these facts we believe that "Dialogue with Litton"
can be reasonably characterized as serving two purposes: on the
one hand, it is an informative forum through which Congressman
Litton communicates with his constituents; on the other hand, it
is a promotional. device linked to the Congressman's Senatorial
candidacy. The costs of "Dialogue" which are related to its
informative role are not candidacy-related and do not count as
expenditures within the meaning of 2 U.S.C. §431(f) or 18 U.S.C.
5591 (f) ; however, the costs of -the show which are related to
Congressman Litton's Senatorial candidacy must all be deemed
expenditures.

The preceding propositions were discussed with counsel
C for Congressman Litton and a general agreement was reached that

the costs of the show should be allocated as an expenditure
according to a formula which would calculate the percentage of
viewing and listening population outside Congressman Litton's
district which is reached by the show. We proposed that the

r following formula be used:

P-TV and radio audience
out of Litton's C.D.

N (but in Missouri) x production costs of sfh,. 2,/ costs allocable

Total TV and radio as expenditures
audience in Missouri

2/ These costs exclude payments by Congressman Litton in 1975 for
"recording services furnished to him by the House Recording
Studio." Such costs are exempted by 2 U.S.C. S,434Cd) from the
limitations of the FECA, except "during the calendar year in
which the Member's term expires." In addition, costs for meet-
ing announcements, in-district advertising for the show, and
membership cards and badges for individuals in the Sixth District
Congressional Club could be excluded since such costs are directed
solely to getting persons in Congressm. Litton's district to
attend the meeting from which "Dialogue" is taped.
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Substituting the appropriate figures in this formula results
in a determination that 44% of the show's production costs
are allocable as candidacy-related expenditures. (See Exhibits
"2-5", appended hereto.) Congressman Litton has now indicated
that he is prepared to accept this formula.

In a year in which an election is held we believe that
all the costs of "Dialogue" must be counted as an expenditure.
During this period, the proximity of the election colors the
informational purpose of the show. Thus, even within Congress-
man Litton's district the show plainly serves to enhance his
candidacy. This issue is being discussed with counsel for
Congressman Litton and agreement may be possible.

An outstanding issue remains as to the date on which
expenditures for "Dialogue" should first be reported.
Congressman Litton has argued that this should be no

reirlier than September 25, 1973 -- the date he registered
as a Senatorial candidate with the Secretary of the Senate.

NHowever, because the Congressman concedes that he made a
_ candidacy-related expenditure on May 1, 1975, this raises
the question of whether May 1 should be considered as the

C inception date for all campaign-related costs, including
those made for "Dialogue."

C-. C. Honorariums

Our investigation indicated that on several occasions in
1975 Congressman Litton traveled to specific areas to deliver
honoraria speeches and in each case collected reimbursement
from the sponsoring group for roundtrip travel and accommoda-
tion expenses, not only for himself and his wife, but for

Nvarious staff members and their wives, who accompanied him.
(See Exhibit "6", appended hereto, for examples of these

Nreimbursements.) In view of the limitations on honorariums
in 18 U.S.C. §616, subds. 1 and 2, and in view of Congressman
Litton's extensive speaking schedule, it is obviously important
to determine which expense reimbursements are part of an
honorarium and which are not.

t.
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In AO 1975-8, appearing in 40 FR 36747 on August 21,
1975, the Commission ruled that only travel and accommodation
expenses paid on behalf of the Federal official actually
delivering the honorarium speech would be exempted from the
limitations of 18 U.S.C. 5616, subd. 1. Under the ruling it
would appear that after August 21, 1975, only reimbursements
for travel and accommodations made to Congressman Litton him-
self, would be exempt under §616(l). The Commission may wish
to re-examine this ruling to determine whether it is not overly
restrictive.

With regard to expenses made prior to the date of AO 1975-8,
Congressman Litton would interpret the exemption: in 18 U.S.C.
§616, subd. 1, as applying not only to his own travel and sub-
sistence, but also to that of his aides and to his immediate
family. These persons would be a functional part of the

fCongressman's travel entourage and their travel and subsistencecosts would in a sense be part of his costs. We believe that
Cthis approach is a reasonable one. The question of how many

persons in Litton's entourage would be exempt- under §616(1.) is
presently under discussion.

C

--III. Recommendations

In view of Congressman Litton's manifest cooperativeness
in the investigation herein and the thoughtful, reasonable tone
of the ongoing negotiations, we believe this matter can be fully
settled by a conciliation agreement. We seek a directive from
the Commission to obtain such an agreement which would then be

C. subject to final Commission action.

Orlando B. Potter John G. Murphy, Jr.
Staff Director General Counsel

DATE:

-t.
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EXHIBIT I

EXPENDITURES CONCERNING SPEECHES OUT-OF-DISTRICT IN MAY, 1975

Travel Item No.

(May) 55

Air Fares

$ 98.37

28.37

98.37

11.50

36.35

Accomodations and Meals

$ 32.00

16.48

10.40

75.38
33.24

120.37

Amounts Reported

Totals T393.33

Totals

64.72 123.86

$167.50

188.58

$560.83

7 7 r) rn
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Television Production Costs

1. Tape Purchases, Director's Fees, shipping
exp., etc.

2. House Recording Studio

3. Television Time Expense

$1,150

1,226

638

31014

Meeting Costs

1. Travel: JL & Guests

!2. Music Expense

W3. Meeting Announcement Exp.

4. In-District Advertising

5. Membership Cards & Badges

CE

1.-Less Non-Allocable Expenses

1I. 2.

Ii. 3.

House Recording Studio Fees
Exempted in Sect. 434d.

Meeting Announcement Exp.

In-District Advertising

Membership Cards and Badges
(Note 3,4,5 are construed to
be solely in-district and
constituent expenses)

$2,150

862

622

3,634

$ 396 $ 34

400 400

23 196

605 609

26 465

$1,450 $1,704

$ 683

1,069

600

2,352

$ 947

400

95

600*

-0 -

$2,042

$4,464 $5,338 $4,394

$1,226

62

605

$ 862

196.

609

465

$1,069

95

600"*.

- 0 -

TOTAL ALLOCABLE $2,584 $3,206 $2,630
EXPENSES

Re: CA 002-75 EXHI

EXPENSES CONCERNING T=E PRODUCTION OF "DIALOGUE WI:TH LITTON"

BIT II

JuneMay



0 EXHUBIT III

Upon request, Mr. Litt h's staff obtained the television
viewing from each of the stations carrying the Dialogue. We
were able to perform the following breakdown separating viewers
by the relative percentages into 1) in-district viewers, 2) out-
of-district viewers, and 3) out-of-state viewers. Note that
geographically, "Dialogue with Litton" may be seen in over
two-thirds of Missouri.

TV STATIONS
VIEWER FIGURES FOR
CARRYING DIALOGUE WITH

TV Stations

KBMA Kansas City

KOMU

eKHQA

Columbia

Hannible-Quincy

.,KQTV St. Joseph

CKTVO Kirkville-Ott-umwa

0-TV Springfield

C_
TV Joplin

Cable St. Joseph

C-Cable Maryville

NCable Platte County

Total
Viewers

60,000

40,000

18,000

68,000

47,000

22,000

4,000

15,000

4,000

2,800

280,800

(100%)

Missouri
6th C.D.

10,500

,200

Missouri
Non 6th C.D.

29,100

38,800

6, 300

68,000

7,050 7,050

18,700

1,620

15,000

4,000

2,800

108,550

(39%)

101,570

(36%)

A

LITTON

Out-of
State

20,400

11,700

32,900

3,300

2,380

70,680

(25%)



EXHIBIT IV

NON-CD6 MISSOURI LISTENERS OF VOTING AGE

Total Listeners

KHGM Brookfield 10,000

KMRN Cameron 100,000

KAOL Carrolton 10,000

KGHI Chillicothe 9,000

KTGR Columbia 25,000

KCFV Ferguson 500

KHMO Hannibal 0

--KIEE Harrisonville 25,000

C-WDAF-KYYS Kansas City 0

KCUR-FM Kansas City 0

KLEX-KBEK Lexington 8,000C

SKMMO-KMFL Marshall 16,500

•,KXCU Maryville 2,500

KWIX Moberly 16,500

KGSP Parkville 2,000

KKJO St. Joseph 3,000

KMA Shenendoah, Iowa 0

KSM1W Warrensburg 0

TOTAL RADIO LISTENERS 228,000

(Est. from Carrolton) 500w

(10w education station (Est.)

(Do not broadcast - E.T.)

(Do not broadcast)

(Do not broadcast)

(Est. from Marshall) -1000w.

(Only news coverage)

(Only news coverage)

OFFICIAL FILE COPY
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771 !~~')1 0j q EXHIBIT VI

CONGRESSMAN LITTON'S TRAVEL EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS FOR CERTAIN HONORARIA TRIPS

Expense Reimbursement Traceable
January -May, 1975 Received Expenses

1/24 Trojan Seed Co. $ 530.16 $ -
DC-KC (JL & # Staff) -.353.48
Motor Inn (JL) 23.17
Plaza Inn (JL & 3 Staff) - 118.40

1-31 Deep South Farm & Power
Equipment Assn. (New Orleans) 725.88
DC-Atlanta (JL & Staff & - 175.08

Staff wife)
Atl-New Orleans (JL & Staff - 145.08

& Staff Wife)
New Orleans-Atl (JL & Staff - 145.08

& Staff Wife)
AtI-DC (JL & Staff & Staff - 175.08

i fe)

S -11 Spokane Chamber of Commerce 944.00

DC-Denver-Spokane-Colurbia, MO
(JL & Staff)

(These fiqures could not be itemized
from information given)

S-20 U.S. Feed Grains Council (AZ) 764.23
DC-Chicago-Phoenix (JL) 239.72
KG-Phoenix (Staff & Relatives - 190.72
Phoenix-KC 124.36
Las Vegas (They paid only a - 264.72

Phoenix-KC air fare)



LAW OFFICES

PRESTON. THORGRIMSON, ELLIS. HOLMAN & FLTHER
1776 F STREET. N W.

WASHINGTON, P. C. 20006

AREA CODE 202 33I1o)

EMANIEL F1(.)UV[I I A 06
JONA]HAN BLANK 2000 1 8 M BUILDING

ROBEART N THOMSON SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98101
,oVAH THORSLUND February 10, 1976
ARTHUR PANKOPF 206-623-7580

John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel
F'ederal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Murphy:

The following is a proposal to settle major issues
in the Litton compliance action, including that concerning the

e Dialogue with Litton program. The approach has the general
approval of Congressman Litton.

The Dialogue with Litton show should be viewed as a
... joint venture, conducted by the Dialogue Committee and the

Litton Senate Committee. The Dialogue Committee will pay for
that portion of the program cost related to the Congressman's
function of communicating with his constituents in the sixth
district. The Senate Committee will pay for that portion of the
program cost deemed to be related to the Congressman's Senate
campaign. The allocation formula already devised by FEC staff
would determine the amounts to be paid by each committee.

Under current law, the Dialogue Committee will continue
to be considered a group organized to help the Congressman
communicate with his constituents, and not a political committee.
Donations to the Dialogue Committee will not be considered
"contributions" and disbursements will not be deemed "expenditures".
However, the Congressman recognizes that the Dialogue Committee
may become subject to FECA reporting requirements and contribution
limits when the proposed office account regulation is approved
by Congress.

Of course, contributions to and expenditures by the
Senate Committee will be subject to FECA requirements. Senate

I , v . , \,

,. , A • " % V \
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John G. Murphy, Jr.
Page 2
February 10, 1976

Committee Dialogue expenditures will be made directly to suppliers
of goods and services, so the FECA itemization requirements can be
met.

With respect to Dialoque programs priutr to the date of
settlement of this compliance action, but occurrinq after
September 26, 1975, (the inception of formal candidacy), the
Litton Senate Committee will repay the Dialogue Committee an
allocated portion of its costs, such allocation to be based on
the FEC staff formula designating a percentage of those costs
as related to the Litton Senate candidacy. The disbursement
will be reported by the Senate Committee, as required by
2 U.S.C. §434.

Under no circumstances, however, should previous
Dialogue donors be retroactively deemed campaign contributors.
These donors had no idea they would be considered supporters of
a Litton Senate candidacy by virtue of their donations to the

C Dialogue Committee. Some of them support the concept of Dialogue,
but do not support the Litton Senate candidacy.

I believe this proposal should be acceptable to the
Commission, since it recognizes the major principle staff was
intent on establishing in the context of this compliance action.
Where a House member seeks a Senate seat, a program like Dialogue
will be deemed partially campaign-related when it influences
state voters residing out of the member's district.

On the question of honorariums, the Congressman still
asserts that payments for all staff travel in connection with an

k honorarium event should be exempted from the honorarium limits
as "actual travel" expenses. In the event the Commission rules
otherwise, the Congressman would like a list from A.I.D. noting
which payments are deemed to be in violation of 18 U.S.C. §616.
The Congressman has yet to receive such a list. Appropriate
reimbursements will then be made.

Robert Thom

RT/rmm

~ai

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON,

ELLIS. HOLMAN 9 FLETCHER
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John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.

C Washington, D.C. 20463
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Mr. David Spiegle

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

5th Floor



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION qoM,4IStTON

IN THE MATTER OF CONGRESSMAN ) CA 002-75
) RESPONSE TO THE REPORT

JERRY LITTON ) OF THE OFFICE OF DIS-
) CLOSURE AND COMPLIANCE

AND THE OFFICE OF GENERAL
COUNSEL BY CONGRESSMAN

____ __ _______ _________JERRY LITTON

I. BACKGROUND

This response to the report of the Office of Disclosure

and Compliance and the Office of General Counsel ("Staff Report")

is filed in connection with an investigation initiated by the

(7 Federal Election Commission. The investigation initially focused

on the question of when Congressman Jerry Litton began making

expenditures with respect to a candidacy for the United States

Senate, but staff has now broadened the scope of the investiga-

N tion to include the receipt of honorariums by Congressman Litton

and the Congressman's communications with his constituents through

the medium of the Dialogue with Litton television and

program ("Dialogue"). .tt

The matter was initiated by a letter from Mr. Gordon

Andrew McKay, Assistant Staff Director for Disclosure and Compli-

ance to Congressman Litton, dated July 3, 1975. Exhibit 1.

The letter cited a June 22nd newspaper article quoting the Con-

gressman, and noted that the Congressman apparently had misinfor-

mation as to the general standards of candidacy found in the
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Federal Election Campaign Act ("FECA"). The letter did not give

any indication that Congressman Litton was to be the subject

of an investigation, nor did the letter contain any allegations

from complainants or the Commission itself that Congressman

Litton was in violation of the FECA.

On August 18, 1975 Congressman Litton's Administrative

Assistant, Mr. John Ashford and counsel, met with Mr. Stephen

Schachman, Deputy Assistant General Counsel for Litigation.

At that meeting, Mr. Schachman orally indicated that Congressman

Litton would be the subject of an investigation. Although no

written notice of a possible violation was received by Congress-

man Litton, Mr. Schachman indicated at the August 18th meeting

7 that the Commission was concerned about certain travel expenses

incurred by Congressman Litton, although the investigation was

not to be limited in any way.

By letter of August 18th, Congressman Litton indicated

he would voluntarily grant FEC investigators access to all books

and records. Exhibit 2. On September 8th, a team from the FEC's

Audit and Investigation Division began reviewing Congressman

Litton's books and records in his office.

On September 29th counsel for Congressman Litton ad-

dressed a letter to Mr. Schachman containing a trip-by-trip

itemization of Congressman Litton's 1975 travel and comments

on the various issues that were presented by the investigation.
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Exhibit 3. Following that, a period of negotiation ensued in

which it became apparent that the FEC staff had isolated three

areas of concern, Litton Travel, Litton Honorariums, and Dialogue

with Litton.

During negotiations, some consensus was reached with

respect to the first two issues,, but it is not possible to charac-

terize that consensus as an agreement. With the respect to the

issue of Dialogue with Litton, no agreement was reached. In

the letter of September 29th, counsel for Congressman Litton

el submitted a suggested allocation formula to be used if the Com-

mission insisted on allocating a portion of the Dialogue expen-

ditures to a prospective Senate candidacy. Commission staff

rejected the proposed allocation formula and orally proposed

an alternative formula of its own. That formula is unacceptable.

Since it appeared agreement on the issues presented

by the investigation was not forthcoming, Congressman Litton,

through counsel, requested a hearing on this matter by letter

dated December 9th. Exhibit 5. Shortly thereafter, Chairman

Thomas B. Curtis responded for the Commission noting that Com-

mission staff was to prepare the staff report in question here

and noting that Congressman Litton would have an opportunity

to submit a written response to the repor-t. Exhibit 6.

II. THE ISSUE OF CANDIDACY

Tfhe question of when Congressman Litton became a candi-

date for the U.S. Senate was apparently the issue that ignited
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this investigation of Litton expenditures. In Mr. McKay's letter

of July 3, 1975, reference is made to "certain published and

broadcast statements" by the Congressman allegedly misinterpret-

ing FECA standards of candidacy. Moreover, staff has made the

technical inception of a Litton Senate candidacy the lynch pin

of its analysis and recommendations with respect to all major

issues in this compliance action.

Upon staff's request, counsel for Congressman Litton

made available on September 21 an itemized list of travel items

that occurred during the second calendar quarter of 1975. That

list included all trips by Congressman Litton outside of Wash-

ington, D.C. during that period. Certain of those travel items

S were designated as having been made by Congressman Litton to

explore the possibility of alternative state and federal candi-

dacies. Exhibit 3, p. 2.

In the first paragraph of the September 29 letter,

counsel states,

"As you know, Congressman Litton does not consider
himself a candidate for the U.S. Senate. However,
some expenditures were made from the Congressman's
personal funds during the second quarter to deter-
mine of he should become a candidate. Should
you determine these expenditures are reportable
under the FECA, they will be included on the third
quarter Report of Receipts and Expenditures ti1Q6>"<
by the Missourians for Litton committee, a poiti-
cal committee registered.... .on September 26,
1975." Emphasis supplied.
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Again, on page 2, counsel states, "I o eemnei sncs

sary, the Missourians for Litton Committee will report certain

second quarter expenditures...." emphasis supplied.

It is apparent from these passages that Counsel was

asking for a Commission determination of the impact of certain

payments made to determine which of several alternative candi-

dacies the Congressman should pursue.

%(7 Staff has recommended that certain travel items during

the second quarter be deemed campaign-related, Staff Rept., p.

12. That may be a reasonable conclusion with respect to those

travel items. However, the staff draft goes much further. It

suggests that these de minimus "expenditures" should not only

* trigger the technical definition of candidacy under the Act,

but should also retroactively subject the Congressman to the

full range of statutory and regulatory obligations that normally

N flow from the knowing inception of candidacy.

Staff alleges that all travel (with minor exceptions)

outside the Congressman's district should be deemed campaign-

related as of May 1. Staff Rept., p. 12-13. Staff further

contends that the harsh provisions of A.0. 1975-13, 40 Fed. Reg.

36747 (Aug. 21, 1975) should also apply to the Congressman's

honorarium speeches, simply by virtue of these exploratory ex-

penditures. Staff considers these exploratory expenditures to

It,, r
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be of paramount importance when suggesting the Congressman charge

a portion of Dialogue costs to his Senate limit from May 1, 1975.

Staff Rept., p. 19.

The Federal Election Commission has yet to decide

whether exploratory payments of the type made by Congressman

Litton are "expenditures" under 2 U.S.C. §431(f) or 18 U.S.C.

§591(f). To our knowledge, no advisory opinion directly addresses

this subject. The Proposed Disclosure Regulations, H.Doc. 74-

N293, 94th Cong., 1st Sess., provide no specific guidance. No

C interim guideline or policy statement now on the record would

aid a candidate in judging for himself the impact of payments

made to determine which of several alternative candidacies should

be pursued.

At the time the payments in question were made, Con-

C* gressman Litton was actively considering the possibility of

seeking nomination for election to the office of Governor of

the State of Missouri, U.S. Representative, or U.S. Senator.

Litton Affidavit, 112. The expenditures, themselves were of a

de minimus nature, totaling $654.78 for May and June according

to the Congressman's figures. Exhibit 3, p. 3. All payments

were made from the Congressman's personal funds. Litton

davit, 112. ( t~

The record indicates that Congressman Litton himself

was uncertain as to the impact of the exploratory payments, but
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welcomed the Commission investigation as an opportunity for the

Commission to provide for the first time substantial guidance

on the difficult question of "when candidacy begins." As the

Congressman stated in his letter of August 18, 1975, "1 believe

the resolving of these specific issues will do much to inform

other potential candidates and enable them to know the Commis-

sion 's interpretation of the Act and comply with it." Exhibit

2, pp. 3 and 4.

It is apparent the Commission has before it a matter

S of first impression, calling for a judgment of the impact under

- the FECA of exploratory payments of a de minimus nature made

S by an incumbent Congressman who was considering several alter-

native candidacies, one of which was for a state office. On

numerous occasions, the Commission has stated that where the

express provisions of the FECA do not clearly foreordain an FEC

17 conclusion regarding an application of the Act, that conclusion

should not be applied retroactively. See, A.0. 1975-11, 40 Fed.

P.. Reg. 42839 (Sept. 16, 1975); A.0. 1975-68, 40 Fed. Reg. 55601

(Nov. 28, 1975). That rule should apply in the instant case.

Staff has recommended that Congressman Litton be deemed

a candidate as of May 1, 1975. Staff Rept., p. 12. This recom-

mendation should be accepted by the Commission only insofar as

it would lead to a reporting of the exploratory payments made

during the second calendar quarter.



However, the Commission should apply the broad statu-

tory aind regulatory requirements that normally flow from a knowing

inception of candidacy prospectively only from September 26,

1975, the date the Congressman registered the Missourians for

Litton Committee and authorized that committee to receive con-

tributions and make expenditures with respect to a possible

Senate candidacy. On or about that date, the Congressman de-

termined that he would probably be a Senate candidate and ex-

penditures thereafter could fairly be attributed to his expen-

c.diture limit under 18 U.S.C. §608(c). Litton Affidavit, 113.

In the context of the Litton compliance action the

Commission may well determine that in the future, the type of

exploratory payments made by Congressman Litton are "expendi-

tures" under the Act. All who are involved with the campaign

laws would welcome such guidance. Nevertheless, such a novel

C_ interpretation should not be applied retroactively in the instant

N case.

III. DIALOGUE WITH LITTON

The major area of concern from the inception of this

investigation has been the Dialogue with Litton program. The

nature of the program is fully described in Congressman Litton's

affidavit and counsel's letter of September 29.
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Dialogue with Litton should not be regulated in any

way by the Federal Election Commission for the following reasons:

A. The Commission is prohibited by the First Amend-

ment of the U.S. Constitution from defining the

FECA definition of "expenditure" :;o broadly as

to unduly restrict the public discussion of po-

litical issues.

B. The Commission is prohibited by the First Amend-

C ment of the U.S. Constitution from applying the

FECA so broadly that Congressman Litton, Dialogue's

listening and viewing public, and the press are

denied the benefits of a free press.

C. The Commission is prohibited from resurrecting

Csection 437a of Title 2, U.S. Code, a provision

found unconstitutional by the Court of Appeals

in Buckley v. Valeo, C.A. No. 75-1061 (D.C. Cir.,

Aug. 15, 1975), by applying the FECA to a program

like Dialogue that sets forth a candidate's posi-

tion on public issues and discusses the voting

record or other official acts of a candidate.

A. Free Public Discussion of Political Issues

Application of the FECA to Dialogue with Litton rests

on the determination that some of its costs represent an "ex-

penditure made for the purpose of influencing..." the nomination
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or election of a candidate to Federal office. Staff Rept., p.

19. The purpose test which triggers the reporting and expendi-

ture limitations of the Act has been judicially construed to

avoid application of the Act's provisions to certain groups and

organizations involved in the public discussion of political

issues. See, United States v. National Committee for Impeach-

ment, 496 F.2d 1135 (2d Cir. 1972): A.C.L.U. v. Jennings, 366

F.Supp. 1041 (D.D.C. 1973).

In United States v. National Committee for Impeachment

C("Impeachment Committee"), supra, the Second Circuit was faced

with an application of the FECA disclosure provisions to an

advertisement by an organization advocating the impeachment of

President Richard M. Nixon. The court indicated that the legis-

lative history of the 1971 Act gave no guidance with respect

to the meaning of the purpose test. Finding no Congressional

C. guideline, the Court concluded that the test must be narrowly

construed so as to avoid raising "serious constitutional issues."I

Id at 1139, 1140. The Court fashioned a two-part test for de-

termining the proper application of the purpose of the test.

First, there must be an expenditure [or contribution]

made with authorization, consent, or under the control of the

candidate. Second, the major purpose of soliciting contributions

or making expenditures must be the nomination or election of

candidates. Id at 1140.
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The Impeachment Committee analysis has been followed

by the District of Columbia Circuit in its decisions in two

similar cases, ACLU v. Jennings, supra, and Buckley v. Valeo,

supra. Under the Impeachment Committee test, costs of Dialogue

do not constitute an "expenditure" for the purpose of nominating

or electing a candidate to federal office. Admittedly, there

is authorization of the expenditures of Dialogue production costs

by Congressman Litton. The first part of the Impeachment Commit-

tee standard is satisfied.

CHowever, the major purpose of Dialogue with Litton

is not the influencing of the nomination or election of Congress-

man Litton to Federal office. The major purpose of Dialogue

is now, and has always been, to provide current information on

public issues to the voters of the Sixth District of Missouri.

C' The staff has erred in its conclusion that the FECA

" is applicable to Dialogue with Litton. The face of the Act

itself, as well as its judicial interpretation, argues that it

was not intended to reach communications between members of

Congress and their constituents. For example, franked newsletter

mailings are specifically excepted from coverage in 39 U.S.C.

§3210. The value of services of the Congressional recording

studios are exempted from the reporting requirements of 2 U.S.C.

§434, except in the year immediately preceeding the Member's

re-election. Congress specifically intended "to separate ac-

tivities designed to win elections from activitiez.sdesigned to
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make a Congressman known and available to his constituents."

Buckley, supra at 1549. In fact, the Court of Appeals has speci-

fically expressed its approval of the Congressional intent to

withhold constituent communications from coverage of the act.

"It is certainly appropriate for Congress to assure that steps

taken to diminish incumbency advantage do not have the result

of eroding representation or the effectiveness of a legislator

in communicating with his constituents." Buckley, sur at 1549,

emphasis added; accord, Exhibit 7.

C We take particular issue with staff's conclusion that

Dialogue is a "promotional device for enhancing Congressman

Litton's Senatorial candidacy." Staff Rept., p. 17. This state-

ment is characteristic of the persistent inability of the staff

throughout the initial period of negotiation to appreciate the

motivation behind the Dialogue program. In Dialogue, Congressman

C" Litton has developed a novel approach to encourage discussion

!~of public issues among his constituents and to expose his entire

I'district through the media to spirited discussions involving

our nation's leading government officials and political figures.

To characterize Dialogue as a "most valuable tool for presenting

Mr. Litton as an actual or potential candidate" (Staff Rept.,

p. 11, emphasis supplied) represents a cynicism regarding elected

public officials that is inappropriate.

Staff offers no evidence to prove its assertion that

one of the purposes of Dialogue is to enhance Congressman Litton's
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Senate candidacy, other than the assertion that Dialogue excerpts

may be used in political advertisements in the future. If such

excerpts are used, they will be purchased from the Dialogue

Committee by the Litton campaign fund. Similar purchases of

photographs and film footage by incumbent candidates is common.

Staff makes much of the fact that Dialogue is broaidcast

by stations "-stratgially located on the fringes of the (SixAth

Congressional) district." Staff Rept., p. 19 (emphasis supplied).

Once again, the implications of such a choice of words are un-

C" acceptable. The record indicates that in order to cover his

entire constituency, Congressman Litton must have access to

broadcasting stations on the fringes of his district. To suggest

that the Congressman, as a matter of strategy for his Senate

campaign, chose the fringe stations to air the Dialogue program

is unfair.

The staff report further distorts the purpose of Di-

alogue by confusing the terms "purpose" and "effect." The Im-

peachment Committee test clearly states that it is the major

purpose of the communication that permits application of the

Act. Impeachment Committee, supra at 1140. The Act may be

applied only to "committees soliciting contributions or making

expenditures, the major purpose of which is the nomination or

election of candidates." Id.

Staff's analysis, on the other hand, focuses on the'

effect of Dialogue within the Sixth District and outside the
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district in areas unavoidably reached by the fringe stations.

Staff concludes that outside the district, "the show, like a

campaign circular, acts primarily as an advertisement of Congress-

man Litton's Senate candidacy by presenting him as an articulate

man who is doing his job well, and is liked and respected by

important government officials." Staff Rept., p. 18. This may

be the effect of the show on out-of-district listeners or viewers,

but such a consideration is only peripherally relevant to the

purpose test established by 18 U.S.C. 591(f) and the Court of

p- Apeals in the Impeachment Committee case. The major purpose

Cof Dialogue does not change solely because the program is broad-

cast incidentally across a geographical boundary.

Nothing in this record would lead to a conclusion that

the major purpose of Dialogue is other than to communicate with

Congressman Litton's constituents. Staff's conclusions threaten

C. to lead the Commission beyond the constitutional boundaries of

I~the Act into the protected area of First Amendment expression.

The recommended application of the FECA is impermissibly broad

and should be rejected by the Commission.

B. Freedom of the Press

Staff recommends that a portion of the cost of pro-

ducing the Dialogue program for radio and television broadcasting

be subject to the FECA expenditure limits in 18 U.s.c. §608(c).

Such a limitation would constitute an unconstitutional inter-

ference with the right of Congressman Litton and the members



of the Dialogue committee to have access to broadcasting stations

for the purpose of discussing controversial issues of public

importance, and an infringement on the collective right of Dia-

logue viewers and listeners "to have the medium function con-

sistently with the ends and purposes of the First Amendment."

Red Lion Broadcasting Co. v. F.C.C., 395 U.S. 367 (1967).

Congress has recognized that the constitutional right

of maximum access to the media is of paramount public importance.

%r The "Equal Time" provisions of the Communications Act of 1934

C allow legally qualified candidates equal opportunities to use

a broadcasting station when the station has afforded the use

of its facilities to other such candidates. 47 U.S.C. §315(a).

The "Fairness Doctrine" requires that broadcasting stations

provide "reasonable opportunity for the discussion of conflicting

views on issues of public importance." Id. Legally qualified

C candidates must be given access to broadcasting facilities at

the station's lowest unit charge during time periods prior to

an election and at rates comparable to that charged other users

at other times. 47 U.S.C. §315(b). A station's broadcasting

license may be revoked if it fails to allow "reasonable access"

to its facilities by legally qualified federal c and id ate,

U.S.C. §312(a). v40

The Supreme Court has also placed a premium on access

to the airwaves, concluding that, "it is the purpose of the First

Amendment to preserve an uninhibited market place of ideas in
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which truth will ultimately prevail." Red Lion Broadcasting

Co. v. F.C.C., supra, at 390. Only in special circumstances

has the Court countenanced a restriction on the right of the

public to have access to broadcasting services, e.g., Columbia

Broadcasting System v. Democratic National Committee, 412 U.S.

290 (1973).

The FECA itselfi has not been invulnerable to consti-

tutional attack on the grounds that spending limitations restrict

r. the rights of the public under the First Amendment. An important

Caspect of the media expenditure limit in Title I of the 1971

r, Act (the certification requirement) was ruled unconstitutional.

CACLU v. Jennings, supra at 1051.

Courts have found that restrictions on access to First

Amendment freedom of expression may be unconstitutional due to

C, the "chilling effect" of government regulation that falls short

Nof a direct prohibition of First Amendment rights. Laird v.

Tatum, 408 U.S. 1, 11 (1972); Baird v. State Bar of Arizona,

401 U.S. 1 (1971); Keyishian v. Board of Regents, 385 U.S. 589

(1967); Lamont v. Postmaster General, 381 U.S. 301 (1965I
__*

In the instant case, application of the

limits to Dialogue, a program whose major purpose is not to

influence Federal elections, would have a "chilling effect" on

Congressman Litton's access to the airwaves for the purpose of

communicating with his constiuents and on the public right to
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see such programs. Such Commission action would severely limit

the total amount that could be spent on Dialogue. It would

require that certain of Dialogue's donors be listed as political

contributors on FECA reports and require the Dialogue committee

to meet accounting and reporting requirements, although it ap-

pears such requirements could be avoided if the Litton campaign

fund paid Dialogue for those expenditures deemed campaign-re-

lated.

Such regulation would make the Congressman a "candi-

C date" under the FECA simply by virtue of producing Dialogue,

since such broadcasts would be deemed "expenditures" under the

Act. Most importantly, it would discourage broadcasters from

carrying the program because of the "Equal Time" implications.

There is no question that staff's recommendation would severely

curtail Dialogue and could well destroy the program altogether.

C Litton Affidavit, 116.

Of course under certain circumstances, the right of

access to the media may be tempered by a competing and paramount

public interest. Columbia Broadcasting System v. F.C.C., supra.

Nevertheless, there must be a substantial nexus between the

compelling interest and the act that is threatened by govern-

mental regulation. See, Shelton v. Tucker, 364 U.S. 479 (1960);

Louisiana v. N.A.A.C.P., 366 U.S. 293 (1961); United States v.

O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367 (1968). Here that nexus is lacking.
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The compelling interest in this case is the purity

of the electoral process as protected by the FECA expenditure

ceilings. Congress has concluded that spending in Federal elec-

tion campaigns, such as the Missouri Senate race, should be

limited. But here any effect on the Senate race is merely in-

cidental to the purpose of Dialogue, which is to bring the resi-

dents of Missouri's Sixth Congressional District closer to govern-

ment officials and political figures who profoundly influence

their daily lives. Staff itself recognizes that the program

is non-partisan in nature. No appeal for support, financial

C7 or otherwise, is made on behalf of Congressman Litton or any

I- other candidate or party. Staff Rept., p. 10. Non-residents

C77 of the Sixth District only have access to the program because

there are few radio and television stations in that largely rural

area and fringe stations must be used to reach all district

residents.

C7,

Staff is no doubt concerned that continued exposure

S of Congressman Litton in any capacity to potential voters in

the Missouri Senate primary will act to the detriment of his

primary opponents (Staff Rept., pp. 18-19). However, the in-

terests of Congressman Litton's opponents are already well-pro-

tected by the Equal Time laws. Once Congressman Litton becomes

a legally qualified candidate for the U.S. Senate, his legally

qualified opponents may request equal access to any broadcasting

station that allows Congressman Litton to use its facilities.

47 U.S.C. §315 (a).
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It is not necessary for the Commission to embark on

the dangerous course of regulating programs like Dialogue when

another Federal agency, the Federal Communications Commission,

already has the statutory authority and expertise sufficient

to protect the rights of all candidates involved. Is it really

necessary for the Federal Election Commission to broaden the

application of a statute which is already under serious consti-

tutional attack when another body of law has been found constitu-

tionally effective in accomplishing the same end? We think not,

and we urge the Commission to reject staff recommendations to

the contrary.

C C. Section 437a

C Section 437(a) of the FECA, directed at persons ...

broadcasting to the public any material referring to a candidate,

advocating the election or defeat of such candidate,. ..or setting

forth the candidate's position on any public issue has been

rN held unconstitutional by the United States Court of Appeals in

Buckley v. Valeo, supra at 1559.

The Court found Section 437(a) unconstitutionally broad

on its face because of the danger that "it may undertake to

compel disclosure by groups that do no more than discuss issues

of public interest on a wholly non-partisan basis." Id. at 1553.

Dismissing the likelihood that such discussion threatened the

purity of the Federal election process, the Court based its
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holding on the overriding importance which such discussion has

to a democratic society founded on the discussion of public

issues "vital and indispensable to a free society and an informed

electorate." Id.

Dialogue with Litton is a television and radio program

which provides information on public issues to the voters of

Missouri's Sixth Congressional District. The program's format

is nonpartisan, attempting to present both sides of all issues

and including guest speakers of all political persuasions. The

purpose of the program is to promote constituent understanding

of national issues and Congressional affairs.

Staff's suggestion that an allocated portion of Dia-

logue expenses must be deemed "expenditures" under the FECA could

result in the compelled disclosure of Dialogue's sponsoring

c- organization, the Sixth District Congressional Club.

N In Buckley v. Valeo, supra, the Court ruled the Com-

mission could not directly compel disclosure of "groups seeking

only to advance discussion of public issues." Id. at 1553.

The Sixth District Congressional Club is such an organization.

Nevertheless, the staff is suggesting that the Commission could

indirectly compel such disclosure by deeming certain of Dialogue's

expenditures to be campaign-related. If such expenditures exceed

$1,000 in a calendar year, the Dialogue committee could be forced

to report as a political committee. 2 U.S.C. §433. It is a

rk
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settled principle of law that the federal government cannot

regulate indirectly that which it cannot regulate directly.

It appears such disclosure could only be avoided by

having the Litton campaign fund repay the "expenditures" made

by Dialogue. However, such a requirement would be burdensome

and offensive to the spirit of Buckley v. Valeo. The Dialogue

committee, which pays the production costs of this nonpartisan

public information broadcast, is outside the constitutionally-

permissible scope of the Act. The Committee belongs to that

class of organizations which the D.C. Circuit Court sought to

C protect by striking down as unconstitutional, the disclosure

C provisions of §437 of the FECA.

D. Candidacy and Dialogue

Staff has suggested that a portion of Dialogue should

be allocated as a Senate campaign expenditure as of May 1, 1975,

the alleged inception of Congressman Litton's Senate campaign.

There is no basis in the statute for assuming that the nature

of Dialogue changes once the Congressman's Senate candidacy

began.

Before and after May 1, 1975, the purpose of Dialogue

was not to influence the result of a federal election. Nor does

the Congressman's obligation to communicate with his Sixth Dis-

trict constitutents terminate solely 
because he becomes lwto- %V

didate for statewide office. Any incidental e f .... ' u
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on the Senate campaign should not prompt the Commi.ssion to cripple

a program that has been successful in involving Sixth District

residents in their government.

In A.0. 1975-107, 40 Fed. Reg. 60165 (Dec. 31, 1975),

the Commission has concluded that a "newsletter of the air"

produced on one-time basis by Representative Edward P'. Beard

was not campaign-related. Like Dialogue, the Beard program was

seen on television throughout the Congressman's district and

P7 in other areas as well. Like Dialogue, the Beard program was

a review of the problems that face the Congressman's district

and involved a discussion of major areas of national concern.

CLike Congressman Litton, Congressman Beard was not a candidate

for reelection in his House district at the time the program

was shown. Both programs were shown during non-election years.

The major difference between the Beard program and

yb that of Dialogue is that Congressman Litton had made expendi-

t~tures of a de minimus nature to determine whether he should be

a Gubernatorial, Congressional or Senatorial candidate prior

to certain Dialogue broadcasts. Staff has concluded that by

virtue of these expenditures Litton became a candidate for the

Senate and 44 percent of the costs of producing the program

suddenly became subject to FECA limitation.

This is an absurd result that the Commission should

reject. The right of a Congressman to communicate with his con-

stituents should not be subject to such arbitrary determinations.
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Advisory Opinion 1975-107 should be modified to broaden the scope

of allowable constituent communication, and its implications

should not be followed in the Litton compliance action.

IV. LITTON TRAVEL

The record shows that Congressman Litton made certain

payments as early as May 1, 1975 to determine whether or not

he should be a candidate for state or federal office. Such

payments were made from the Congressman's own pocket and were

not made from funds contributed to the Congressman. Litton

Affidavit, 112. Such specific travel items are detailed in Ex-

c'hibit 3. We believe these expenditures will not be in excess

of $1,000 for the months prior to September 26, 1975.

Our understanding of staff's proposed treatment of

these travel expenditures is as reflected in counsel's letter
C

of December 9. Exhibit 5.

However, as we indicate above, a Commission determi-

nation that exploratory payments of this nature should not be

retroactively applied to subject Congressman Litton to the full

range of statutory and regulatory obligations that normally flow

from a determination that candidacy has commenced. These ob-

ligations should only be imposed on the Congressman prospectively

from September 26, 1975.
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V. LITTON HONORARIUMS

The confusion as to what portion, if any, of travel

and subsistence expenses must be counted towards the limits of

18 U.S.C. §616, centers on that section's definition of "actual

travel and subsistence expenses".

The Commission has concluded that "actual travel" ex-

penses are not subject to the honorarium limits, based on a clear

legislative intent to treat such expenses differently from honor-

ariums. A.0. 1975-8, 40 Fed. Reg. 36746 (Aug. 21, 1975). How-

ever, that opinion appears to define the phrase "actual travel"

as encompassing only the personal expenses of the elected or

appointed Federal officer.

The restricted definition of "actual travel" reached

by the Commission in its August advisory opinion on honorariums

is clearly a novel interpretation of the phrase and cannot be

said to have been foreordained by the statutory provisions of

the Act. For that reason, the Commission staff has tentatively

concluded that in applying §616 retroactively to Congressman

Litton, the term "actual travel" would include expenses for the

Congressman, his wife, and one staff member. Staff Rept., p.

17.

Congressman Litton is not in agreement with the staff's

conclusion as to the definition of "actual travel". The C ,,1 ,")"
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gressman asserts that the term "actual travel" should encompass

all staff business travel in connection with an honorarium

event. The purpose of the §616 honorarium limitation is to

prevent Members of Congress from profiting excessively during

their term, from their official status. Payments for actual

travel of Congressional staff when the occasion requires, do

not accrue to a Congressman's financial benefit.

Even under the staff interpretation of "actual travel",

0 ' no violation by Congressman Litton of the limits of §616 has

occurred, or will occur.

Respectfully submitted,

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON,
ELLI HOLMAN & FLETCHER

Robert N. Thomson

Counsel for Congressman
NJerry Litton

'I t '"'-~



B-I:OR TH I 1) RAI, F LECTI C ON ( ISSI.O

IN TI111: MATl OF"

CONGRISSMAN ,IJRRY LI'T'TON

The Ilonoral. e Jerry Litton,

a iid say's

CA 002-75

AF'FIDAAVIT OF

CONGRE SSMAN

JI:RRY LITTON

being duly sworn, deposes

S. I am a kiember of the United States House of Rpre-

sentatives from the Sixth lDi strict of the Stalte of Missouri

I was first elected to Congress in 1972 and suhse(qeJitly re-

elected in *1974. My professional experience prior to my elec-

tion included ranchi ng , a number of years as a professional

Ihroadcaster, a career for which 1 trained -in college, and a

paid professi-onal speaker.
2. My second term as a Congressman expires January 3

1976. In May of 1.975 1 decided to explore the possibilities

of a candidacy for the IMissouri governorship or the U.S.

Senate as an alternative to running for re-election in my

district. In order to test my political strength as a can-

didate for those offices, 1 spent a limited amount of time

and personal funds traveling to confer with individuals whose

advice I value. I had not, at that time, come to any con-

clusions ahout whi.ch office to seek. It was therefore my

understanding then, that since I was a prospective" candidate,

P11
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on I v, my travel expenditures were not "exp(enditures" with-

in the mean iing of the Federal E'lection C ampa ign Act.

3. In September of 1975, I decided I could well be-

come a candidate in the 1976 Missouri Democratic Senatorial

primary (to be held on August
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was not a "candidacy" with in the meaning of the Federal Elec-

tion Campaign Act. lie also expla ined that such expenditures

might be chargeable against the expenditure limits set forth

under the provisions of Title 18, section 608. In conclu-

sion, Mr. McKay stated that I might wish to request an ad-

visory opinion on my status as a "prospect ive" candidate

pursuant to the provisions of Title 2, section 437(f).

5. Further, since Mr. McKay had suggested I might want

to ask for an advisory opinion from the Commission, I on

Julv 22 wrote Chairman Curtis and asked for the ,ommiss]on',,P,\"

opinion on whether my appearances constitute,:tAie tart.o "o i -

C

,



caind idacv , on the appropriate use of" funds left over from

my 1974 Congressional race for routine political activities

in my district, on the use of those funds for official business

for which inadequate official funds are supplied and, finally,

on the problem of determ ining when an iiid ividual, who has long

ma i n t a ined a busy schedul c o f publ ic appear;, 1c es and may (or

may not) be considering running for an office (or off ices)

C' becomes a candidate. l am still eager to cooperate wi th

the Commission in determining the answers to those questions.

(. In August 1975, 1 learned from my stai ff that I

was the subject of a Commission investigation concerning cer-

_ ta in disbursements made in the State of Missouri during 1975.

received no formal, notice of the investigation; although

. was 1in receipt of7 the letter from Mir. McKay, it made no

mention of an impending investigation. On August 18, 1975,

.I sent a letter to Stephen Schachman, Deputy Assistant General

Counsel for Litigation, explaining to him what I understood

about the matters under investigation and mak ing clear to

him that as far as I was concerned, I was undecided as to

which office I would seek and was therefore not a candidate

for any federal offfice. Since that time, my counsel, Robert

Thomson, has tried unsuccessfully to resolve our differences

in this matter with the Federal Election Commission staff.

Agreement has not been reached.
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7. Since I came to Congress in 1975, I have -;--ponsored

a series of monthly meetings with my constituents, t lie tele-

v i- ion broadcast of which is called 1)1 ALOGI I I ,I ,I'TTON

(DIALOGUE). The program format is that of an old- fasihioned

town meeting. My constituents are the aud ience and they par-

ticipate in the program by asking myself and my, guests any

questions they have about issues of interest to them or about

wIat is ha)pening in Congress.

8. My reason for start ing I)iALOGUE was my fee I i ng that

a tremendous communication gap exi sted between the peopI1e of

my district and the Congress. The gap created a distorted

image in the minds of my constituents about how Congress and

the federal government actually operate. As their Congressman,

I' felt it was my responsib i 1i tv to close that gap with my con-

st ituents and to provide them with enough accurate and up-to-

C-:, date information on issues and Congressional affairs that

they would be encouraged to become informed participants in

their government. We are now in our fourth year of the

DIALOGUE program.

9. DIALOGUE'S format is that of an actual dialogue

between myself, my guests, and the audience. The program is

issue-oriented and non-partisan. During its course I have

tried faithfully to present my constituents with a chance

to hear hoth sides of the -issues. My guests have included

not only Congressional leaders and colleagues from both sides

of the aisle, but al.so, cabinet members, federal administrators



and other local and national government f igures. Dur ing

t-Ile past year, [ have included among my guests such prominent

)oli.tical figures, as "Bo" Calloway, Secretary of Agriculture,

Earl Butz, and Presidenti al Energy Advisor, Mike Duvall.

10. I have never used the program for campaign purposes

either for myse lf or for other candidates. I would not per-

mit that. It would violate the integrity ()F the program.

In preparing material for broadcast, we have never edited out

material unfavorable to me. In fact, where possible, we have

CV d1one just the opposite by editing out material, that was too

favorable to me. My goal in preparing I)lAlOGUIi has always

been to achieve a fair, open, and honest dialogue with my con-

stituents about i-ssues of concern to them and to the nation.

I th ink we have achieved that goal.

11. The DIALOGU_. program has been very favorably re-

C" ceived by my constituents. Our first meetings were so suc-

cessful that, at the request of constituents scattered across

a district of greater than 12,000 square miles, reaching three-

quarters of the way across Missouri., we decided to televise it.

13. Television programs of DIALOGUE are prepared for

stations serving my Congressional district. In order to ensure

television coverage of the entire district, however, it was

necessary to broadcast the program on television stations on

the fringes of my district (the district itself only .di-,

station inside it, at St. Joseph). To reach al,-.X> i ',-,tbn$Y, "

tuents we hive to rel v on fr ingc stat ions in Kan- s, C i',t-

Columbia, Hannibal-Quincy, and Kirksville. Ile also provide
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1)1ALOGUI programs at little or no cost to the rndio stations

of- our district.

13. Once stations serving our d istrict becga1n broadcastinIg

DIALOGU, we began receiving requests from radio and television

stations in other areas of the state, who wanted permi ssion to

broadcast ouir program. These stat ions reconized the cduc a-

ti on 'I Vilue o-1 the program and desiired to F roadcas t it in Eul-

tfill mont of the i r pubIl i C sorvice rosponsitii ietics. Since

47 1rov .ding them with tapes, once the program had been shown

in our district, involved little additional expense other

than the shi pping charges, we agreed to prov ide two of the

stations with DIALOUIIi tapes.

14. The product ion costs of. )IALOGUl" averago from

$2,500 to S 3,200 per month. That Figure includes both ict-ual

television production costs (time, directors fee, etc.) as

C.. well as the costs of the meetings themselves (travel for

myself and guest, music, in-district advertisement, membership

cards and name badges). Production expenses are borne by the

Sixth District Congressional Club, an organization which ex-

ists solely -for the purpose of supporting the production of

the DIALOGUE program. The club sells memberships to raise

the money for the program's costs.

15. In my opinion, the Commission is making a serious

mistake in attempting to apply the Federal lc§ e tog!

Act to DILOGUE. Costituentcommun icat ions 1 4At

considered campaign-related expenditures. Wi'h a R-n" oinc

is no di-fferent than what any other Member does when he mails
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a newsletter to his constituents,
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1 sta F F's recomncndat ion that

should he deemed campaign-

the program and could force

Signed in Washington, )C, on this 21st day of January,

1976.

-. J ERRY LITTON

,"Mlember of Congress

Sworn to before me this 21st day of January, 1976.

~otary Public
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. , EXHIBIT 1

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20463

July 3, 19 75

CERTFIE/REURNRECEIPT REQUESTED ,, .i % ''

The 1-onorable Jerry Litton

1502 Longworth House Office Building
U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Litton:

It has come to the attention of the Federal Election Commission
(%" that certain published and broadcast statements attributed to you

claim that certain expenditures you may have made in connection

with a Federal election are not subject to the disclosure and

o limitation provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act, as
amended, since you have not yet announced your candidacy for

- election to Federal office.

~Please be advised that under the provisions of Section 608

,-- of Title 18 of the United States Code, such expenditures may be
chargeable against the expenditure limitations set forth in

"" " that section, irrespective of a formal announcement of candidacy.

CAn individual, for purposes of disclosure and the limitation

provisions of the Act and Section 608 of Title 18, may become a
I "candidate" for Federal office whether or not such individual

IN has made a formal announcement of his candidacy or has taken the
necessary steps to qualify as a candidate under the provisions

of State law. In 2 U.S.C. 431(b) and 18 U.S.C. 591(b) a candidate
is defined as " . . . an individual who seeks nomination for
election, or election, to Federal office . . . if he has ...

2) received contributions or made expenditures,

or has given his consent for any other person

to receive contributions or make expenditures,

with a view to bringing about his nomination

for election, or election, to such office"

[underscoring added].

:: iurm

~ ~UtISEL
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I enclose a copy of the Federal Election Campaign Laws and

call your attention to Section 437(f), wherein you are entitled

to request a formal advisory opinion on this matter from the

Commission. In the alternative, the Commission would welcome

any comments or explanatory material you may wish to submit.

Please do not hesitate to contact me on 202/382-6023 if further

guidance or assistance is required.

Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director

for Disclosure and Compliance

Enclosure as stated

GAM:vlf

C

)i MISSIONfRulka 1"01
Alk 1%

uljry
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JERRY LITTON EXHIBIT 2 COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

*f'i4 DISTRICT, MISSOURI gUNCOMMITTEES

PORESTRY-CHAIRMAN

WAS32 INGTON OCFCE LIVESTOCK AND GRAINS

WAIsINGTON, D.C. 205115 Co ttRURAL DEVELOPMENT

(202) 225-7041
COMMITTEE ON

I...RICT OFFIC. Wo atw of R 8prezetati m DISTRicT OF COLUMBIA

PCAjA INN INTERNATIONAL UIOMMITTEES:

00001 NvoorlWE ST 12 STREET abinslto l, O.. . 20515 OWCATION. LA"OR AND SOCIAL SERVICES

KArA CITY. MIssouRI 64153 COMMERCE, HOUSING AND
TRANSPORTATION

August 18, 1975 D.C. GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

Nr-. Stephen Schachman
D)eputy Ass istant General Counsel

For Litigation
Fedcral F lection Comm iss ion
13215 K Street, N.W.
Wash ington, 1). C. 20463

lear Mr. Schachman:

it is my understanding from conversations with my staff
o that I am the subject of a Commission investigation concerning

certain disbursements made in the state of lissouri this year.
- it is unfotunate that I have had no written notification of

such an investigation, other than a letter dated July 3rd
from Mr. I)rew McKay which did not mention any investigation.

That July 3rd letter pointed out that a report in the
ST. 1,0l S POST- DISPATCII on June 22, 1975 indicated I said I
could make appearances in St. Louis and not have them count

CZ: against our limit if I later became a candidate for the U. S.

Senate, whereas the cost of similar appearances would count
against the spending limit for candidates who have already
S fied.

That newspaper report was accurate. I did say that. My
statements were based on my careful reading and, I believe,
accurate interpretation of the campaign act. Under the law
I do not believe I am presently a candidate. Nor do I believe
that, should I become a candidate, expenditures made in recent
months should be counted against my spending limit.

As I indicated in my letters to you and Mr. McKay there
seems to me to be a difference between testing the waters and
heating them up.

I acknowledge I am seriously considering a Senate Candidacy.
With the exception of the Senate seat and my current office, I
have publicly indicated I will not be a candidate for any
other office 'in 1976.
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I have not made up my mind which of the two to seek nor
whether I will seek either.

Frankly, in addition to my Congressional activities, and my
speaking schedule (which has been a heavy, nation-wide schedule
for many years) I have been spending limited time and a very
modest amount of money to support incidental travels attempting
to determine whether I should become a candi.date and for what
office.

It would be most accurate to say f am currently a prospective
candidate for the Ii.S. Senate as well as a I)rospective can idate
for re-election to my current office.

Unfortunately, the Federal Elections Campaign Act does not
' provide for prospective candidates. It establishes registration

and reporting procedures only for actual candidates.

c. And that's one thing I know I'm not -- a candidate.

Again, I have not made up my mind what office to seek. -I've
only indicated that despite encouragement, I won't be a candidate
for Governor of Missouri., and that I am receiving a positive
reaction from people about a potential Senate candidacy.

To the uninitiated it must seem so simple to say, "Even
though you haven't made up your mind which office to seek, go

C ahead and file the reports for the Senate. That way, even though
you believe the minimal expenses of these exploratory soundings
clearly fall outside the definition of an expenditure made to

Sinfluence the outcome of a federal election, your report will be
on file, and you're covered should you later decide to make the
Senate race."

As you well know, it's just not that simple.

To file such reports, I would first have to establish a
committee. How, for instance, do you ask people to serve on a
committee when you don't yet know which office, if either, you
will seek? I would then have to appoint a chairman and treasurer
and clearly indicate in pursuit of which specific office I'm
filing reports.

The instant I did that Missouri newspapers would run headlines
"Litton Making Senate Race". Within minutes a group of eight to
ten prospective candidates, who have indicated they will seek
my House seat if I run for the Senate, would head for Jefferson
City to file for the House. The public would be convinced I am

121CA .1
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determined to make the Senate race. But such would not be
the case. 1 haven't decided yet.

The filing deadline for the Missouri Democratic Senatorial
Primary is April 27, 1976. The primary election is not until
August 3, 1976.

Frankly, to be sure I was in compliance with the law I
considered filing several months ago for both offices, House
and Senate, and complying with reporting requirements accordingly.
However, Missouri law prohibits filing for two offices.

I don't believe it was ever the intention of the Congress
in passing the FECA to force prospective candidates into publicly

C%: selecting an office before their own minds are made up.

f It is, therefore, my opinion I am not now a candidate.
Further, 1 believe if I should become a candidate for either
office, the monies I have spent in these priliminary testings
should not count against my limit.

However, since only the Commission can made this determination,
__ and since I want to be in full compliance with the law, I tell

you now I will be prepared, after you review my records to file
any reports you may reasonably require. I stand ready to fully
comply with what the Commission deems appropriate and necessary.

C
I welcome this opportunity to give you a chance to look

S at my books and determine if my public statements accurately
reflect my activities, which I am confident they do.

It will also give you a chance to answer some basic

questions:

(1) Am I now a candidate for the U.S. Senate?

(2) If so, when did I become a candidate?

(3) After that date, what expenditures, if any, count
against my limit?

(4) If I am not now a candidate, what action may I take
in the future that will cause me to become one?

(5) If, at some future date, I do become a candidate
for the Senate, will any of the expendi t
to that date be counted against myw .A '. .. ,i.,

MAI

~:Ji A ,j~..ftl -
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I. believe the resolving of these specific issues will do
much to inform other potential candidates and enable them to know
the Commission's interpretation of the act and comply with it.

As my staff indicated, last month I immediately made
available to the author of the ST. LOUIS POSI'-DISPATCH article
the letter from Mr. McKay along with a copy of my response.

1 have not hesitated to focus publ ic attention on this
law which substantially changes campaign methods and strategy.
I have freely discussed my interpretation of the law and the
tiimetable for compliance, as 1 understand it. In fact, I
would point these issues out before the Commission because
of my free and open discussion of the law.

I see no reason to kee l) this matter behind closed doors.
Rather, I firmly believe knowing the methods, procedures,

e evidence, considerations, decision process and final judgments
in this situation would all be helpful to countless other
potential candidates who find themselves in a similar position.

I, therefore, most wil.lingly waive my rights under Section
437(a)(3) to have this matter kept confidential.

At my request, Mr. Robert Thomson will represent me in
this matter. You will be hearing from him before noon,
tomorrow, Tuesday, August 19, about my specific plans to
furnish you with the information you require.

P Your attention to this, your interest in us, and your
willingness to operate in a spirit of cooperation are all
deeply appreciated.

Sincerely,

JERRY LITTON

Member of Congress

JL /cp

t7 !,, . !, . .



EXHIBIT 3

LAW OFFICES

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON, ELLIS, HOLMAN & FLETCHER
1776 F STREET. N. W

WASHINGTON. D. C 20006

AREA CODE 202 331-1005

EMANUEL ROUVELAS 2000 I. B. M. BUILDING
JONATHAN BLANK SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101
ROBERT N, THOMSON
TOVAN THORSLUNO * 206-623-75S0
*N(r A MEMSIR OF THE OISTRICT OF COLUM8IA MAR

September 29, 1975

Mr. Stephen Schachman
Deputy Assistant General Counsel

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

Dear Mr. Schachman:

We have completed a thorough review of all pay-
low ments made by or on behalf of Congressman Jerry Litton

since January 1, 1975. As you know, Congressman Litton
does not consider himself a candidate for the U.S. Senate.

C However, some expenditures were made from the Congressman's
personal funds during the second quarter of 1975 to deter-
mine if he should become a candidate. Should you determine
these expenditures are reportable under the F.E.C.A., they

C will be included on the third quarter Report of Receipts
and Expenditures filed by the Missourians for Litton Com-
mittee, a political committee registered with the Secretary
of the Senate and the Missouri Secretary of State on Septem-
ber 26, 1975. The report will, of course, include all third
quarter expenditures as well.

?or your convenience, we have listed below second
quarter payments made to determine whether Congressman Lit-
ton should become a Senate candidate. In addition to that
list, we have also itemized and categorized other payments
that were made during the period in question. None of these
add.itional payments were made with respect to the Senate
p;imary.

Ropefully, our action coupled with your audit,
will lead to a speedy resolution of this matter and enable
you to conclude your investigation on a positive note. We
remain ready, as before, to answer any questions you may have
with respect to this information.



Mr. Stephen Schachman
September 29, 1975
Page 2

1. Reportable Expenditures from the Second Quarter

If you determine it is necessary, the Missourians
for Litton Committee will report certain second quarter ex-
penditures on its third quarter Report of Receipts and Expen-
ditures.

The following is a list of those expenditures,
totalling $654.78, with reference to travel items appearing
in Attachment 1:

(TRAVEL ITEM 55)

Bel Air Hotel
St. Louis, Mo.

Overnight accomodations
in connection with
speech for State Rep.
Williams

$32.00

(Also will be listed as a contribution in-kind of
$32.00 from Williams Dinner Committee)

(TRAVEL ITEM 59)

Ozark Airlines Travel in connection
with speech to Ozark
Press Association

$28.37
(pd. Check
#713)

(TRAVEL ITEM 59)

Howard Johnson's
Springfield, Mo.

Overnight accomodations
in connection with
speech to Ozark Press
Association

$16.48
(pd. Check

#709)

(TRAVEL ITEM 68)

Trans-World
Airlines

Transportation to St.
Louis political meet-
ings

$36.35
(pd. Check
#713)

(TRAVEL ITEM 68)

Chase Park Plaza
Hotel, St. Louis,
Mo.

Overnight accomodations
in connection with St.
Louis political meetings

$75.38
(pd .Check

#709)

Ma 1,

May 10,
f,575

Mir 10,
1975

May 28,
1975

May 28,
1975
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Mr. Stephen Schachman
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Page 3

(TRAVEL ITEM 71(d))

Plaza Inn Int'l
Kansas City, Mo.

Refreshments and room
for meeting with KC
political leaders

$218.11.
(pd .Check
#713)

(TRAVEL ITEM 72)

Tan-Tar-A
Lake Ozark, Mo.

Overnight accomodations
in connection with
speech to Central Mo.
Press Association

$48.13
(pd.Check
#707)

(TRAVEL ITEM 72)

Cong. J. Litton
1502 LHOB
Wash, D.C.

Travel in Litton car
to Central Mo. Press
Association speech in
Lake Ozark, Mo. - 440
miles at $.10 per mile

(Also reported as contribution from Litton)

(TRAVEL ITEM 75(b))

June 14,
l&75

Alameda Plaza Hotel
Kansas City, Mo.

Dinner, KC City Council $132.80
(pd. Check
#715)

(TRAVEL ITEM 75(e))

Plaza Inn
Kansas City, Mo.

Breakfast with Mo. party
officials

$23.16
(pd.Check
#718)

TOTAL: $654.78

In addition to the expenditures noted above, there
are others that cannot be deemed campaign "expenditures", as
that term is defined in the Federal Election Campaign Act, and
interpreted by the Federal Election Commission. These are
categorized below.

June 5,
1975

June 7,
1975

June 7,
1975

c

$44.00

June 15,
1975



Mr. Stephen Schachman
Septiember 29, 1975
Page 4

2. Travel Outside of Missouri

None of Congressman Litton's travels outside of the
State of Missouri were to influence the result of the Missouri
Senate primary, nor did such travel have any appreciable im-
pact on that election. Therefore, we feel expenses associated
with the following travel items in Attachment 1 cannot be deemed
expenditures for the Senate primary:

Out-of-State Travel

Items 1-li
WON Items 17-19

Items 21-22
Item 25
Item 27
Items 31-32

Item 36

Item 53
Item 75(a)
Items 77-78
Item 82

Note that all but five of these travel items were in

C connection with honorarium speeches (See, Attachment 2). As
discussed below, honorarium appearances are clearly outside
the purview of the campaign laws, particularly when the appear-
ances are outside the geographical boundaries of the relevant
electorate and the incumbent officeholder is not an announced
candidate.

Items 10-11 were travel in connection with the
Congressman' s appearance as a member of the House Agriculture
Committee at a Consumer Affairs meeting in New York on January
20, 1975.

Item 24 was travel to Vail, Colorado for a vacation
with the Litton staff on February 11.

Item 36 was travel to Southern Illinois University
in Carbondale, Illinois for an Agricultural Seminar in Litton's
official capacity as a member of the Agriculture Committee on
March 14.

Item 53 was travel in connection with an appearance at
an Iowa State FFA leadership conference in Sioux City i14 9 is
official capacity on April 25.

r W



Mr. Stephen Schachman
September 29, 1975
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Clearly none of these expenditures were made for
the purpose of influencing the result of the Missouri Senate
primary.

3. Honorarium and Expenses Travel Within State

Items 12, 13, 15, 20, 46, 50, 62, 64, 69 and 74
represent travel in connection with honorarium speeches with-
in the state. Neither the expenses associated with such travel,
nor the honorariums themselves should be deemed "expenditures"
or "contributions" for purposes of the F.E.C.A. Congress in-
tended honorariums to be separately limited under the provisions
of Section 616 of Title 18, U.S. Code.

However, the Commission has not recognized the dis-
tinction when candidates make honorarium appearances within

r the geographical boundaries of their electorate. See, AO 20,
September 23, 1975. Under those circumstances, honorarium pay-

C ments will] now be deemed "contributions." Nevertheless, Con-
gressman Litton was not a candidate for the Senate when he
made these appearances. In fact., he was only a few months

C7, into his term as a Congressman. Even if the Commission decides
to ignore the candidacy requirement in AO 20, no one has sug-
gested that the ruling is retroactive before September 23.

Items 12, 13, 15, 20 and 46 all. represented honora-
rium appearances before the incumbent. Senator, Stuart Symington,,
announced his retirement on April 21. In no case should Litton

N contributions or expenditures before that date be attributed to
the Senate campaign. See, Tennessee Guidelines, Fed. Reg. 43660,
September 22, 1975, where effective resignation date of incum-
bent triggered running of the expenditure limitation period.

Items 62, 64 and 69 were commnencement speeches to
high schools, certainly not the type of appearances by a public
official that should be deemed campaign-related except under
the clearest of circumstances.

Item 58 was a speech to the Missouri Life Underwriters
Association who were meeting in Congressman Litton's district on
May 5. Item 71(c) was a speech to a statewide meeting of paint
technologists meeting immediately adjacent to the district. We
believe such appearances should be considered part of the of fi-
cial business of the Congressman as a host to conventions held
in his district.
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Item 74 was a speech to the Missouri Young Bankers
Association on June 11 at Tan-Tar-A. The Congressman appeared
in his official capacity as a member of the House Agriculture
Committee to discuss agricultural matters of interest to the
Missouri financial community,

Apparently, expense or honorarium payments of this
type may now be covered by the rulings in AO 13 or AO 20. How-
ever, when Congressman Litton accepted these speaking engage-
ments, the Commission had not yet issued these two Advisory
Opinions. It would be entirely unfair to apply the rulings
retroactively to Congressman Litton in the context of this
investigation, without an across-the-board review of the 1975
honorarium activities of all Federal officeholders.

4. Constituent Service Within District

C A great number of the Congressman's trips during
this period were directly in connection with constituent ser-

-. vice activities in his district. Even under the newest ver-
sion of the office account ruling, such payments occuring
during the first year of the Congressman's term, will not be
charged to a Congressman's speniding limit.

DISTRICT CONSTITUENT SERVICES
Items 14 49

C24 52
N28 56

33 61
38 66
41 71(a)
44 79 OFU J

5. Other official Travel as Member of Congress Within The
State

Since Congressman Litton is the only member of the
Missouri delegation on either the Senate or House Agriculture
Committees, he receives numerous invitations to speak at Farm
Bureaus and other agricultural gatherings throughout Missouri.
Under the most recent version of the proposed office account
regulation, he would be required to charge expenditures for
such travel against his Section 608 spending limit during 1976,
but not in 1975. Of course, Commission sources have indicated
the regulation is not retroactive in any event.
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The Congressman should be allowed to speak upon
invitation to agricultural groups throughout Missouri in
his official capacity, subject to minimal restriction by the
campaign laws. Congressman Litton has made such appearances
ever since he became a member of the Agriculture Committee
and long before he was ever mentioned as a possible Senate
contender.

The Congressman was travelling in his official capa-
city in items 23, 29, 37, 39, 42, 63, 76 and 80. Note that
only the last three appearances were made after the date
Senator Symington announced his retirement.

6. Party Business

In travel items 34, 50 and 71(b), Congressman Litton
was travelling as a party leader and attending regularly

c scheduled party events. For items 34 and 50, all party office-
holders were invited to attend. Item 71(b) was for party busi-
ness within his district.

As you know, Gerald Ford, an announced candidate for
President, is currently travelling around the nation on "party
business" at the expense of the Republican National Committee.
The Commission has yet to attribute any of these travel expen-
ditures to the Ford campaign. Congressman Litton, of course,

C was not an announced candidate and was not using funds from a
political committee for travel expenses. Therefore, these ex-
penses, though minor, will not be considered campaign-related.

When the Federal Election Commission attributes RNC
travel payments to the Ford campaign, then Missourians for
Litton may reconsider the status of these three travel items.
Until that time, however, the Committee has no intention of
reporting such payments as campaign expenditures subject to
the Section 608(c) limits.

7. Miscellaneous Travel Items

Items 20, 30, 35, 40, 43, 47, 48, 51, 54, 65, and
81 represent return travel for trips in Sections 1 through 5
of this letter. Items 57, 60, 70 and 73 are also for return
travel, but one or more of the activities that are listed as
possible campaign expenditures under Section 1 took place on
such trips.

I 
.qg
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Item 57 was a return from a trip to Kansas City,
(Items 55 and 56) for constituent work in the District. On
the way to Kansas City, the Congressman attended the Williams
dinner and stayed overnight in St. Louis, Since most flights
to Kansas City stop in St. Louis, no extra expense was involved
by virtue of the Williams dinner. Therefore, none of the tra-
vel expense to or from Kansas City need be apportioned for
campaign purposes.

Item 60, coupled with Item 59, represents return
travel from Kansas City, where the Congressman gave an honora-
rium speech, to Washington, D.C , .with a stopover at Spring-

rl field, Missouri for a speech that arguably could have been for
campaign purposes. The extra cost attributed to the stopover
will be reported as a campaign expenditure, if required.

Item 70, as with item 60 above, is return travel
with a stopover, where the extra cost of the stopover will be
reported as a campaign expenditure, if required.

C7 Item 73 represents return travel from a trip the
predominate purpose of which was non-political. Congressman

ell Litton flew to his district for constituent services and pro-
duction of the Dialogue program (Item 71). While there, he
hosted a meeting with political leaders and attended a press

C11 conference, both of which will be reported as campaign-related,
if required (See, Section 1). However, the trip would have
been made anyway, even without the political appearances.
Therefore, only the extra travel and entertainment expenses
should be reported as a campaign-expenditure.

8. Office Expenses

Attachment 3 lists a number of payments made for
office expenses during 1975. Even if the newest version of
the proposed office account. regulation were retroactive, the
expenses would still not be chargeable against any Litton
campaign limit. The proposed regulation extends only to those
office expenses made during the last year of the Congressman's
term.

9. Dialogue With Litton

The issues at the heart of the still-unresolved
conflict over office accounts will determine how the Commis-
sion eventually will treat payments like those made to support
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the Dialogue with Litton program. The Dialogue program is a
series of monthly voter education meetings that Congressman
Litton holds with his constituents to discuss issues of im-
portance to his District and the Nation. Up to 2,000 consti-
tuents regularly attend such meetings, which feature question
and answer sessions with the Congressman and a quest.

The program is financed entirely from constituent
contributions and administered from a separate office account.
No contributions are accepted from corporations or labor or-
ganizations and no contributors have given in excess of $500
during any calendar year. The account is controlled by a not-
for-prof it corporation, with a non-partisan board.

The stated purpose of the program is to bring govern-
ment to the people, and the great interest shown in the program
proves that purpose is being achieved. Guests have included
Administration figures, such as Secretary of Agriculture, Earl
Butz and Secretary of the Army, B3o Calloway, Republican Con-
gressman Jack Kemp, and a few of the Democratic Presidential
hopefuls. The program is edited and shown throughout the
Congressman's district on television. It has proved so popu-
lar that two television stations outside of the Congressman's
district have broadcast the program to fulfil] their public
service commitments as Federal Communications Commission licen-
sees.

The current version of the Commission's proposed
office account regulation would apply Title 18 spending limits
to office accounts generally during the last calendar year of
a Congressman's term. Thus, the Litton Dialogue program would
be subject to the limits during 1976, but only if the Commis-
sion determined that it was the type of activity meant to be
covered by its proposed regulation.

Under no circumstances, however, can the 1975 Dia-
logue expenditures be deemed subject to the limits. First,
during the office account hearings, Commission sources indi-
cated that the Dialogue program may not be the type of acti-
vity meant to be limited by the proposed regulation. Second,
no one has suggested that the proposed regulation should be
applied retroactively. Third, even if the regulation were
applied retroactively to the Dialogue proqram, all the expen-
ditures took place during the first year of Congressman Lit-
ton's term. The regulation, as proposed, applies only to the
second year of a Congressman's term.

I C
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Therefore, none of the Dialogue donations or pay-
ments can be retroactively limited by the Commission. Fur-
thermore, we feel the Commission should never regulate such
activity under any of its regulations. A Congressman's corn-
mnunications with his constituents should not be limited just
because they are extremely effective.

I trust you will find thi~s information useful. We
will be awaiting instructions from you concerning any addi-
tional reporting obligations of Congressman Litton or any
committees working on his behalf.

M Very truly yours,

Robert N. Thomson

RNT: jc
enclosures
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20243.7380

November 13, 1975

Mr. David Spiegle
Federal Elections Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Spiegle:

As you requested we have given some thought to the status
'q of the Dialogue with Litton program under the F.E.C.A., as amended.

Our position is that the Dialogue with Litton fund is an office
account maintained by Congressman Litton to communicate with his
constituents. As such, any FEC advisory opinion or regulation
dealing with office accounts should apply in a prospective manner
to Dialogue operations.

Nevertheless, it has been suggested that certain payments
made from the Dialogue office account assumed the character of"expenditures", as that term is defined in the Act, once CongressmanLitton began making payments to determine if he should run in the
Missouri Senate primary. It has been suggested further that expen-

CT ditures of this nature may have been made after May 1, 1975. This
would lead to the conclusion that certain Dialogue payments maderN after May 1 should be charged to Congressman Litton's 18 U.S.C. §608

rN expenditure limit for a Senate race.

In the event the Commission deems that some expenditures
should be so charged,we proposed they be computed in the following
manner:

First, the costs of Dialogue should be computed for each
month from May 1 to the present.

Second, the total listening or viewing population in
Missouri of all stations broadcasting the Litton program should be
computed for the months involved and for the time slots in which the
program was broadcast by each station. Relevant listener or viewer
figures are available from the stations.

Third, the total listening or viewing population in'
Missouri of stations not serving the Congressnjan's district, should
be computed for the months involved and for the' time slots in
which the program was broadcast by each of thesksttions.
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Fourth, the figure derived in paragraph 2 above should
be divided into the figure derived from paragraph 3 and the resulting
percentage should be multiplied times the monthly cost of the Dialogue
program.

Fifth, the figures derived in paragraph 4 may be deemed
expenditures chargeable to the Congressman's limit:.

We are currently in the process of obtaining relevant
f'igures from the stations in question. As soon as these figures
are available, we shall make the computations above and provide you
with the resulting figures. We anticipate the percentage will not
be in excess of 10%. I hope to be able to discuss this formula

I" in more detail with you at our meeting tomorrow.

C Very truly yours,

Robert Thomson

RT: me

N

~..

rVtV
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December 9, 1975

The Honorable Thomas B. Curtis
Chiairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Chairman Curtis:

NZ! This letter, written on behalf of Congressman Jerry
Litton, is to express our understanding of certain preliminary
conclusions reached by the Commission and its staff in the Litton

c compliance action. This is also a request for an immediate op-
portunity to address the Commission itself in executive session
to discuss the Dialogue with Litton program.

As you know, this matter originated as a Commission
investigation of Litton travel and its possible relationship
to a potential Senate candidacy. However, staff has broadened
the investigation to include Litton honorariums and the Dialogue
with Litton Program.

C71
A. Litton Travel

It is our understanding that certain of Congressman
Litton's trips back to Missouri occurring after May 1, 1975,
will be considered campaign-related by the FEC. In general,
those trips in which he made appearances outside his district
will be deemed campaign-related. Drawing on the precedent of
AO-72, an exception will be made for those out-of-district ap-
pearances related to party-building.

For those trips deemed campaign related, the expendi-
ture allocable for campaign purposes, will be computed from the
point of origin (normally Washington, D.C.) via every campaign-
related stop and ending at the point of origin. If the Congress-
man conducted any campaign-related business in a location, such
location will be treated as a campaign-related stop.

Travel expenses paid for out of appropriated funds
shall not be treated as campaign-related expenditures. Wher<.\'
appropriated funds are used for travel to the Congressma~Y N
district, but private funds are used for travel out oStP1%5 c t

D
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for a campaign-related stop, the private funds expended for such

travel will be treated as campaign expenditures.

B. Litton Honorariums

The confusion in this area centers on the definition
of "actual travel and subsistence expenses" in 18 U.S.C. §616.
We understand FEC staff has drawn a tentative conclusion that
such expenses may be for the Congressman, his wife and one staff
member. Any travel expenses paid in excess c)f that amount will
be deemed part of the honorarium.

C. Dialogue with Litton Program

Treatment of the Dialogue program has been the source
b' of much discussion at a staff level. It now appears no agreement

is forthcoming. Therefore, we respectfully request an oppor-
tunity to address the Commission in executive session concerning

', this issue alone. I would appreciate it if such a meeting could
be arranged before the end of this week, since I am leaving town

r Saturday and will not return until December 28.

Congressman Jerry Litton would like to appear for the
- I purpose of discussing and answering questions about the Dialogue

program. In addition, I would like to appear for the purpose
r' of presenting various legal arguments.

We understand such an appearance will constitute a

waiver of all rights to a formal hearing we may have with respect
to this issue.

Please notify me as soon as possible when such an
Nappearance can be arranged.

Very truly yours,

Robert N. Thomson

RNT:af
cc: All Commissioners

Orlando Potter
John Murphy
Stephen Schachman .
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[Zobert N. Thomson, Esq.
Preston, Thorgrimson, Ellis,

Holman & Fletcher
1776 F Street, N. W.
Waishington, D. C. 20006

Re: CA 002-75

i)ear Mr. Thomson:

This is to confirm a conversation held on December 9,
1975, between Stephen Schachman of the General Counsel's

r- office and yourself. In order that the Commission will more
fully understand the issues raised by the above referenced
matter and to insure that the differences between your con-
Ltntions and the staff's recommendations be delineated, the
Commission has decided to take the following action in response

C to your request for a hearing:

(1) The Commission staff will prepare a report setting
forth the facts and their recommendations. The report willr" be submitted simultaneously to the Commissioners and to you
as counsel for Congressman Litton.

(2) You will have an opportunity to submit a written
response to the report. Your response should be in a format
that you deem most appropriate.

(3) You will have an opportunity to request a hearing
and if such a request is made a full hearing will be held on
the matter.

The Commission is cognizant of your travel plans and will
allow an appropriate period for the filing of your response,
taking into account both your travel plans and the time of
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the year. You may wish to contact Mr. Schachman to discuss
an appropriate schedule for the submission of your response
as well as scheduling a hearing if you so request one.

If you have any questions concerning the above please
do not hesitate to contact Mr. Schachman.

Sincerely yours,

Thomas B. Curtis

Chairman

C

C"
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Nabington, B.C. 20515

January 6, 1976

ff hIonorable Jerry Litton
U.S. House of Representatives

* 1502 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

)ear Congressman Litton:

C7 This refers to your recent letter wherein you request
my views with regard to your television show, DIALOGUE WITH
LITTON, and whether any portion of the cost of such show
should count toward the political expenditure limitations
under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

As Chairman of the Committee which authored the FECA,
f I want to assure you that it was not the intent of Congress

to in anyway infringe on or inhibit the right and ability
P of a Member of Congress to communicate freely and fully with

his constituents.

Secondly, the impossibility of confining broadcast
signals to the boundaries of a congressional district should
not in anyway influence a decision as to whether or not the
cost of the show is a potential campaign expenditure.

Finally, in this age of citizen ambivalence and

skepticism with regard to our political institutions, it seems
to me that programs such as DIALOGUE WITH LITTON provide an

invaluable antidote to such misgivings and should be encouraged
whenever possible. DIALOGUE WITH LITTON is an unusually
informative and interesting program and is well received by

the citizens of Missouri. To interpret it as a campaign
expenditure would, in my opinion, be unfair and unwise.

EXHIBIT 7
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Congressman Jerry Litton
January G, 1976

I am pleased to note Advisory Opinion No. 107

of the Federal Election Commission with regard to a situation
involving Congressman Ed Beard of Rhode Island that the

Commission found a similar expenditure for a television show
would not be considered as a campaign expenditure. Perhaps
you may wish to discuss with the Commission their Advisory
Opinion 107 in conjunction with your case? I am enclosing
a copy of that Advisory Opi nion for your intFormation.

With kind personal regards I am

Very . incerely yours,

YNE(Lj HAYS
CIHA IAN

c-~WLH: ckc
Enclosure

k.



4 .9 1/)."/

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON, ELdi ,IQLMA & FLETCHER
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EMANUEL ROUVELAS
JONATHAN BLANK 2000 I. B, M. BUILDINGROBERT N. THOMSON SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101
TOVAH THORSLUND
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January 19, 1976

TuGie Honorable Thomas B. Curtis
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.

* Washington, D.C. 20463

V,
Dear Chairman Curtis:

wThis is a request for a two day extension of time
within which to comment on the staff report on the Litton
compliance action. The extension of time would be until the
close of business on Wednesday, January 21, 1976. Congressman

C Litton will not return to Washington, D.C. until Tuesday
r" evening, and he would like a chance to fully review our

submission.

C" u I'wd u ur s.

RT: me
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'e Platte Count CentM-a1 ommittee
January 12, 1976

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Gentlemen:

I would like to protest the use of the Congressional franking
-privilege and probable Federal payment for the enclosed
"questionnaire" put out by Congressman Jerry Litton of the

t1r6th Congressional District of Missouri. I believe this to be
a gross missuse of Federal funds. This is not a questionnaire

%'.in the true sense of the word; it is a campaign promotion piece!

f the Congressman's intent were to generate statistically

..accurate information, it would be perfectly permissible, even
laudable. But from the content of the questionnaire, one can

Caeterminii that he certainly does not have such high intentions.
His obvious intentions, instead, are self-agrandising.

,.I would direct your attention to question eight. It is my belief
that any responsible, knowledgeable researcher would tell you
Cthat that is a prejudicial question. Being in the publishing
business, I work with research frequently, and am confident that
r~ompetent researchers would render that verdict. The wording of
the question makes one answer more likely than another.

Question eight is, of course, just one example of blatantly
irresponsible research.

The really unbelieveable part of this whole promotion piece is

that my Federal tax dollars are being used on the back cover to
promote Congressman's Litton's television program which in turn
is just a promotion for Congressman Litton. Therefore, my tax
dollars are being illegally and unlawfully used as a part of
his campaign which will almost surely be for the United States
Senate next year. Congressman Litton's television program has

(Next page please ... )

PLATTE COUNTY REPUBLICAN CENTRAL COMMITTEE is:

CHAIRMAN VCE-CHAIRMAN SECRETARY TIA~blt~
Ousne N. Hetner Bonnie Kelenbifg Joan Westrem r
4820 N.W. 81st TUer. 5601 Red New. Lan ft. A. No. 2
Kanm City, Mo. 64151 Kansas City. Mo. 64151 Weston, Mo. 6409 d., . 6415,

Phone: 741 5414 Phone: 741,0349 Phone: 386-5597 Phoose. 5874262



Federal Election Commission
January 12, 1976
Page Two

already been highly challenged by his I ike]) Democratic primary
opponents, and if the Federal Election Commission is to deal
with the question fairly, I am confident you will find his
television program should be paid for by his campaign funds and
charged against his campaign spending.

Whatever excuses the Congressman may use for not charging the
television programs against his campaign, the fact that he does'ttot limit the coverage to television station s within the
Ath Congressional District certainly should eliminate any doubt
in the minds of the Commission. I urge you to look critically

rand act decisively on Congressman Litton's numerous election
campaign violations.

Very t riuly~y 
rs -j

r.. -uane N. Hefn I
Chairman

t4 820 NW 81st Terrace
Kansas City, Missouri 64151



U. S. CONGRESSMAN
$01 ssof hcThCtrzz1s

*.gIII i 'I,

J YT

JERRY LITTON

~fftz3I

POSTAL PATRON -- LOCAL
6th Congressional District

Missouri

(OPTIONAL)

FROM (please priiIt)

Name

Address

If you would like to receive the results of this questionnaire,
please list your name and address above.

CONGRESSMAN JERRY LITTON
1502 Longworth Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

To return Quast~orlnaire, please fold over sothisside fae out.

'I

v ed
,-".- ~-.

A

1/our

OpiiH/o"

For representatire government to function as our forefathers envisioned, it is important that
represenitates of the people know how ithe people they represent feel about the critical issues
facing our country.

It is also important that representatives of the people are open and accessible to the people
they represent.

It would help me better represent you if you would give me your thoughts on the questions
listed on the next two pages. On the following page is information on how you can turn the tables
on me and ask me the questions at one of my monthly "Dialogue With Litton", open-to-the-public,
town meetings. WORKING TOGETHER. YOU AND I CAN ."IAKE TIllS A BETTER AMERICA.

STAMPj

HEREj

I



ECONOMY
1 . Do -o fel rra- is C)re~ar ,n!!
2 Do :.feel , , . - . . '

bud&-t?
3. Would you favor a tighter federal budget and a reduction in federal spending even if this would mean

eliminating some programs which you support?
4. Would you favor cutting the federal budget in the area of foreign aid and military spending?
5. Do you think one of the first places the budget should be cut is in the area of welfare?
6. Do you pretty much agree with the following statement...

"Those of middle income who work the hardest and pay the most taxes plus senior citizens whose
hard work in the past is responsible for many of the finer things we enjoy in America today .. . . are
two groups which have been about the most abused and overlooked by society and government"?

ENERGY

7. Do you think there really is an energy shortage in America?
8. I have introduced legislation which cuts down on vertical integration within the oil industry by seeing

to it that major oil companies who find and refine oil can't also sell it at the retail level, denying them
control of the product from the hole in the ground to the tank in your car. Are you in favor of this
kind of legislation?

9. Planning for the future is always a good thing, especially in terms of our resources. However, some fear
this would simply mean more big government. Would you support the creation of an agency to "look
down the road" for America as long as its sole prupose was to provide information to the Congress and
country and not to dictate?

WELFARE

10. I have introduced legislation to correct some of the abuses o t Food S, np p;- gram. If se can
eliminate some of the abuses, would you support the Food Stamp program?

1I. 1 am working on legislation which would require everyone on welfare except the elderly and those un-
able to work to accept a job or public work in order to qualify for welfare. Are you in support of such
legislation?

GUN CONTROL

12. Do you favor legislation to register all firearms with the federal government?
13. Do you favor federal legislation to ban the sale of small, concealable, cheap handguns often referred to

"Saturday Night Specials"?
14. 'you favor federal legislation to ban the sale of all handgun, except for those provided to law

-forcement officials?
13. have cosponsored legislation which provides for mandatory 5entencing of those found guilty of

,ommitting a felony while possessing a firearm. Would you favor this legislation?

THE FARMER AND FOOD PRODUCTION

16. Do you believe farmers are getting too much help from the government?
17. Do you think food prices have gone up more in the past 10 years than ouier essentials such as rent,

hospital care and transportation?
18. Do you believe it is in the best interest of the consumer to preserve the family farm so as to avoid

concentrating the production of food in the hands of a few?
19. One of the first things I did upon being elected to Congress was to invite the leaders of American

agriculture to Washington and get them to form the Agriculture Council of America so as to close the
communications gap between rural and urban America. Do yoi think rial peop! need to better
understand the problems of the cities and urban people need to better understand rural problems?

FOREIGN AFFAIRS
20. Are you of the opinion that America has spent too much time and taxpayers' money trying to buy

friends abroad and get people around the world to do things our way instead of earning their respect
and making democracy first work at home?

21. Do you think the United States should resume trade with Cuba?
22. Do you think the United States should reduce its troop strength overseas?
23. The United States presently pays one-fourth of the operating budget of the United Nations. I have

introduced legislation to reduce this to one-sixth. Would you favor this reduction?
24. I have cosponsored legislation to establish a commission to monitor foreign investments in the United

States. Are you in favor of this legislation?
25. Do you think it is in the best interest of the United States to continue its current level of support of

Israel?
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:

TIME Magazine lists the Taxpayer Privacy Act authored by Congressman Jerry Litton as one of five major refomstbli' "
out of Watergate. Litton is pictured above testifying before a Senate committee on behalf of.his uiNU. Debi "h.bin'ir 21"M,,
commissioners of the IRS who also testified on the bill. The Litton bill rewrites the entire disclosure section of tim- r- .
terms says the IRS is there to collect taxes to run the country and not to collect information on the private hes
to turn over to the White House, the Congress or bureaucrats in various state or federal.agencies. ,. .

HIS
YES NO
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URBAN AFFAIRS
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irq .-: property Lax, regre~ie sales tax a:: sarious sta.e aiu Lederal programs which oftentimesare wasteful and do not meet local needs. This would increase revenue sharing to all counties, townsand local units of government in Missouri by 5L0%.l and Uift some of the burden off property tax. Do youfavor this kind of legislation?
27. Would you favor the federal government guaranteeing New York City's municipal bonds provided (1)such a guarantee did not cost the taxpayers any money and (2) provided such strings were attached torequire New York City to make needed management char.es and (3) provided these strings were tightenough so as to discourage other cities from following in New York City's footsteps and (4) provideds'.fficient evidence were available to lead one to believe that to do otherwise would increase the cost ofoperation of other towns in America by making municipal bonds less attractive?
S. Do you believe public employees who are paid out of public funds such as teachers, firemen,

policemen, as well as state and federal employees should have the right to strike?

VOTER INTEREST
29. Have you seen "Dialogue With Litton" on T.V.?
0. If the answer to the above question is yes, do you find the program is accomplishing its purpose of"bringing government to the people"?

31. Are you a registered voter?
32. Would you favor a program which would permit unregistered voters to register by post card?
3. Does the statement, "I vote for the person and not the party" better describe you as a voter than thestatement, "I always vote a straight ticket"?
. Do you thi.nk either of the two m',ajor political pairties are beiter able v , t- the problems facing

America than the other?
CONFIDENCE IN GOVERNMENT
35. Do you think that most public officials (people in public office) are not interested in the problems of

the average man?
36. Do you think Congress and the President have been too parzisan in their approach to solving problems

in America?
37. Do you think President Ford is doing a good job as President?
3S. Do you believe Congress is doing a good job?
39. Do you feel you are better represented on the local, state, and federal level than the average citizen in

America?
U. I -oted against the recent pay raise for Congressmen which passed by a vote of 214-213. 1 am alsoreturning my pay raise to the U.S. Treasury and asking that it be used to pay off the federal debt. Ihave sponsored a bill which would make it illegal for Congressmen to increase their own salary duringtheir current term of office. Do you favor such leg is'aton?

WOMEN, TAXES, ABORTION, DRUGS, BUSSING, SPEED LIMIT, VETOES, EDUCATION,
AND THE DEATH PENALTY

41. Do you favor-the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA)?'2. Should the speed limit of 55 MPH on our highways be continued?
43. Do you support bussing as a way to overcome inequality of educational opportunities?

Would you favor increasing the percentage of federal aid to education as a way to overcome inequality
of educational opportunities?

'5. Do you think abortion is a state rights issue which should be !eft in the hands of each state rather thandecided by the federal government?
46. Do you feel abortion should be permitted and left up to the individual?
-7. If a tax increase is necessary would you prefer to see income tax raised instead of property tax?-S. Are you in favor of the death penalty for selected crimes such as those committed by prisioners serving

a life sentence?
49. Recently President Ford has vetoed a number of major bills passed by Congress. On the whole, do youthink that these vetoes have been good for the country?
SO. Do you feel that one of the ways to crack down on drug pushers would be to take away their "pro-tective shield", the user, by reducing the penalty for using marijuana from that of a felony to a mis-demeanor so that users would be more willing to admit to using marijuana and to identifying the

pushers to law enforcement officials?

51. Are you satisfied with the Postal Service?
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"' our chice to ask the uestiogs"
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V There is a chair here

..- , ... reserved for you

I have alwas felt that government needed to be more open and aCcessible to the people. Bec-ause of this, I
have held monthly town meetings ever since I have been in Congr.ess. This is your chance to ask me the questions.
These meetings, called "Dialogue With Litton" are he!d in a theater-in-the-round arrangement (see photo above)
each month a- the Plaza Inn International. Will we see you there next month? We have a chair vaiing for 'you.

Future Dates of
"DIALOGUE WITH LITTON"

january !I8

February 15
March 14
April 25

May '9
June 20
July 25

Aug4ust 22
September 12

These meetings are alwa'; c held . 2:00
p.m., on a Sunday, at the Plaza Inn
International (112th St. Exit on 1-29) near
the Kansas City Internationa! Airport.
Admittance to each meetihg is free. You
do n't need 2 .. et. The meetings last about
y,. 'those who can't attend, a

3C) ,portion is shown a week
.,us TV and radio stations in
act your local TV or radio

"I e s.

.,cests on "Dialogue With Litton"
include former Vice President Hubert

.- umphrey, Republican Senator Lowell
Weicker and Fr-_nklin D. Roosevelt, Jr. This
is your chance to get closer to your
government and personally question those
who lead it.

At Christmas time I am reminded of a statement by
Will Rogers. He said, "Our religious beliefs are many, but
one belief/is universal with all, and that is that there is some
devine being higher than earthly. We can speak to Him, in
many devious wavs, in many languages, but He sees us all in
the same light, and judges us according to our actions, as we
judge the actions ofour children different because we know
thev are etch different. "

Each of us is different and most are thankfIld for that
difference. We have different ideas as to how to improve
tie quality of life for all mankind and attain peace on
earth. At Christmas time we acknowledge this dijerence in
the gifts we select for those with differing tastes. But we all
celebrate the same most wonderful gift, the birth and life
here on earth of Jesus Christ.

As we open our gifts, I hope we pause long enough
to replect that we are all still benefitring from that gilt
giren nearly 2.000 y-ears ago. lie came in peace f;,r all
mankind, tu show us the way, the truth and lg/it. .s
we all seek to find the way in our own way, to kmw the
trzut/ and to follow the light, it is my wish that your
j ourc'vs this holiday season will he filled with peace
cnJ love which lie offers in such abundance.

My guest each month is selected on the basis of topics
of current concern to the American people. They in-
clude nationally known leaders from both the Demo-
cratic and Republican partv whose position I may not
always support. When Secretary of Agriculture Earl
Butt ,,,as n,, gJe-t on "Dialogue With Litton" we had
osr 1,70 people, in attendance. Other guests have in-

cluded four Democratic Presidential hopefuls, Presi-
dent Ford's campaign manager, the Speaker and Ma-
jority Leader of the House, Congresswoman Shirley
Chisholm and numerous national figures in our govern-
m c1t.

,:..: 2 - A,,,".;'

Two of my main objectives in Congress are to
effectively represent you in the writing of !aivs which
will improve the quality of life for mankind and to be
open anid accessible to the people I represent. In order
to represent you effectively. I need your thoughts. You
night ask if I vote according to the results of a
questionnaire like this, or if I vote according to my own
feelings. I vote as I think the people I represent would
rote ijf provided wiith the same facts and information
made available to me.

My Job is to Serve You.... .. " -

An equally important part of my job is in assisting'you on matters related to the ifgovernmentw-h-me whO write or
call say they don't want to bother me. You shouldn't fee this way. I am working for. O My job-is-to serve-you.

Mv District office is located on the main floor of the Plaza-Inn International 1 ,12h.7t, Exit on-1-29) near. the Kansas City

International Airport. The District telephone numberis816"89 1-8880. MyI- 'i , ' of,(wh-e your letters should be
directed) is 1502 Longworth Building, Washington, D.-'20515. My lashingtomr'd nuI 1116h numbiris 20

**1



LAW OFFICES FED,. t.
PRESTON. THORGRIMSON. ELLIS, HOLN'& ELRTCHER

1776 F STREET. N. W.

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006

AREA CODE 2027&I.j 1 :31

EMANUEL ROUVELAS
JONATHAN BLANK 2000 1. B. M. BUILDING

ROBERT N. THOMSON SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98101
TOVAH THORSLUND

206-623-7580

January 6, 1976

Stephen Schachman
Assistant General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Schachman:

%r. I have received the FEC staff report on the Litton
compliance action. With the Commission's permission, I would

C like to file comments on issues raised in the staff report by
January 19, 1976. If this date is not appropriate, please

C' telephone me.

IV

Rbru To rs,

I' ~~ ~R t T omson ...... ...

RT : me



PRESTON, THORGRIMSON. ELLIS. HOLMAN & FLETCHER

SUITE 201

1II 776 F STREET, N. W.

WASHINGTON, 0 C. 20006

0

"how

C.4
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Mr. Stephen Schachman
Assistant General Counsel

Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463
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.. ra 1,. Thomson, j.laq.
P_ -' .on, Thorgrirnson, l lli3,

i7/Ji" S? treet, .1:. ;,J.
-clWai~ington, D. C. 2000Q

'Ce.c~ CA 032-73

Dear Ar. Thomison:

T'his Is to confirm a conver3jation held on December 9,

-1975, b3tween Stephen Schnachman o- the Genera'l Counel's
02L2 !! U nd yOurse3alf.. In ord3r that the Co nis3ion will ctora

ul. ' undarocand ta issues raised by the abova rerncad
P,.uJ.:.,L and to inure tiat tine (iferences between your con-

' t:.%nzin acid tha shelf's recommendations ba ].&icneated, th3
, ha3 decided to taki the following action in re -:onse

to your eiques£t for a hevaring:

(I) (he Comiision staff will prepare a report s ting
-th acts and tihir recommendations. The rei:ort will

.e :-bmitted 3sLmuianeously to the Commissioner3 and to you
a co'uiael for Congrassman Lit.ton.

(2) "ou W,.i e an o00ortunity to submit a i
.::!oon, to th. report. or rsponse should be izi a format
i- .- u -a o ,o most appropriata.

(3) Yoit ;.ill havi an opportunity to reqaas- a hearing
i.3 1a a a3~' h4 et;~ Ia~ giid %a Ijj 'i: ;1  on

i 'i Comin3Jioa is coc;nizant of roar travel plan3 anJ wil

th i:o acotnt % oh your. travel lans and t:v tithe of



0 00

ni year. Yozi 'Ay wi3h .o coa--act Ar. wchieinan 1o 1icuss
all aiprori~ts schedula for -hs 3ubmiasion o- your r,4oonse
aj ell aa scheduling a hearing if you so reqaast one.

if you have any questions concerning t ae dbove plaase
Ao not hesitate to contact '.r. 3chachman.

Sincerely yours,

j# /

Thomas B. CLrti3
Chairmaa

SS chachman :mpc: 12/11/75

cc: Mr. Curtis
Mr. Muxphy
ES tThen S chachmnan
Conoifiaance Section

=---- m

:., •
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LAW OFFICES

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON. ELLIS, HOLMAN & FLETCHER
1776 F STREET. N W.

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006

AREA CODE 202 331-1005

EMANUEL ROUVELAS
JONATHAN B3LANK~20 .B .BIDN
ROBERT N THOMSON SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101
TOVAH THORSLUND

206-623-7580
December 9, 1975

The Honorable Thomas B. Curtis

Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1_325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Chairman Curtis:

This letter, written on behalf of Congressman Jerry

Litton, is to express our understanding of certain preliminary

conclusions reached by the Commission and its staff in the Litton
compliance action. This is also a request for an immediate op-

portunity to address the Commission itself in executive session

__ to discuss the Dialogue with Litton program.

As you know, this matter originated as a Commission
investigation of Litton travel and its possible relationship

to a potential Senate candidacy. However, staff has broadened

the investigation to include Litton honorariums and the Dialogue
with Litton Program.

C
A. Litton Travel

It is our understanding that certain of Congressman
r Litton's trips back to Missouri occurring after May 1, 1975,

will be considered campaign-related by the FEC. In general,

those trips in which he made appearances outside his district

will be deemed campaign-related. Drawing on the precedent of

AO-72, an exception will be made for those out-of-district ap-

pearances related to party-building.

For those trips deemed campaign related, the expendi-

ture allocable for campaign purposes, will be computed from the
point of origin (normally Washington, D.C.) via every campaign-

related stop and ending at the point of origin. If the Congress-
man conducted any campaign-related business in a location, such
location will be treated as a campaign-related stop.

Travel expenses paid for out of appropriated funds

shall not be treated as campaign-related expenditures. Where

appropriated funds are used for travel to the Congressma. -: \\j,".
district, but private funds are used for travel oat- o-h s 104 ict

\ ~ *~*&*

VL
z 00
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The Honorable omas B. Curtis
December 9, 1975
Page 2

for a campaign-related stop, the private funds expended for such

travel will be treated as campaign expenditures.

B. Litton Honorariums

The confusion in this area centers on the definition
of "actual travel and subsistence expenses" in 18 U.S.C. §616.
We understand FEC staff has drawn a tentative conclusion that
such expenses may be for the Congressman, his wife and one staff
member. Any travel expenses paid in excess of that amount will
be deemed part of the honorarium.

C. Dialogue with Litton Program

Treatment of the Dialogue program has been the source
of much discussion at a staff level. It now appears no agreement
is forthcoming. Therefore, we respectfully request an oppor-
tunity to address the Commission in executive session concerning
this issue alone. I would appreciate it if such a meeting could
be arranged before the end of this week, since I am leaving town
Saturday and will not return until December 28.

Congressman Jerry Litton would like to appear for the
"" purpose of discussing and answering questions about the Dialogue
- program. In addition, I would like to appear for the purpose

of presenting various legal arguments.

We understand such an appearance will constitute a
waiver of all rights to a formal hearing we may have with respect
to this issue.

N Please notify me as soon as possible when such an
appearance can be arranged.

Very truly yours,

RobertT._hmo

RNT:af
cc: All Commissioners

Orlando Potter
John Murphy
Stephen Schachman

Y



JERRY LITTON COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

67 H DISTRICT, MISSOURI 6U1COMMITTIZES:

FORESTRY-CHAI RMAN

WASINGTON OrFICE: LIVESTOCK AND GRAINS

15()2. Lpf44Aw(lT" HOU ,e OFFICE EBUILDING fd. d...,JFAMII. V FARMS AND

WAIINGTON, D.C. Z0515 W RURAL, IEVELOPMENT

(202) 225-7U41 
o

COMMITTEE ON

DISTRICT OrFICE: joottc of*e DISTRIC I' F COLUMBIA

V"A;.A INN INr'HNA...AL ' SUBCOMMITTEES

i11101I NoRTHWI T. I12 STREET W n la tton, 3D.C. 20515 EoUCATI6N LABOR AND SOCIAL SERVICES

KANA!; CITY. MISSOURI 64153 COMMERCE, HOUSING AND
TRANSPORTATION

D.C. GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

December 8, 1975

Honorable Thomas B. Curtis
Chairman
Federal Elections Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Tom:
I-.

It was good to visit with you on the plane this morning.
O i appreciated your good words about my monthly public town

meeting, "Dialogue With Litton", which is carried on several
television and radio stations. The fact that 1,000 people

c-each month (and as many as 1,700 on some months) would drive
to Kansas City to question their Congressman and be advised

* as to what is happening in their government shows that people
are not disinterested in their government, provided you make
government available to them.

The fact that our program would draw a larger share of
. the TV audience than "Monday Night Football" in the district

is a further indication that people are not "turned off" on
Is P politics, provided you give them a chance to "turn it on" in

their homes and in a way that shows there can be a frank and
candid discussion of the issues without the usual political
overtones.

I thought you would find some of the enclosed editorials
interesting. You will note the KANSAS CITY STAR in rebuttal
to criticism of the program by Republicans defends it by
pointing out how well-balanced the program is. The Moberly
newspaper, in response to criticism by Democrats who object
to my having leading Republicans as guests, defends it as a
forum for an exchange of ideas between individuals of differ-
ent political persuasions and not "just a showplace for the
position of the Democratic Party".

The ALBANY LEDGER editorial refers to the program as,
"a refreshing experience". It says, "It is how representa-
tive government is supposed to work. And, that is this
country's hope."
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Honorable Tom Curtis
i)ecember 8, 1975
Page 2

Newspapers around the country have praised the program.
When Republican Governor Kit Bond complained to the Republican
National Committee about leading Republicans ap~pearing on the
program, the National Committee responded by s;ying they didn't
consider tie appearance of leading Republicans on my program as
political. Shortly after Secretary Butz appeared on my program
and Governor Bond complained to the National Committee, President
Ford had a member of his staff on my program to defend the
l President's energy program. The following month we had Bo

~~ tCallaway on my program to defend the President's Vietnam with-
drawal of refugees. My guest in April will be the Chairman
of the Republican House Conference, Congressman .John Anderson(R-1ill.).

Tom, you realized the need for this kind of approach when
you, as a Member of Congress, held these public town meetings

c in your district. At a time when public confidence is at an
a1ll-time low, our program is regaining confidence in government
and taking government to the people.

I appreciate the kind things you and Vice Chairman, Neil
C Stachler, have said about "Dialogue With Litton". I am most

pleased that both of you have indicated that the Commission
N wants to encourage this kind of approach and doesn't want to

do anything that would discourage it.

I hope your staff that has been working on this matter
shares your opinion and recognizes that through their decision
they are determining tile future of "Dialogue With Litton" and
whether or not this idea is permanently killed by the FEC.

Tom, I ask only two things: (1) That the FEC realize the
impact their decision will have on the entire concept behind
"Dialogue With Litton and not do anything that would destroy

something that is being hailed by so many as one of the most
refreshing ideas to come along in politics for a long time and
(2) Please try to give us a decision as soon as possible. This
decision-making process has been dragging on for months, and
in the meantime, we continue to have more monthly meetings
without knowing how the FEC will treat them in the fu t
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Honorable Tom Curtis
December 8, 1975
Page 3

With best personal regards,

S

// ///

JLmt
Lm nclosures/

cc: Hionor 46an Aikens
Honorable Thomas E. Harris

C Honorable Neil Staebler

Honorable Vernon Thomson
Honorable Robert Tiernan

@s0

i¢pefrely,

ERRY LITTON
ember of Congress
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Litton's
I)ialogue...it's Essential!

We were invited...but could not attend.. .this Sunday's session of
"Dialogue with Litton." in Kansas City.

This nonthly television program hosted by Missouri's Sixth District
Congressman. Jerry Litton. has become a matter of contover , within theDenjoratie Party- Members of the .rtty claim that Litton bag bad tan

many Republicans on the air with him. as opposed to the number of
YPn,,wrnt..

We have no idea how the count would break down. We don't really care.
Never in the almost 200 yew history of our country has one political

L .rty been able to answer all our questions or solve all our problems. We
lieve Jerry Litton is a man who also knows and believes this.
We crntmend Jerry for his courage to make his monthly nrogam s forum

for exchange of idea between individuals of different _-oOcal triAsion.
Litton's show is just what the title says it is, a "Dialogue" and not just a
-showpaefor theapition if the Drnig ate wpty.

We bmlkve that Jerry litton in sincerely trying to work mith all facthins
in govemnent to melett the beat views. Ides and Iladerahip that will help
thief country..not just a political party...prosper. Thae must he a forum
for all views in Anwrica...and Litton is helping in provide it, And we
Ap)preciate it.
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r. R4gardie of your personaPolitics, Gentry Countlans are
fortunate to have repressnta.
tUM like that Provided byCAremen Jerry Litton.

We were afforded the
opportunity last Sunay toattond a "Dialogue With
Utton" program at a hotel near

le Kansas City InternationalAirport and VMS an .,ww...

Swlf Amerca i

e YOU age with
Utton or not, Persons inV Congresona District are
frtunate tn hu.m.

thoughr ff. M ,WOr1M-r Udrsand tha

,,, u u OPOrandi of politi-
cians we are accustomed to,and a couple of them were
nationally prominent (for one
reason or another), we ot a
look at them once every soOften, usually around electlon
timS or for a meet-and.ea
Session where they would stand
up and pass a few platitudes
about G00. flia and mother-
hood.

Just the opposite seems to be
the Pattern for Mr. Litton. tiL

qtan e
MnMet -e rosentaie as

an or Vnt

Ths kind of happenilng just
WNIvullowPSa today, al-

ang OMJWnnlf

,rn5w his aundi8e. And yo'u
wouldn-t nave to b@-a badge.
wearing Litton supporter to
come in and speak your mind.
The doors are open to any &W

gominutes Sunday rwngedfrom the prospct for theMissouri corn crop this year, tothe grain sles to Rusia, toc Jl busing and opportuni.
tie for minorities, to the
pending energy bill, to the
Congressman's perwnal oppo.hltlon to the cast of living payIncrease for Congress andextended vaItons from WS&.
ington sessions when there is
work to be done. Asi n It ill
Iola on man he didn't know
the answer to his question, buthe would check on it. (Andwe'd like to bet that fellow get
an answer, too, when the factsare.o cked.)--

A . wal a rafrank n . .. .

areM M checked.
L IS A oil ~ hI~

II

A& Ma -

oeu ..

I

Ill
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though WO undenmt nd that-

,-,owers _ry antd aii alestjnn
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Bethany 3.publ canC1pper
Sattnmy0 Murt 64424 214 North 16th Street

WEDNESDAY, February 26. 1975

The Jerry Litton phenomenon
Ctizens of the sixth congressional district

theme past few years have been treated to an
exciting political phenomenon-Congress.
man Jerry Litton. Northwest Missouri's
third-year Congressman has put the sixth
district on the political map. He's one of the
moat exciting personalities ever to come out
of this section of Wssouri which has been
practically devoid of strong political figures
compared to other parts of the state with
the Champ Clarks, Thomas Hart Bentons
and Harry Tnmans.

What separates Litton from some
p -esos is his pa mobility. He's

no secret of e fact that he has
ambitions for higher elective office. In fact
he told one local leader that he wants to be
the President of the United States.

There's little doubt around here that he'll
give that goal his best shot. If he misses the
presidency, it won't be for want of effort,
but rather it will be the result of political
fate.

Since becoming our congressman, Jerry
Uttom has brought about a new political
enthusiasm among formerly apathetic
Northwest Missouri voters. Now many
persons around here are involved in current

affairs and they're, talking politis with
new enthusiasm.

Much of the credit for the turnabout, of
course, must go to the men and women who
serve as his political advisers.know the -name of the Ind

n .og ,. on is something that
entrances both Republican and Democrt
voters. Some may criticize Litton a s abig
spender, as a slick campaigner, as to
ambitious. But by the same token, he is
building a political career that someday will
make him as well known on a state and
national basis as he is known In the
congressional district

"%TfMF o o issoehig a
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PRESTON, THORGRIMSON, ELLIS. HOLMAN & FLETCHER
1776 F STREET, N W. I

WASHINGTON, 0. C. 20006

AREA CODE 202' 3311005

EMANUEL ROUVELAS 2000 1, B. M. BUILDING
JOlNAtHAN BLANK
RORI'F.RT N THOMSON SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101
TOVAH THORSLUND

200-623-7580November 13, 1975

Mr. David Spiegle
Pederal Elections Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Spieqle:

As you requested we have given some thought to the status
of the Dialogue with Litton program under the F.E.C.A., as amended.
Our position is that the Dialogue with Litton fund is an office
account maintained by Congressman Litton to communicate with his
constituents. As such, any FEC advisory opinion or regulation

,. dealing with office accounts should apply in a prospective manner
to Dialogue operations.

CD
Nevertheless, it has been suggested that certain payments

made from the Dialogue office account assumed the character of
"expenditures", as that term is defined in the Act, once Congressman
Litton began making payments to determine if he should run in the

r" Missouri Senate primary. It has been suggested further that expen-
ditures of this nature may have been made after May 1, 1975. This

2 would lead to the conclusion that certain Dialogue payments made
after May 1 should be charged to Congressman Litton's 18 U.S.C. §608
expenditure limit for a Senate race.

In the event the Commission deems that some expenditures
should be so charged,we proposed they be computed in the following
manner:

First, the costs of Dialogue should be computed for each
month from May 1 to the present.

Second, the total listening or viewing population in
Missouri of all stations broadcasting the Litton program should be
computed for the months involved and for the time slots in which the
program was broadcast by each station. Relevant listener or viewer
figures are available from the stations.

Third, the total listening or viewing population in
Missouri of stations not serving the Congressman's district should
be computed for the months involved and for the time slots in
which the program was broadcast by each of these stati'. ,
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Fourth, the figure derived in paragraph 2 above should
be divided into the figure derived from paragraph 3 and the resulting
percentage should be multiplied times the monthly cost of the Dialogue
program.

Fifth, the figures derived in paragraph 4 may be deemed
expenditures chargeable to the Congressman' s limit.

we are currently in the process of obtaining relevant
figures from t-im stations in question. As soon as these figures
are available, we shall make the computations above and provide you
with the resulting figures. We anticipate the percentage will not
be in excess of 10%. 1 hope to be able to discuss this formula
in more detail with you at our meeting tomorrow.

RT: me

* S
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November 10, 1975

The Honorable Thomas Curtis
Chairman L J1
Federal Elections Commission
IWashingbn, D.C.

Dear Sir#

I understand 2 that the Federal EAections Commission is Inves-
tigating the senatorial candidacy of Congressman Jerry Litton.

I know Litton personally and feel compelled to advise your
investigators that his statements are frequently at variance
with the truth. I have a deep belief in the FEC and the integrity
of our election process and feel It is essential that in this
investigation you not allow a clever politician to deceive you.

I have been told that in a letter to the FEC around July 15, 1915
Litton asserted that he is not a candidate and had not even asked
anyone to support him for the Senate* I am sure that any one of
hundreds of people could tell you that this Is not true. For
example, I am enolosing a letter that Litton's future Administrative
Assistant, John Ashford, wrote to Litton 2 months before Litton's
letter to Xnx the FED saying he hadn't even asked anyone to supporthim. You will note Litton had obviously already asked Ashford to
assume a top stoff pnsltin in the D- Dea.1ld campaign
strategy for the Senate race is discussed in very definate, positive

7 terms. I am also giving you a copy of a memo Litton wrote hisstaff, which has been circulating around, that reflects this' same positive attitude regarding a Senate racei It also reflects
a disturbing tendency to use a Congressional office to support
political objectives.

One further insight into the way Litton operates. I believe he* wrote to the FZL in mid-August that his actions were based on
careful reading and accurate interpretation of the campaign law.
Yet notice f the attached newspaper clipping three weeks later
where he says he can't possiblp be guilty of any ,wrong-doing
because he doesn't know what the law says! It is ironic and just
that your investigators and lawyers may ultimately agree with the
duplicltous statement Litton fed the press.

I am sure you have know reason to question the~aeuhiiy+ Oi
the enclosures, but invite you to verify them wonh r
employees.

Yours truly,

Since I know Jerry and he has told
me that he has asked that the entire
FEC investigation be made public,
I hope you can understand why I
Prefer not to sign this letter.



JAMES C. KIRKPATRICK
SECRETARY OF STATE

OOF STATE OF MISSOURI

OFFICE OF SECRETARY OF STATE
JEFFERSON CITY 65101

f3*

314/751- 3279

May 13, 1975

Dear Jerry:

The lead" editorial in the Saturday KANSAS CITY TIMES
caught my eye. Of course, our office has long; been,,,;,,_ ,

•volved in voter registration and voter turnout drives.
r. After thinking about your candidacy, it occurs to me the

success of these efforts may, in large part, determine
the success of your primary campaign.

It seems to me your chances of beating Warren Hearnes
C, would be infinitely greater in a general election where

the large, Independent block of voters would be casting
• .ballots. Their opinions, so easily influenced by fleeting

r7 impressions from stories in news reports would, I think,
tend to be anti-Hearnes.

..

-.,,

[..

14,.

.,9..;,.

:i1.

44*4.

4.444

44%

The problem comes with the increasing trend of non-
partisan identification among v-tcr . Th i centage of
Independents is at an all-time high, nearly 40 percent.

The refusal of many Independents to vote in a partisan
primary may also help Jim Symington. It would seem to me
he would enjoy a much higher percentage of name identifi-
cation and Symington loyalty among active Democrats than
among the general voting populace.

9/.

In other words, the more-.Independente..wo ,4tto .e0:?'. A-, ',ii
in the August, 1976, primary, the better the chance of
Jerry Litton winning a victory. This is particularly true
in Western Missouri, particularly the non-faction controlled .
wards of Jackson County. ...

Consequently, it seems to me that encouraging voter
turnout and increased citizen participation is not only ,-"
a worthy goal, but should be an essential part of our cam- ..--
paign strategy. This is also an area in which we can work
especially close with labor organizations.

V , : ' , '4 ...
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Honorable ey to
May 13, 1975
Page two

Looking forward to visiting with you abOYut this and
other plans for the campaign. I have been giving particu-
lar thought in recent days to how we can make inroads in
some of the endorsements now going to Hearnes. It seems
to me that while he may ., making some headlines now, he
hasn't captured anything we wouldn't have expected him to.

Further, it: seems to me there are some endorsements
still waiting to be made whose actual vote production may
be better than those which Hearnes has been receiving.
Certainly Mary Gant's organization, Bob Young's in St.
Louis County and Dutch Newman's in the Westport area should
be eager to go with the winner. I believe we stand a good
chance of coavincing Lhem thaL Jerry Litton iB exactly the
winnrr""'t h are looking for.

Look forward to seeing you next Tuesday.

S inse:Iy

JO H ASHFORD
A inistrative Assistant

Honorable Jerry Litton
UniL'tdl States RqpreseaLaLive
1005 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

1w

Enclosure
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taff April 23#' 1975

Frc~ CongreoS~m n it~

RZ: 1976 Senated race,

~A~O~i~flwSenator Stuart Sy.ir.tofl announce yestrda
not, se re-election. I ama~lso sure each of you nw

announCernan#t af fects thi of ic

6 . Ihavq been e::trc1=clY sa-tisfe ihU :yt~ tf ~

~po~o~d. ehv done, and are doing9 things tlhat are being

6opied yr~n ogesoa of fics (some many years cur senior)

Hil eo thI we h.de ore nail and in a better way

azr o'Of Ccgo~0~ f i~ce. I a-n e iein cone

pe I attention to the nail' thn MOst Of fices- mcni

~det 'e cu~Cup with ore and better lgsaieieSi

wider area t2han any'other Congressional 
office. u Daou

NI ,t'Litton" i%" the talk of the Hill.

~ ~~oeve, :iththe annC cecrct of Stntor Sturt SY-.ir'tnGl

tores~55ourfic n the office staff as i eaC

~~o ~ tmay~~b3~a hard-fought SellatO Ce7if. Ince o1~

at, the pr.crscnfll I have alnd sc ho thset oesnll :~d f ic

intO ~ ~ ~ r th ~~i itre. also rccI to 10k at r~sftofc
in ft~ 2 if e~ ~t!il hat huld be dnc to j=rc;Ce

10 - state-wide Zs'S is-being do-c. Lacln ot YOU

~ look~t Alhat, you aro,-doiig' individUallY an~d sfe

Idoing evcrythi'g I ~hudcr cculd: do and as

weIL &t3OulQ col d be done

~~ 1;. ne to r~zxke better use cf: otrscfp-pn

2.-The 9a card ty~c*,: ^sitC5P n
-u ore nail to more peopl~e

2.*Thecard file in 
terMS of seeing thatIhvrm

* the~st p-to-date catrd fte~
incczinrg lotte:, so as to b3 able

*the ou"t-going letter.

3. he ~rd teeVC in tc:: S of

aticn on th rir ht~~d ~itf h
pcrson at a 1atcr dctc CF, cnc% Sh su nr.t r

.'and likes w-'h Ct I am~ d-ngr

Wa also need to do a better job pat hadln vstor way

..~to he of fice, c- they feel importnt and not in Lh -a.W

n td o answcr all mnilI andi respond to a!-! tolepCene cail. ~C

aLLofthi ivoleSmofe work, but it ~~1resu2-t i." a b0Cte

40b jar cveryonel including yer.urs tculy.-

1. 4i~ i~id(in~.etcr, t.) via M~y fstafr. In b past
wsnot etdcd (wrd for orj) VsilI be the case now.

A.
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" ~ f-~ o r ecf l crma Co'f i (. 5 -
r
;

A
'

fl fro,.- i:crth
a 5t--,-,- or Today an. C01- 5 idJi-ed by r.any as

_. "tn.rrdav , "o ,I . .. . ,-11; n l ans$

Hissourm I t.,,. _ Yo. e, U. A e a L - n ._

a leading c 1 :ndidate for h i .5;lt.T- en

peain will be re~!,Gifb et-ween the lines of my (your)

..C 7e %.,ill be rer p&S119" t-he letters arour, d to

leters. ThiS will the eorYof needs to be very
others. Thn i ean Jr ---- h:- ivrtlg Sr

careful abO-it what they 
say aout c-vonrthieg is

doesni't rnCar we sioaldn't tahe a stand on the issues,

.... but it docS ean the *xury of "ho0tin9 froM the hips"

wbll no lncer exist for this office. Write every letterw-1 noe 
.....

xis

and state:7ent as 
if t were to 3 2o

e r on ithe front page

of every n.e;srapcr 
in :jissouri. If \oU ki cp that in

mind, we will be 
aaright.

2~.

' , '

- r'c~on inthis office, IL k;U,=r is still so.c.e fri -o -in A- tolerated nowS.

V e tolerate _  in the ._st - -t .r O L.,u ch eor t to be
Tie isd ho there is o uchr..
di. In t short, . tried to let these personal pro-done In - the paste I trlou - te thegn to

blemwok themlselves 
out. I even peririttedthmo

exist- This too is a 
'loe n af

o~ th sta! must cot along with everyone

else. U yc have., t Z1 to try .:ore

elsortant, i expect you to succeed. If you dont, well

find soreone todo your job .ho can.

All of the ah"e is m.eant to say that starting tcay, :

S appzcc our Jb w;ith a lit~ dif Crc~t perpo iV s;. As w e saet

had in the Past- The hole State :i! bo ;%_ching us. As ;e net

close= to the Serate decisCn the Vatibfl 'ill er.cr i

what ,,we are, saying and how w;c say it. W.e x, t ]cep this in rind
has we say it. 1e rut also do it as a te:_1.

N

-~ -.
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spending
Inquiry
On Litton
Ity I.AWVRI. NCl-E . IAVOR

\VV-, II I N;'li iNSupt. 11)
Audiitr:-, fion) !he eF dt_-ral
Ehte eo, Coinmission have-
beU2! an examination of
0!i' huoks and expc.dliture. of
Pct)rcs-lilti'e -iJerv Litton
(1i~ii.), 'jh~i the, t.o deler-
iMiile, "'.-,hi:h lie l i a. spienlt
;iari lii,, , a:, a i'didite for
li lJilt'i ';liits 'u-t'et'

i.iti'oi cisit t ids talt lie has
not. fie .ays that ie is leaning
toward luiuing for the ofifke
but has not made a decision.
Btll his polontial opponents
saty that money he speads for
trip, around the state and
ir politically helpful items

should count againat the $270,-
1;i) limit for Senate caindi-

A spokesman for the elec-
tiotl cJill J 1:l isio i, Moill-
day that Iittlii was co oPelr-
Miig., c,,.dt .te! h ,' ''.'ith the

John Ashlord, Litton's ad.
tiinistralive as.sistant, said
that all of Litton's oiLice alid
l)crNJl s ta records had been
iiffeted i the auditors. These
iinclude I iitii's hu-, is. ac-
c tit fl'iliin h:.- office, his
194 citigre. ,-,ional Ca ipaiilii
it- t, o';, |1m. l 01iie ; oacry
alid supplie account, his per-
5iil aIhic khoiok alii lrctcorid'
fionii his tlhvi ision progra in,
"i..i logue with Littoil"

The auditors have not de-
cided whether to examine
Litton'-, personal accounts,
Astifurd said.

"I've just turned all the
books ovet to them," said
litt on in art interview. "''JY'
ca ,'i h.ve done anything
wrOng ci-lcai;e we doin't knuwA what the law is."

[he Election Commission
spokesman noted also that
many aspects of the new
campaign law were still open
to interpretation.

Of the principal potential
Senate candidates in Mis-
souri, only Litton has not
opened a campaign commit-
tet.. This has brought some
protests Irom others in'luding
the Republican Attornev e.-
cral. l,hn C. I :)nfiirth, Rep-
] es I ni it ice 1:11 11a .,u W. Synli

inglt ( teit. ), l.;iLdue, ald
former GOV. Warren E.
Heaine-, a Democrat.

Litton has said that none of
;,-i:. ..+X t~r +ii+!r 'q.;h;iild he?

| counted against the Jihit t)-

cause he is not a declaredI cuiltld~de th ea t~rnes

is a dc. l.ied caididate, and
itt,,n hai; . ,id thai the fofi-
S(,,viii or :iui'l r,.-port hi- i

I *i',r;tgaiiii, the (,wvrall
m ti

tng.
ihI t i IT tiorn (C;lA ii'iSun

i to isv I i . I to tt t"
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Many thantks,
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September 29, 1975

Mr. Stephen Schachman
Deputy Assistant General Counsel

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

Dear Mr. Schachman:

.. We have completed a thorough review of all pay-
ments made by or on behalf of Congressman Jerry Litton
since January 1, 1975. As you know, Congressman Litton
does not consider himself a candidate for the U.S. Senate.
However, some expenditures were made from the Congressman's
personal funds during the second quarter of 1975 to deter-
mine if he should become a candidate. Should you determine
these expenditures are reportable under the F.E.C.A., they

C-1 will be included on the third quarter Report of Receipts
and Expenditures filed by the Missourians for Litton Com-
mittee, a political committee registered with the Secretary
of the Senate and the Missouri Secretary of State on Septem-
ber 26, 1975. The report will, of course, include all third
quarter expenditures as well.

For your convenience, we have listed below second
quarter payments made to determine whether Congressman Lit-
ton should become a Senate candidate. In addition to that
list, we have also itemized and categorized other payments
that were made during the period in question. None of these
additional payments were made with respect to the Senate
primary.

Hopefully, our action coupled with your audit,
will lead to a speedy resolution of this matter and enable
you to conclude your investigation on a positive note. We
remain ready, as before, to answer any questions yQU, tiy have
with respect to this information. -

I, , <: : , ,[ , • :



Mr. Stephen Schachman
September 29, 1975
Page 2

1. Reportable Expenditures from the Second Quarter

If you determine it is necessary, the Missourians
for Litton Committee will report certain second quarter ex-
penditures on its third quarter Report of Receipts and Expen-
ditures.

The following is a list of those expenditures,
totalling $654.78, with reference to travel items appearing
in Attachment 1:

(TRAVEL ITEM 55)

Bel Air Hotel
St. Louis, Mo.

Overnight accomodations
in connection with
speech for State Rep.
Williams

$32.00

(Also will be listed as a contribution in-kind of
$32.00 from Williams Dinner Committee)

(TRAVEL ITEM 59)

Ozark Airlines Travel in connection
with speech to Ozark
Press Association

$28.37
(pd. Check
#713)

(TRAVEL ITEM 59)

Howard Johnson's
Springfield, Mo.

Overnight accomodations
in connection with
speech to Ozark Press
Association

$16.48
(pd. Check
#709)

(TRAVEL ITEM 68)

Trans-World
Airlines

Transportation to St.
Louis political meet-
ings

$36.35
(pd. Check
#713)

(TRAVEL ITEM 68)

Chase Park Plaza
Hotel, St. Louis,
Mo.

Overnight accomodations
in connection with St.
Louis political meetings,

~> ~~\\\'

$75.38
(pd .Check

#709)

Ma 1,
i475

May 10,
1975

..M 9 10'

May 28,
1975

May 28,
1975

*0 0
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Mr. Stephen Schachman
September 29, 1975
Page 3

(TRAVEL ITEM 71(d))

Plaza Inn Int'l
Kansas City, Mo.

Refreshments and room
for meeting with KC
political leaders

$218.11
(pd .Check
#713)

(TRAVEL ITEM 72)

Tan-Tar-A
Lake Ozark, Mo.

Overnight accomodations
in connection with
speech to Central Mo.
Press Association

$48.13
(pd .Check
#707)

(TRAVEL ITEM 72)

Cong. J. Litton
1502 LHOB
Wash, D.C.

Travel in Litton car
to Central Mo. Press
Association speech in
Lake Ozark, Mo. - 440
miles at $.10 per mile

(Also reported as contribution from Litton)

(TRAVEL ITEM 75(b))

Alameda Plaza Hotel
Kansas City, Mo.

Dinner, KC City Council $132.80
(pd. Check
#715)

(TRAVEL ITEM 75(e))

Plaza Inn
Kansas City, Mo.

Breakfast with Mo party
officials

$23.16
(pd .Check
#718)

TOTAL: $654.78

In addition to the expenditures noted above, there
are others that cannot be deemed campaign "expenditures", as
that term is defined in the Federal Election Campaign Act, and
interpreted by the Federal Election Commission. These are
categorized below.

June 5,
1975

June 7,
1975

June 7,
1'97 5

$44.00

June 14,
975

June 15,
1975



Mr. Stephen Schachman
September 29, 1975
Page 4

2. Travel Outside of Missouri

None of Congressman Litton's travels outside of the
State of Missouri were to influence the result of the Missouri
Senate primary, nor did such travel have any appreciable im-
pact on that election. Therefore, we feel expenses associated
with the following travel items in Attachment I cannot be deemed
expenditures for the Senate primary:

Out-of-State Travel

Items 1-11
Items 17-19
Items 21-22

C'Item 25
Item 27
Items 31-32
Item 36
Item 45
Item 53
Item 75(a)
Items 77-78
Item 82

Note that all but five of these travel items were in
C connection with honorarium speeches (See, Attachment 2). As

discussed below, honorarium appearances are clearly outside
the purview of the campaign laws, particularly when the appear-
ances are outside the geographical boundaries of the relevant

N electorate and the incumbent officeholder is not an announced
candidate.

Items 10-1l were travel in connection with the
Congressman' s appearance as a member of the House Agriculture
Committee at a Consumer Affairs meeting in New York on January
20, 1975.

Item 24 was travel to Vail, Colorado for a vacation
with the Litton staff on February 11.

Item 36 was travel to Southern Illinois University
in Carbondale, Illinois for an Agricultural Seminar in Litton's
official capacity as a member of the Agriculture Committee on
March 14.

Item 53 was travel in connection with an appearance at
an Iowa State FFA leadership conference in Sioux City in Littois
official capacity on April 25.



Mr. Stephen Schachman
September 29, 1975
Page 5

Clearly none of these expenditures were made for
the purpose of influencing the result of the Missouri Senate
primary.

3. Honorarium and Expenses Travel Within State

Items 12, 13, 15, 20, 46, 50, 62, 6'4, 69 and 74
represent travel in connection with honorariumr speeches with-
in the state. Neither the expenses associated with such travel,
nor the honorariums themselves should be deemed "expenditures"
or "contributions" for purposes of the F.E.C.A. Congress in-
tended honorariums to be separately limited under the provisions
of Section 616 of Title 18, U.S. Code.

However, the Commission has not recognized the dis-
tinction when candidates make honorarium appearances within
the geographical boundaries of their electorate. See, AO 20,

C7 September 23, 1975. Under those circumstances, honorFarium pay-
ments will now be deemed "contributions." Nevertheless, Con-
gressman Litton was not a candidate for the Senate when he
made these appearances. In fact, he was only a few months
into his term as a Congressman. Even if the Commission decides
to ignore the candidacy requirement in AO 20, no one has sug-
gested that the ruling is retroactive before September 23.

Items 12, 13, 15, 20 and 46 all represented honora-
rium appearances before the incumbent Senator, Stuart Symington,
announced his retirement on April 21. In no case should Litton
contributions or expenditures before that date be attributed to
the Senate campaign. See, Tennessee Guidelines, Fed. Reg. 43660,
September 22, 1975, where effective resignation date of incum-
bent triggered running of the expenditure limitation period.

Items 62, 64 and 69 were commencement speeches to
high schools, certainly not the type of appearances by a public
official that should be deemed campaign-related except under
the clearest of circumstances.

Item 58 was a speech to the Missouri Life Underwriters
Association who were meeting in Congressman Litton's district on
May 5. Item 71(c) was a speech to a statewide meeting of paint
technologists meeting immediately adjacent to the district. We
believe such appearances should be considered part of the off i-
cial business of the Congressman as a host to conventions held
in his district.
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Item 74 was a speech to the Missouri Young Bankers
Association on June 11 at Tan-Tar-A. The Congressman appeared
in his official capacity as a member of the House Agriculture
Committee to discuss agricultural matters of interest to the
Missouri financial community,

Apparently, expense or honorarium V.yments of this
type may now be covered by the rulings in A) 13 or AO 20. How-
ever, when Congressman Litton accepted these :;peaking enga(le-
ments, the Commission had not yet issued tho- two Advisory
Opinions. It would be entirely unfair to apply the rulin1s
retroactively to Congressman Litton in the context of this
investigation, without an across-the-board review of the 1975
honorarium activities of all Federal officeholders.

4. Constituent Service Within District

A great number of the Congressman's trips during
this period were directly in connection with constituent ser-
vice activities in his district. Even under the newest ver-
sion of the office account ruling, such payments occuring

(17 during the first year of the Congressman's term, will not be
charged to a Congressman's spending limit.

DISTRICT CONSTITUENT SERVICES
Items 14 49

4- 24 52
28 56
33 61
38 66
41 71(a)
44 79

5. Other Official Travel as Member of Congress Within The
State

Since Congressman Litton is the only member of the
Missouri delegation on either the Senate or House Agriculture
Committees, he receives numerous invitations to speak at Farm
Bureaus and other agricultural gatherings throughout Missouri.
Under the most recent version of the proposed office account
regulation, he would be required to charge expenditures for
such travel against his Section 608 spending limit during 1976,
but not in 1975. Of course, Commission sources have indicated",,
the regulation is not retroactive in any event.
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The Congressman should be allowed to speak upon
invitation to agricultural groups throughout Missouri in
his official capacity, subject to minimal restriction by the
campaign laws. Congressman Litton has made such appearances
ever since he became a member of the Agriculture Committee
and long before he was ever mentioned as a possible Senate
contender.

The Congressman was travelling in his official capa-
city in items 23, 29, 37, 39, 42, 63, 76 and 80. Note that
only the last three appearances were made after the date
Senator Symington announced his retirement.

6. Party Business

In travel items 34, 50 and 71(b), Congressman Litton
was travelling as a party leader and attending regularly
scheduled party events. For items 34 and 50, all party office-
holders were invited to attend. Item 71(b) was for party busi-
ness within his district.

As you know, Gerald Ford, an announced candidate for
President, is currently travelling around the nation on "party
business" at the expense of the Republican National Committee.
The Commission has yet to attribute any of these travel expen-
ditures to the Ford campaign. Congressman Litton, of course,

f.7, was not an announced candidate and was not using funds from a
political committee for travel expenses. Therefore, these ex-
penses, though minor, will not be considered campaign-related.

When the Federal Election Commission attributes RNC
travel payments to the Ford campaign, then Missourians for
Litton may reconsider the status of these three travel items.
Until that time, however, the Committee has no intention of
reporting such payments as campaign expenditures subject to
the Section 608(c) limits.

7. Miscellaneous Travel Items

Items 20, 30, 35, 40, 43, 47, 48, 51, 54, 65, and
81 represent return travel for trips in Sections 1 through 5
of this letter. Items 57, 60, 70 and 73 are also for return
travel, but one or more of the activities that are listed as
possible campaign expenditures under Section 1 took place on
such trips.
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Item 57 was a return from a trip to Kansas City,
(items 55 and 56) for constituent work in the District. On
the way to Kansas City, the Congressman attended the Williams
dinner and stayed overnight in St. Louis, Since most flights
to Kansas City stop in St. Louis, no extra expense was involved
by virtue of the Williams dinner. Therefore, none of the tra-
vel expense to or from Kansas City need be apportioned for
campaign purposes.

Item 60, coupled with Item 59, represents return
travel from Kansas City,, where the Congressman gave an honora-
rium speech, to Washington, D.C., with a stopover at Spring-
field, Missouri for a speech that arguably could have been for
campaign purposes. The extra cost attributed to the stopover
will be reported as a campaign expenditure, if required.

Item 70, as with item 60 above, is return travel
with a stopover, where the extra cost of the stopover will be
reported as a campaign expenditure, if required.

Item 73 represents return travel from a trip the
(77 predominate purpose of which was non-political. Congressman

Lit-ton flew to his district for constituent services and pro-
duction of the Dialogue program (Item 71). While there, he
hosted a meeting with political leaders and attended a press
conference, both of which will be reported as campaign-related,
if required (See, Section 1). However, the trip would have
been made anyway, even without the political appearances.
Therefore, only the extra travel and entertainment expenses
should be reported as a campaign expenditure.

8. Office Expenses

Attachment 3 lists a number of payments made for
office expenses during 1975. Even if the newest version of
the proposed office account regulation were retroactive, the
expenses would still not be chargeable against any Litton
campaign limit. The proposed regulation extends only to those
office expenses made during the last year of the Congressman's
term.

9. Dialogue With Litton

The issues at the heart of the still-unresolved
conflict over office accounts will determine how the Comm'
sion eventually will treat payments like those made t ~~t

Kv
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the Dialogue with Litton program. The Dialogue program is a
series of monthly voter education meetings that Congressman
Litton holds with his constituents to discuss issues of im-
portance to his District and the Nation. Up to 2,000 consti-
tuents regularly attend such meetings, which feature question
and answer sessions with the Congressman and a quest.

The program is financed entirely from constituent
contributions and administered from a separate office account.
No contributions are accepted from corporations or labor or-
ganizations and no contributors have given in excess of $500
during any calendar year. The account is controlled by a not-
for-profit corporation, with a non-partisan board.

The stated purpose of the program is to bring govern-
ment to the people, and the great interest shown in the program
proves that purpose is being achieved. Guests have included
Administration figures, such as Secretary of Agriculture, Earl
Butz and Secretary of the Army, Bo Calloway, Republican Con-
gressman Jack Kemp, and a few of the Democratic Presidential
hopefuls. The program is edited and shown throughout the

( Congressman's district on television. It has proved so popu-
lar that two television stations outside of the Congressman's
district have broadcast the program to fulfill their public
service commitments as Federal Communications Commission licen-
sees.

The current version of the Commission's proposed
t" office account regulation would apply Title 18 spending limits

to office accounts generally during the last calendar year of
N. a Congressman's term. Thus, the Litton Dialogue program would

be subject to the limits during 1976, but only if the Commis-
sion determined that it was the type of activity meant to be
covered by its proposed regulation.

Under no circumstances, however, can the 1975 Dia-
logue expenditures be deemed subject to the limits. First,
during the office account hearings, Commission sources indi-
cated that the Dialogue program may not be the type of acti-
vity meant to be limited by the proposed regulation. Second,
no one has suggested that the proposed regulation should be
applied retroactively. Third, even if the regulation were
applied retroactively to the Dialogue program, all the expen-
ditures took place during the first year of Congressman Lit-
ton's term. The regulation, as proposed, applies only to the
second year of a Congressman's term.

T IN'
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Therefore, none of the Dialogue donations or pay-
ments can be retroactively limited by the Commission. Fur-
thermore, we feel the Commission should never regulate such
activity under any of its regulations. A Congressman's com-
munications with his constituents should not be limited just
because they are extremely effective.

I trust you will find this information useful. We
will be awaiting instructions from you concerning any addi-
tional reporting obligations of Congressman Litton or any
committees working on his behalf.

Very truly ours,

Robert N . Thomson

RNT:jc
enclosures



JANUARY TRAVEL

Origin/Destination

0. ATTACHMENT 1

Purpose of Travel

1. January 8

2. January 9

3. January 9

4. January 10

5.C' January 11

6.-- January 12

DC/San Antonio

San Antonio/Columbus, Ohio

Columbus, Ohio/ New Orleans

New Orleans/Shreveport

Shreveport/Colorado Springs

Colorado Springs/Denver

Honorarium speech - Agri-
services Foundation, San
Antonio

Speech - Ohio Cattlemen's
Association, Columbus, Ohio

Speech - Ark-La-Tex Agricul-
ture Council, Shreveport,
La.

Honorarium speech - National
Association of Animal Breeders,
Colorado Springs, Colorado

Honorarium speech - Interna-
tional Maine-Anjour Associa-
tion, Denver, Colorado

7., .January 13

C8
8. January 16

9. January 19

10. January 20

Denver/DC

DC/Boca Raton, Florida

Boca Raton/DC

DC/New York

Honorarium speech - Farm and
Industrial Equipment Institute
(1/16); Southwestern Aerial
Applicators (1/17)

Official capacity - attendance
at COnsumer Affairs Meeting,
New York, Cong. & Mrs. Litton

11. January 21

12. January 21

New York/DC

DC/Lake of Ozarks, Mo. Official capacity - speech to
Missouri Agricultural Industria
Council, Lake of Ozarks, Mo.

Date

0 0
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13. January 22

14. January 23

15. January 25

16. January 26

17 '

* 18.
(7

January
-29

January 30

Lake of Ozarks/DC

DC/Kansas City

Kansas City/St.
Kansas City

Louis/

Kansas City/DC

28 DC/Atlanta/DC

DC/New Orleans

Constituent service - DIALOGUE,
Flag presentation, Agricultural
research conference, NW Missour
Press Association, Rural Mayors
Council, Rockport Rotary Club,
JL plus 3 staff(all in district

Honorarium speech - Mississippi
Valley Farm Equipment Associa-
tion, .;t. Louis, Mo.

Return travel for items 14-15

Honorarium speech to SE Poultry
& Egg Association, Atlanta, Ga.

Honorarium speech - Deep South
Farm and Power Equipment Com-
pany; JL and wife, 2 staff

4600
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FEBRUARY TRAVEL

19. February 1

20. February 3-
4

21. February 6

22, February 11

23.

C7

February 12

24C" February 13

25. February 15

26. February 16

27. -february 20

28. February 21

New Orleans/DC

DC/St. Louis/DC

DC/Vail, Colorado

Vail, Colorado/Spokane,
Washington

Spokane, Washington/

Columbia, Mo.

Columbia, Mo./Kansas City

Kansas City/Lincoln,
Nebraska/Kansas City

Kansas City/DC

DC/Phoenix

Phoenix/Kansas City

See Item 18

Honorarium speech - Federation
of Land Bank Associations, St.
Louis, Mo.

Personal expenses - bonus to
staff in form of ski trip to
resort area, staff travel. and
personal

Honorarium speech - Pacific
Northwest Farm Forum

Official capacity - speech to
Missouri State Department of
Conservation

Constituent service- appearancE
on Kansas City media serving
district, Speech to Boy Scouts,
DIALOGUE

Honorarium speech - O.A. Cooper

& Co., Lincoln, Nebraska

Return travel for Items 21-25

Honorarium speech - US Feed
Grains Council, Scotsdale,
Arizona; JL and staff, staff
travel to Nevada

Constituent service - Excelsiox
Springs Bicentennial speech,
Speech at Western Hardware Con-
vention, Orrick Farm Service
Appreciation Day (all in dis-
trict)

0



0

29. February 21

30. February 23

31. February 27-
28, March
1-2

- 4 -

Kansas City/Joplin/Kansas
City

Kansas City/DC

DC/Paris, France/DC

0.

Official capacity - speech
to Barton County Farm Bureau

Return from speaking engage-
ments and constituent work

Official capacity - attendance
at International Food Confer-
ence

~1



MARCH TRAVEL

32. March 7

33. March 7

34. March 8

35.7 March 9

36.

37.

March 14

March 14

38. March 15

39. March 15

40. March 16

41. March 20

DC/Fort Worth, Texas

Fort Worth/Kansas City

Kansas City/Hannibal/
St. Louis (by private
automobile)

St. Louis/DC

DC/Carbondale, Illinois

Carbondale/Sikeston, Mo.

Sikeston/Kansas City

Kansas City/Knob Noster,
Mo./Kansas City

Kansas City/DC q

DC/Kansas Cib .\

Honorajrium ,peech - New World
Agricultural Seminar, Fort
Worth

Constituent services - speech
to Adair County Soil and Water
District, breakfast with
Kirksvitle Chamber of Commerce

State ,-Arty business - atten-
dance at Statewide Party meet-
ing at which all major party
officeholders in Mo. were in-
vited to attend; Overnight in
St. Louis after day-long ses-
sion in Hannibal.

Return travel in connection
with items 32 through 34

Speech at Southern Illinois
University Agricultural Semi-
nar in official capacity

Speech to New Madrid Farm
Bureau in official capacity

Constituent service in dis-
trict; DIALOGUE production

Speech in official capacity
to Knob Noster Chamber of
Commerce (Outside of district)

Return travel in connection
with items 36-39

Constituent service, coffee at
Princeton; speech to Mo. Fed.
Womens Clubs; speech to Living-
ston County Farm Bureau; Hono-
rarium speech to Linn County
Pork Producers (all in district

00
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42. March 21

43. March 23

Kansas City/Columbia, Mo./
Kansas City (private
automobile)

Kansas City/DC

00

Speech in official capacity
to Adrian County Farm Bureau,
Columbia, Mo. (outside of
district)

Return travel in connection
with items 41 and 42
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APRIL TRAVEL

44. March 31

45. April 4

46. April 5

47.- April 6

48. April 6

49. April

50. April 11

51i April 13

52..' April 25

DC/Kansas City

Kansas City/San Antonio,
Texas/Kansas City

Kansas City/Springfield, Mo.

Springfield, Mo/St. Louis

St. Louis/DC

DC/Kansas City

Kansas City/Springfield,
Mo./Ransas City

Kansas City/DC

DC/Kansas City

Constituent Service - speeches
to Kansas City Chamber of Com-
merce, Lathrop and Lawson Ro-
tary Clubs, 3 schools in Libert
North Kansas City, COE, schools
in Platte City and St. Joseph,
Clinton County Farm Bureau;
visits to Chillecothe and Brook
field (all in district)

Honorarium speech to San
Antonio Chamber of Commerce
Agribusiness Conference

Speech to Drury College in
official capacity

Three-hour layover at airport
in St. Louis; no activities

Return travel in connection wit
Items 44-47

Constituent service - speech to
FK symposium at Univ. of Mo,

KC; DIALOGUE production (all
district related)

State party business - speech
to Mo. Young Democrats during
attendance at state-wide poli-
tical meeting, all Cong. invite
to attend

Return travel in connection
with Items 49-5.0

Gonstitutent service and party
,.business - speech to Lee's
Summit Democrats, speeches at

M -
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52. Continued

53. April 25

54. April 27

Kansas City/Sioux City,
Iowa/Kansas City

Kansas City/DC

- 8 -

Macon, Shelbina, Bicentennial
speech at Richmond (all in or
adjacent to district); Also
honorarium speech to Mo. Bar
Association

Speech in official capacity
to Iowa State FFA Leadership
Conference in Sioux City, Iowa

Return travel in connection
with Items 52 and 53
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MAY TRAVELS

55. May 1

56. May 2

57. May 5

58, May 9

5 9"7 May 10

r-
60, May 11

61,, May 15

62. May 16

63. May 17

DC/St. Louis

St. Louis/Kansas City

Kansas City/DC

DC/Kansas City

Kansas City/Springfield,
Mo.

Springfield, Mo./DC

DC/Kansas City

Kansas City/Warrensburg,
IMo./(ansas City

Kansas City/Lake of the
Ozarks/Kansas City

Speech at dinner honoring
state representative Fred
Williams of St. Louis

Constituent service - speeches
to Smithville Bicentennial,
Worth County Jaycees, United
Community Services, Graham
FFA, and participate in other
community activities (all in
district)

Return travel in connection
with Items 55 and 56

Speech to Missouri Life Under-
writers meeting in district

Speech to Ozark Press Associ-
ation

Return travel in connection
with Items 58 and 59

Constituent service - speech
to Missouri Western University
Commencement, Kansas City
Chamber of Commerce National
Affairs Committee, DIALOGUE
production, American Angus
Association meeting in dis-
trict, Carrollton High School
commencement (all in district)

Honorarium speech at high schoo
commencement (outside of dis-
trict)

Speec A c acitytr . ucts Asso-

S ,R'6ut te district)
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64. May 20

65. May 21

66. May 23

67.C May 28

68 - May 28

69. May 30

70. May 31

Kansas City/Marshall, Mo./
Kansas City

Kansas City/DC

DC/Kansas City

0 *

Kansas City/Kansas City
(40 miles mileage)

Kansas City/St. Louis

St. Louis/Columbia, Mo.

Columbia, Mo./DC

0 Cr

Honorarium speech at commence-
ment of Marshall High School
(outside of district)

Return travel in connection
with Items 61 - 64

Constituent service - Commen-
cement speeches at Meadville,
Cosby, Excelsior Springs;
breakfast with Kirksville
Chamber of Commerce; Various
district activities including
memorial day speech at St.
Joseph (all in district) -
Taping of Kansas City TV news
program for airing in district

Coffee with Kansas City poli-
tical leaders

Party at home of Sandy Miller;
Various political and media
events; Meetings with numer-
ous political leaders

Honorarium speech - Rock Bridge
High School Commencement, Rock
Bridge, Mo.

Return travel in connection
with Items 66-69

.4 1
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JUNE TRAVEL

71. June 6

72. June 7

73. June 8

74._ June 11

75. June 14

76. *June 20

77. bJune 20

78! June 21

DC/Kansas City

Kansas City/Tan-Tar-A,
Mo./Kansas City

Kansas City/DC

DC/Tan-Tar-A, Mo./
DC

DC/Kansas City/DC

DC/Tan-Tar-A, Mo.

Tan-Tar-A/Louisville, Ky.

Louiville/Denver, Colorado

a. Constituent service -
DIALOGUE production

b. Party business - speech
to Clinton County Women's
Democratic Club

c. Speech in official capacity
to statewide meeting of
Paint Technologists (adja-
cent to district)

d. Cocktail party with area
Political leaders after
DIALOGUE production

Speech to Central Missouri
Press Association - private
car - 440 miles

Return travel in connection
with Items 71-72

Speech to Missouri Bankers
Association; No honorarium
but expenses paid by bankers;
appearance in offical capacity

a. Appearance in Leavenworth,
Kansas on Martha Keyes
Congressional Forum

b. Dinner with Kansas City
City Council members

c. Breakfast with Missouri
Democratic Committee, State
Treasurer

Speech to Central Soya Confer-
ence in official capacity

Honorarium speech to American
Jersey Cattle Club in Louisvil

Honorarium speech - Colorado
Cattlemen's Association, Den-
ver, Colorado

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIOM

OFFICIAL FILE COPY
f. OF GENERAL COUNSEL

0 0
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79. June 21

80. June 22

81. June 22

82. June 27

Denver/Kansas City

Kansas City/Houston, Mo.

Houston, Mo./DC

DC/Orlando, Florida

Constituent service in district

Speech in official capacity
at Texas.County Farm Bureau,
Houston, Missouri

Return travel in connection
with Items 76-80

Honorarium speech to Florida
Cattlemen's Association

0 *40 4
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ATTACHMENT 2

Sponsor
Ariservices Foundation
Ohio Cattlcmen's Association, Inc.
Ark-[La-Tex Agricultural Council
National Association of Animal Breeders
International Mainc-Anjour Association
Whit Farn Equipmcnt Company (film)
Farm and in dustrial Equipment Institute
Southcastcrn Aerial Applicators
Mo Ag Industrics Council, Inc.
Trojan Scd Company
ississippi Valley Farm Equipment Association

Southcastern Poultry and Egg Association
Deep South Farm and Power Equipment Association
Federal Land Bank Association
Spokane ChOmbcr of Commerce
0. A. Cooper Company
U. S. Feed Grains Council
Barton County Farm Bureau
Western Association
Southwestcrn Hardware and Implement Association
Southern Illinois University
National Pork Producers Council
Federal Intermediate Credit Bank of Houston
Drury College
The Missouri Bar
Dolmarva Poultry Industry, Inc.
Missouri Life Underwriters Association
Warrensburg School District R-VI
Marshall School System
Columbia School District
Missouri Young Bankers Conference
artha Keys Congressional Forum
The American Jersey Cattle Club
Colorado Cattlemen's Association
Florida Cattlemen's Association
Minnesota Agriculture Education Summer Workshop
1975 All-American Angus Breeders' Futurity
Park College Commencement
Pineapple Crowers Association of Hawaii
Allied Chcrical

Total
Lo cat ion Receits

San AntoniTo, T2 -  805.47
Columbus, OI-[!.. - 102.73
Shreveport, T 253.47
Denver, CO . - 829.47
Denver, CO , 829.47
Washington, D.C; 500.00
Boca Raton, FL 674.73
Ft. Walton Bea ,F-:L 300.00
Tan-rara, MO :,: A. 140.71
St. Joseph, MO. ' ::1,030.19
St. Louis, MO 676.73
Atlanta, GA 1,150.73
New Orleans, LA 725.88
St. Louis, MO 640.71
Spokane, WA 944.00
Lincoln, NE 754.41
Scotsdale, AZ 764.23
Lamar, MO 61.73
Kansas City, MO 728.73
Ft. Worth, TX 770.74
Carbondale, IL 800.00
Kansas City, MO 728.73
Houston, TX 770.74
Springfield, MO 100.00
Kansas City, MO 252.89
Salisbury, MD 1,246.40
Kansas City, MO 240.00
Warrensburg, MO 200.00
Marshall, MO 100.00
Columbia, MO 164.60
Tan-Tara, MO 196.73
Leavenworth, KS 240.00
Louisville, KY 652.00
Montrose, CO 836.00
Orlando, FL 710.00
Fargo, ND 574.00
Louisville, KY 646.00
Kansas City, MO 70.0.0
San Francisco, CA 857.00
Hollywood, FL

102.73
253.47
329.47
329.47
-0-
174.73
-0-
140.71
530.19
176.73
150.73
725.88
140.71
944.00
754.41
764.23
61.73

228.73
270.74
300.00
228.73
270.74
100.00
252.89
246.40
240.00
-0-
-0-
64.60

196.73
240.00
152.00
336.00
210.00
274.00
146.0D
70.c*

357.00

Est.
exp.* &

.s biIIn

66.37 -0-
244.13 -0-
96.87 500.00
96.87 500.00
-0- 500.00
174.74 500.00
-0- 300.00
184.74 -0-
530.16 500.00
241.20 500.00
150.74 1,000.00
725.88 -0-
184.74 500.00

.,032.00 -0-
I,077.44 -0-

764.23 -0-
61.74 .- 0-
238.73 500.00
'291.10 '500.00
292.74 500.00
232.84 500.00
284.81 500.00
72.20 -0-

241.63 -0-
246.40 .,,000.00
248.84 -0-

29.11, 200.00
36.65 100.00
95.96 100.00

196.74 -0-
240.74 -0-
98.37 500.00

372.48 500.00
.257.09 500.00
254.74 300.90
146.00 500.00
-70.00 -0-
357.00 500.00

o Est.
Ac tpal hon. & Cor -

* fected
hon.

36.36
9.34

732.60
732.60
500.00
499.99
300.00
-0-
500.03
435.53
999.99
-0-
455.97
-0-

0 -0-
-0-
-0-
490.00
4.79.64
507.26
495.89
48.5.93
27.80
11.26

1,000.00
-0-
1.70.89
63.35
68.64
-07
-0-
553.63
463.52
452.91
319.26
500.010
-0-
500.00

Unreim
bursed

'1
,.sr

44.03

88.001,

323.03

.01

8.84

.01
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ATTACHMENT 3a

C* s.o WASNqoN o -:ICJE JXP NSE

CHECK PAYABLE TO

1/2

1/31
1/23

o!.'.7

1/31

2/4
2/6
2/121
2 /27
2/28

3/4
53 / ()

4/103/16
3/25

4/10
4/15
41/25

5/6

5/,6

i I 2

542

545

555
560
566

567

lIPS
Royal Typewriter Co.
(Copier Products Div.)

American Express Co.
Kwui k KaIlI

B. R. Harris

Congressional Photo Shoppe

lelinda Mendenhall
e.linda Mendenhall

Postmaster
Elwi k Kall
A 1 A Appliance Co.

Pos tmas ter
Mclinda Mendenhall
The Examiner
Congressional Photo
B. R. Ilarris F Co.
Coinmunity Press
Kwik Kall

Congressional Photo
Press Association, Inc.
K"i k Kall

Tcrrie Mockler
Business Equipment Centor
Press Association, Inc,
C, ll ' fmm ll.al #l'olm r'ItJ 'll mlp 1 ( 1
l111will.1 Dlht '.l y Co r1,

5F

54. 58
38.27
8.90

21. 50
78.75

16.25
4.00

125.00
64.62
8.35

151.25
21.50

17.85
292.87
21.50

1.6S
20.49

171.30.117.85
IIi, *! 8
2.0(}C

Deliveries - I

842 copies over ma 1-
2,000 paid for by [
Calculator for I).C.t
February Service
Material for new boo

Developing Photos

Coffec pot for office
Camera Case & Equlipmcnt
Postage for video tapes (Paris)
Marcl Scrvicc
Stereo for Annex

Postage (tapes)
Coffee
90 photos of Pres. I-ord l .11.
Developing Photos
Office Supplies
10,000 press releases
April ScrviJce

Developing photos
AP machine rental
May Service

Coffee
Stenorclt Repair
All macl-ic~ tr (;I { 10

J)cvei1oipin' plhotos
Co r-Fee , :;tg.nr, etc
Official airlino gluide

CK. NO. AMOUNT

II

FOR

570
57-3
587
59 1
598

600
604
606
610
618
619
626

634
639
648

653
655
657
664

6i6 '1

r

$ 3.03

4.21

157.40
21.50
22.02

24 . 38
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1. ". 7 (1,
11 A'

),, ,Af,-IIN(;TON OFFTCI. EXPENS

7

C[IECK PAYABLE TO
Iwik Kal
S :oft' s

-17iCnc Tho mpsonl

Congressional Photo
I 0ress Association, Inc.Pres- Association, Inc.
I1ou~t9 of Rep. Rcstaurant,.I1linda Mendenhal l

Clerk of the louse

D~iana Beery
Tcrric Mok.or
iay W'ilson
John Ashford

111 p ,l er vice

.r ry Litton's Stationary
Press Association, Inc.
1B Lana Becry
1CO oetown Framing
,,cr'ry Litton's Stationary
Coimmunity Press, Inc.
IK %%,ik all
Tcrrie Mockler
David R. Rarnage

E (Continued)

CHECK NO.
668
673
675

679
686
687
688
692

695

23.29
5 . 4 8
6.30
2. 54

21 .50
25.0 ()
19.30

171.30
2.59

50.60
220.16
26.67
21.50
1.65

31.80

Coffee, cups, kleenex
CoFFe
Tools
Supplies, calendars
.July Service
Servic]ig ,aijtopcin maci1i00
Devon Blcdsoc reimbursed
AP Machinc Rental
Ice Bucket
Framing Presidential letters
Office Supplies
Press release
August Service
Coffee
Elliott Work (Folding & Stuffing
envelopes)

AMO11UNT O
21.50 Junc Servicc ,-
3.00 DC Office Supplics ": .9 .

5.50 Coffee

26.95 Developing Photos
"35.0 Service AP Machine
17).30 June AP MlIchine Renta /

I n i r c a I S)-9 11 Sta F ml s , voirli iig <c :; . :

100.00 Reimburse purchase of food N]
JL partyr for staff and Reuss staff

150.00. Stamps (to be reimbursed by DI-IL)

'1

Ir *~

696
697
698
699
704
706
710
712
716
720
721
729
732
735
736

Pw 7/7
7/7
7/7

7/7
7 /1.
7/3

'/0

7/9

7/17
7/1.3
I2 2

@/22
7/24
7 /24
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CHECKS FOR DISTRICT OFFICE HEXPENS U

('lC I I A II II;IT]" IAYA1111 1T)

Bet I]. icelephone
(ccnral Services Administration

Bell Telephone
Gcnerai Services
General Services

Administration
Administration

19 7 7S

If.

7/

It
71/ 7 )

.' / .1 .. .

4/25

'.. /1 .

7 / .8

7 / 2!<
7 / (1

/ ./:

X Crux Corporation

Gene, ral
Bell Te

Services Administration
lephone

Be I l - Tl' 1 clphon e
Bell Telcphdne
General Services

Bell Telcphone

Administration

Southwestern Bell
Southwestern Bell
General Services Administration
Southwestern Bell

;16
557
568

592
593
594

603
620
621
622
627

637

643
647

660
676
677

682

700
701
702
730

(1,lll411K, N01O F IOR

Nov., Dec.,
FTS Service

Jan. ,

FTS-Oct., Nov.,
FTS Service
FTS Service

Service

Dec., Jan.

AMOUNT

2.48
337.58
20.00

508.23
18.90
20.00

8. 56
139.08
98.10
20.00
67.26

20.00

20.00
136.28

74.03
70.76
20.00

136.31

70.76
135.68

20.00
135.68

Copies over
government.
FTS Service

District office service

April Service
May FTS Service
FTS Service

2,000 allow, by

May services, FTS

June FTS
June'Services, Comm.
FTS Service
July service-

lines

0

13.R. Harris F Company
Bcll Tolephone -.
(Gcecrat Scrviccs Adinistration
Geineral Services Admi1i. stration
Bell 1Toec)honc

Office Supplics
Telephone Service
Nov., Dec., Service
FTS Service
March Service



C.4" .v,> p SITSCIRIPT IONS

i/

,71975
/ DAT i

1.. 3
L/22

4./2

The Labor Beacon
Washington Star News

St. Louis Globe Democrat
,as ington Post

hashington Star-Nws
Foreign A f f11i, rs-,] li [ i l, IIv 1 !,t If ( !
U"JO~l i itll ho Pl)t

703
705

722
723
724
775

757!

i ',I;vIct I~o;Iitvory Soryi.co .74.1Jot /Ji) f; ~ 1(; l .!.. WIIIimi.i. c at :oli.i. 74 511/,

I?CHECK PAYABLE TO CKi.NO.
St. .Tosep News Press

f& Gazette 549
Piall Stret Journal 553
The Hami Iton--Advocate 559

Privacy Journal 585
Roil Call 599

IPress - Spectator 602
The Stanbcrry Headlight 624
W'ashing ton Star-Ncws 625

Broadcasting Ycarbook 631
Springfield Newspapers, u . 646
Daily Express & News 651

St. Louis Globe Democrat 658
St. Louis Post-Dispatch ')663
The Richmond News ( 662

\--p1

Daily News Bulletin 681
St. Louis Argus 683
Tie Post Telegraph 684
The Maryville Daily Forum 685

The Platte Co. Gazette 690

15.00
34.50
40 U 00

18.

27.
10.

8.

17.
3.

F 0OP,

$34.30
38.00
16.00

15.00
25.00

6-month subscription
, -Onc year subscription-

O.ne year sub:cript-iorn.

One year subscription

00
00
so-

7. 50
14.95

60.00
30.00
14.95
5 3. U)

53. 7 [;

.1.??
--- 1)10)0

One year
One year
One year

One year
13 weeks

subscription
subscription
subscription

subscription
renewal (J.L.'s house)

One year subscription
Six-month subscription
13 week subscription (office)
One )rfl Jf iibsc' I III
01iO 1 o0 1 llUttM:!).l olui
(i-month subscription (K.C.)

N.Y. Tlies - Aug. .i Sept.
Prcss )i..,putch - 1-),r

One year rubscription
Subscription renewal
2-yr. subscription reno. _

One year subscription
One year subscription ' *"

One year subscription . -

One yenr subs<cription "
13-week subscription

-I/V / t' ,. -

6-month subscription
One-year subscription

::/4';/26

7

4/25
4/30

*f 0
/ 1.

6/5

. 7/87/8

! /10

7 /.1 8

/I,',
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JERRY LITTON
6TH DISTRICT. MIssOuRI

WASHINGTON OFFICE:

1502 LONWOPTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
(Z02) 225-7041

DISTRICT OFFICE:

PLAZA INN INTrRNATIONAL

HBO I NORTHWEST I 12 STREET

KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 64153

(816) 891-880

Conareg of the ?I0niteb t tatti

COMM ITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

gUUUOMMITTEES:
,I -' FORESTRY-CHAIRMAN

LIVESTOCK AND GRAINS

FAMILY FARMS AND
RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Joe Stoltz
Federal Elections Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Joe:

C Enclosed is a copy of the revised honorarium and expense
ledger. I am sure you will be most interested in looking at
the difference between the estimated expenses (which were
the basis for billing) and the actual expenses, the difference
being reflected in the corrected honorarium column.

I am curious about one aspect which perhaps you can clear
up for me. I realize the limit for an honorarium on any one
speech is $1,000. I also understand the annual honorarium
limit is $15,000. My question is this, can Jerry's honora-
riums exceed the $15,000 annual figure by an amount equal to
his unreimbursed expenses. If you can't answer this, perhaps
you can direct me to someone who can.

Just as soon as the materials come in from Kansas City,
I will have them hand delivered to you.

Sincerel /

Jon As hf d
,--Ad mnistrai'e Assistant

JA/ db
Enc os ure

cc: Mr. Robert Thomson
Suite 201
1776 F St., N.W.
(IOE.STOLZ, I HA I % E)NCOSU if:

(JOE STOLTZ, AID, HAS ENCLOSURE)

f)

" I

COMM ITTEE ON)ou t of Reproentatibez ,1 ICT OF COLUMBIA 

~ ~ S1I UCOMMITTEES:
*aobrnaton, M. .EDUCATION. LABOR AND SOCIAL SERVICES

HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION

D.C. GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

September 24, 1975

r

N

I
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SNember: H. I I iT E. A I N ES

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT
MO, SOCIETY OF CERTIFIED FIRST SECURITY STATE BANK BUILDING

PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS CHARLESTON, MISSOURI 63834

(:A-0020
Offices: w

CAPE GIRARDEAU, MISSOURI

CHARLESTON, MISSOURI

Mr. Murphy

FGA-PROFESSIONAL SERVICES RENDEREt) AS FOLLOWS.

I Please note that on the front and also on the back of

the advertisement, it says that Litton is a candidate.

'When does he become one, when he actually files? It

-looks like in all fairness, the expenses should be the

same for all.

REH



ROBERT E. HEARNES
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT

P. O. BOX 8

FIRST SECURITY STATFh ANK BUILDING

ARLESTON, M )URI 63834

Ono. .

Mr. John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Council

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D. C. 20463
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20463

Septebmer 4, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO PUBLIC RECORDS DIVISION
PRESS RELATIONS SECTION, INFORMATION SERVICES

FROM: GORDON ANDREW McKAY !

SUBJECT: Documents to be made public as a result of Congressman Litton's
written consent, pursuant to 2USC 437g.

Code

75-A l&2

75-A 3

75-A 4-21

75-A 22

75-A 23 & 24

75-A 25-28

75-A 29-32

75-A 33-36

Document Pages

Letter from Wilhelmina D. Roberts
with copy of St. Louis Post-Dispatch
article (6-24-75)

OBP letter of response to Roberts
(6-30-75)

Copies of Warren E. Hearnes letters
to Missouri Radio Stations (6-11-75)

CAM letter of response to Hearnes
(7-3-75)

CAM letter to Congressman Jerry Litton

(7-3-75)

Congressman Littons response to CAM's
letter (7-16-75)

Congressman Litton's letter to SS
(8-18-75)

Robert N. Thomson's (Counsel representing

Congressman Litton) letter to SS

(8-19-75) 4

A ,

0. (3~' 4i2~ A



CA-002-75

FEDIRAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20463

Septembec r 3, 1975

Mr. Robert N. Thom;on, Esq.
Preston, 'llJiorgr 1- s;or , Ellis

Iloml ;ia and F],etcl"e r
1-776 F Street, N.W.
Wash i ng Lon, I).C. 20006

Dear Mr. 'Thomson:

I'tiiis is in rcpO!:l)nse to Conresll Jerry Litton',; letter dated
August 18 and youl let-ter da ted August 19, 1975, and to confirm
your Aigm, ;t. 22, 1.975 tetlephone conversation with time Commission's

--- Genera] Counsel, John G. Murphy, Jr.

As was agreed during your telephone conversation with r. Murpily,
the Commiss: on audit of the matters concerning CongrussraUn Litton
will begin on .MIond:ay, September 8, 1975. r. Joseph Stoltz of the
Comm:isasion's Audit and "Duvest: igation Division has been assigned as

the lecd auditor in this ima tter and will contact Mr. John Asiford,
Adminitrative A ;ssi.,t-ant to Congressman Litton, to arrange a suitable
time and place for tHhe entrance con fe rence amid the audit. Of course,
the Commi,-ssion. will follow its customary audit procedures and program,

. making such tests and examination. of records as it deems necessary,
during this aud-it.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please do
not hesitate to contact the Commission.

Gorcdon Andrew 4cKav
Assistant Staff Director

for Disclosure and Complian

GAM::vlf
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September 3, 1975

Varren Y. ilearnes, F;sC.
1kernes, Padberq, PaacY,

mcSweeney & r;]Iater
101 5 Locust S'treet, Suite 800

Lt. uois, issouri C3101

Ionic ~r. l~earneS:

r- 'JThis i s

1 0'(E"ived coli

tlle fol1nwino

to con f iri our telephone conver sa Lion of
1.975. The Pederal I:lectior Cor',ission han

es )f your lett.ers (lated June 11, 1975 to
radio and/or television stations:

1,owell & Elm Streets
Shennaneoah, Iowa 516 03

STA-EY
S i s- . n P l

1-71 ris 1 ('J 11, n"D

3400 ier.}-ba]!1

rer(2u33n co.

V<AOL,

.6ox Z 5 4
Carrolltort, "o.

ST11152/i Pie~rce

nsas City, rMo.

-.I 19 :(-, -h ]. Tor Ft.

917 Jack<son St.
Ch 1i cot he, M o. G46(U

]Lox 21 ]
('aimernn, Mo. 64429

107 South 'lain St.
Brooffield, n., 646S

y T- ?A p

1 pei'n Valley Parl,
,: -7sas CitC, .o. 64109

CabY 3 rvi s ion
716 'rncis
S t. :.osenh , M o. 64501

Eno: 43]2
'iiceor Vc'tl1
Clrbi, Mo. o520.1

A

C-

(:A-0O 2- 7 5

.071,



M ~ryv: lie Cable rielisiJon , Inc
1ji] Wost rThiro
fT,arvillc, r'.o. 64468

KOTV
Box 268
40th & Faraon St.

,,t. Joseph, Mo. 64506

10: a n r
5 10 11,a i n tr ee
ouinc'v p l T1 10

}KTVO
21,. Ta.st 2rid S t.ret
Otturwa, Iowa 5250)

KLT'X- KPPY
Box 18, .ex F ldg.

East U.S. Ui.fhway 24
lexiniton, ,lo. 64067

K() RT i
t)j.v('r i t 7y of issouri

(olxwha, 652 01

- nhe above listc6 letters have 1e- made mart of our jnvestiat.ory

file in the case of Conoressan Jerry Litton. Concressiran Litton

has; in accor6ance with' Sect-ion 437 (a) (3) , consented to the

Commission Tnakinq the investimatory file rub)iP. Pursuant to

our conversation this letter is to notify von that your letters

of June 11, 1075, concerninq Conrc.rssmn I itton will 1 e a portlior

of that investicatory file that will he ava.ilabe to the public.
C

Thank vou for your cooperation in .e above ratter.

>inceriv vourr'

tep]-hen 2chnca-.%rAU
P" ,ssistanlt Cen.ral ( ounsel

SSchachrnan :mpc : 9/3/7 

cc- Lan Potter
Tack Muirphy
Drew c ca v
Peter Ronman
Stec,, hen Schachrar

ze : CA 002-75

0 0



S T.orwn ,:'i i that it iL': casy "

" I* e a ws c]l u Calip ' t,)

It• Ias zve di~f cvu- (.fii i.
l it v: aC ivs 'n cvi-

'd'o i~m n .,id c.e pulic

. I~I iit .[ ;. II, ] l[ iS ,CI

tv t!C' t . .:* . *>,1 ,:1



Se CA-002-75

LAW OFFICES

PRESTON, THORGRIMSON, ELLIS. HOLMAN & FLETC'HEW
1776 F STREET. N W

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006

AREA CODE 202 331-100-5.

EMANUEL ROUJVi IA' 2000 , B M BUILDING

JONATHAN 
B[.ANK 

2

ROBERT N. THOMSON SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101

TOVAH THORSLUN) " 206-623 75H 0

N O T A M E RF .1 tH l I )F (OLL M A TAF

August 19, 1975

Mr. Stephen Schachman
Deputy Assistant General Counsel

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

Dear Mr. Schachman:

I am representing Congressman Jerry Litton with
respect to a Federal Election Commission investigation of
certain disbursements which some have apparently contended
were made to influence the result of a 1976 primary elec-
tion for the U.S. Senate in Missouri. Although the Com-
mission has yet to resolve by rule or regulation the legal-
ities at issue here, we are anxious to avoid even inadver-
tant violations of the spirit of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act. Consequently, we now propose to initiate a
voluntary plan for compliance and cooperate fully with the
FEC staff in all phases of its investigation.

Congressman Litton is not now a candidate for
the United States Senate. As indicated by his quoted com-
ments in the June 22 edition of the St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
the Congressman was under the impression that individuals
who made modest disbursements to determine whether or net
they should be a Federal candidate were not subject to FECA
reporting obligations or contribution and expenditure limits,
just as they are not "legally qualified candidates" for
purposes of the "equal time" laws. Nevertheless, it appears
this issue is subject to varying interpretations. Therefore,
for our own benefit and for the benefit of other potential
candidates similarly situated, we intend to fully cooperate
with your efforts to resolve the questions at issue here.

We note the Commission is required to use "infor-

mal methods of conference, conciliation, and persuasion"

.Ak \. .



Mr. Stephen Schachman
August 19, 1975
Page 2

before proceeding to use more formal stages of the complaint
process. See, 2 USC §437g(a) (5). This case appears to be
one ripe for such an approach, since the complex issue of
when an individual becomes a candidate for reporting pur-
poses has yet to be addressed by the Commission in its rule-
making function. Moreover, violations, if they occurred,
were clearly inadvertent. The newspaper quotations attri-
buted to Congressman Litton indicate as much.

We propose the following voluntary compliance plan
for your consideration:

1. Pursuant to §437g(a) (2) of Title 2, U.S. Code,
the Commission is required to notify those who may have com-
mitted an apparent violation of such violation. We have yet
to receive such notification. However, we will waive this
requirement and assume that the Commission's investigation
will focus on the issues raised in Drew McKay's letter dated
July 3, 1975.

2. The Commission is authorized to publicly in-
dicate that it is conducting an investigation of the issues
raised in Mr. McKay's letter. However, we strongly urge the
Commission to indicate as well that Congressman Litton has
agreed to cooperate completely with the investigation.

3. By September 5, 1975, Congressman Litton or

C, his staff will present to the Commission staff lists of all
disbursements that could arguably have been made to influence
the result of the Missouri Senate primary. The lists will
include the following:

a. Those disbursements made after January 1, 1975
to defray thc coolt- of all the Congressman's
activities in the state of Missouri, outside
of his Congressional district, from any per-
sonal, office, or campaign account, excluding
those expenditures that are strictly personal
in nature;

b. Those disbursements made after January 1, 1975,
to defray the cost of all the Congressman's
activities within his Congressional district
from any personal, campaign, or office acm
excluding those expenditures that ao%
personal in nature. .%



Mr. Stephen Schachman
August 19, 1975
Page 3

We feel the September 5 date is a reasonable one.
Because of the nature of Congressman Litton's records, the
information must be compiled from political, office, and per-
sonal accounts. Preparation of the lists will require the
personal attention of the Congressman, his accountant, his
administrative assistant and his appointment secretary.

The Congressman will return to Was;hington, D.C. on
September 4. The other staff members mentioned all have va-
cations scheduled in August. Nevertheless, they have indi-
cated the working lists will be prepared by September 5.

4. On September 8, 1975, Commission staff may have

toll:full and complete access to all financial records maintained
by Congressman Litton or his agents, including personal re-
cords, campaign committee records, and records from any and
all office accounts maintained by the Congressman. The Con-
gressman and key staff members will be available to answer
any questions that may arise.

5. Following staff review and verification of the
disbursement lists, Congressman Litton will take immediate
steps to comply with applicable reporting requirements, in the
event some or all of the disbursements are deemed by Commission
staff to be "expenditures" made to influence the result of the
Missouri Senate primary. of course, the Commission must re-
solve the issues raised in AOR 1975-11B, before such amended
reports can be filed in the proper form. However, it is our
understanding that the Commission will issue Advisory Opinion
1975-11B this week.

6. Once Congressman Litton and his political com-
mittee have filed amended FECA reports pursuant to staff re-
commendations, it may be necessary to contest staff determina-
tions that certain disbursements are "expenditures" to influ-
ence the Senate primary. In such case, the Congressman or his
political committee will appeal staff determinations, by re-
questing a letter of counsel from the Commission's General
Counsel, or by requesting an Advisory Opinion from the Commis-
sion itself.

7. Congressman Litton hereby withdraws all other
Advisory Opinion Requests currently pending with the Commission.
As noted above, it may be necessary to seek Advisory Opinions

with respect to individual disbursements. However, it appears
the pending Advisory opinion Requests could possibly delay
resolution of this matter.



Mr. Stephen Schachman
August 19, 1975
Page 4

We are confident that the plan for voluntary com-

pliance described above will meet all statutory requirements,
as those are interpreted by the FEC. If you have questions
or comments concerning the plan, please telephone me as soon
as possible.

Robert N. Thom-son

RNT: jc

'A

00



PRESTON, THORGRIMSON. ELLIS. HOLMAN & FLETCHER
SUITE 201

P-1 1776 F STREET, N. W.

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006 
PIE

Mr. Stephen Scha-hman
Deputy Assistant General Counsel

For Litigation
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

20463

r1 BY HAND - 3rd Floor



JERRY LITTON
6TH DISTRICT, MISSOURI

WASHINGTON OFFICE!

1502 LO)NGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

(202) 225-7041

DISTRICT OrrIcr,

PLAZA INN INTERNA lI)NAL

8801 NORTHWEST I I Z N '"IT

KANSAS CITY, MISMss 1nI 64153

(816) 891-80"Ib

Congress of e ?J2niteb *tate
aouse ,ato epctntatibe 3

*a~bingtou, .C 20515

/q.
CA-002-75

COMM ITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

SUBCOMMITTEES:

FORESTRY-CHAIRMAN
LIVESTOCK AND GRAINS

FAMILY FARMS AND
RURAL DEVELOPMENT

COMMITTEE ON
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

SUBCOMMITTEES:

EDUCATION, LABOR AND SOCIAL SERVICES

HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION

D.C. GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

August 18, 1975

Mr. Stellhen Schachman
l)epiity Assistant General Counsel-

10o1 litigation
Federal lilection Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
ashing-ton, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Schachman:

C7 tha t
I t i.

.. Such
MIr .

[t is my understanding from conversations with my staff
i am the subject of a Commission investigation concerning

a in disbursements made in the state of Missouri this year.
s unfortunate that I have had no written notification of
investi gation, other than a letter dated July 3 from

Drew iNcKFv which did not mention any investigation.

That Jiii y 3 letter pointed out that a report in the
ST. LOUIS POST-DISPATCII on une 2 , 1975, indicated I said I
could make appearances in St. Louis and not have them count
against our limit if I later became a candidate for the U. S.

r- Senate, whereas the cost of similar appearances would count
aa inst the spending limit for candidates who have already
f fi 1ed.

That newspaper report was accurate. 1
statements were based on my careful reading
accurate interpretation of the campaign act
I do not believe I am presently a candidate
that, should I become a candidate, expendit
recent months should be counted against my

did say that. My
and, I believe,

. Under that law
* Nor do I believe
ures made in
spending limit.

As I indicated in my letters to you and Mr. McKay, there
seems to me to be a difference between testing the waters and
heating them up.

I acknowledge I am seriously considering a Senate Can-
didacy. With the exception of the Senate seat and my current
office, I have publicly indicated I will not be a candidate,
for any other office in 1976.



Mr. Stephen Schachman
August 18, 1975
PI(' ag2

I IavC not made up my 1fl i 1d wh i ch of the two to seek nor
whetlher I will seek either.

Frankly, in addition to my Congressional activities, and
my speaking schedule (which has been a heavy, nation-wide
schedule for many years) I have been spending limited time and
a very modest amount of money to support inc idental travels
attempting to determine whether I should become a candidate and
for what office.

It wotld he most accurate to say I am currently a
pr ospective candidate for the H1. S. Senate as well as a pro-
slective" candidate for re-election to my current office.

Unfortunately, the Federal Elections Campaign Act does not

provide for prospective candidates. It establishes registration
_ and reporti ng procedures only for actuaI candidates. And that' s

one thing J know I'm not -- a candidate.

Again, I have not made up my mind what office to seek.
I ' ve on 1% i nd i cated tlhat, despite encouragement, I won't be a
candidate for Governor of Missouri , and that I am receiving a
positive reaction from people about a potenti al Senate candidacy.

To the uninitiated it must seem so siml)le to say, "Even
C. thIough you haven't made Up1 your mind which office to seek, go

alhead and file the reports for the Senate. That way, even
though you believe the minimal expenses of these exploratory

N soundings clearly fall outside the definition of an expenditure
made to influence the outcome of a federal. election, your report
wi ll he on file, and you're covered should you later decide to
make the Senate race."

As you well know, it's just not that siimple.

To file such reports I would first have to establish a
committee. How, for instance, do you ask people to serve on a
committee when you don't yet know which office, if either, you
wi1t seek? I would then have to appoint a chairman and treasurer
and clearly indicate in pursuit of which specific office I'm
filing reports.

The instant I did that Missouri newspapers would run head-
lines "Litton laking Senate Race." Within minutes a grotiD:op'
eight to ten prospective candidates, who have indica.t4'i ihv
will seek my House seat if I run for the Senate, wguldheadTft r
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However, since only the Commission can make this
ill I na10tion), and s ince I want to he in full coMpi iance w
la,, I tell you now I will. be prepared, after you rev
1. records , to file any reports you nay reasonably requi
stand ready to fully comply with what the C(o1mission
appropriate and necessary.

deter -
ith the

re. I
deems

I welcome this opportunity to give you a chance to look
at my books and determine if any public statements accurately
reflect our activities, which I am confident they do.

It will also give you a chance to answer some basic
questions:

(1) Am I now a candidate for the U. S. Senate?

(2) If so, when did I become a candidate?

(3) After that date, what expenditures, if any, count
against my limit?

(4) If I am not now a candidate, what action may I , ke
in the future that will cause me to become eB. ,

2( \ I'

\ \
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(5) 1f, at some future date, f do become a candidate
the Senlate, will any of the expenditres prior to
that date be counted against my 1 imit?

I bel ieve the resolving of these spec i f i c issues
much to inform other potential candidates and enable
know the Commission's interpretation of the Act and c
i t.

As m y s t af, I I indI ca t e d,
able to the author of the ST
letter from Mr. McKay along

will do
them to
omply with

last month I immed iately made
L IOIS POST-I)ISPATCI1 article

with a copy of- my response.

ava i 1
t he

I have not hesitated to focus public attention on this law
wliich substantially changes campaign methods and strategy.
ha ve freely discussed my interpretation of the law and the time-
table for compliance, as I understand it. In -fact, I would

c point these issues out before the Commission because of my free
and open discussion of the law.

[ see no -reason to keep this matter beh
" Rather, I firmly believe knowing the methods
dence, considerations, decision process and
this situation would all be hel. pful to count
candidates wtho find themselves in a similar

ind closed doors.
procedures, evi-

final judgments in
less other potential
position.

I, therefore, most vill ingly wa ive my rights under Section
137(a)(3) to have this matter kept confidential-

At my request, Mr. Robert Thomson will represent me in
this matter. You will be hearing from him before noon, tomorrow,
Tuesday, August 19, about my speci.fic plans to furnish you with
the information you require.

Your attention to
willingness to operate
deeply appreciated.

this , your interest i.n LIS, and your
in a spirit of cooperation are all

Sincerely

Member of

fo r

J Lm t

M M____ _M

k i ', -""

0 0
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Litton Is Firm;
On Senate Race 1i
By FRED W. LINDECKE

Missouri Politicil
Correspondent

United States Representa.
tive Jerry Litton (Dem.),
Chillicothe, says that under
no circumstances will he drop
out of the race for the Demo-
cratic nomination for the Sen-
ate to run for Governor.

Litton said he was offered
the Governor's nomination
"by the powers that be" in
the state Democratic Party
several weeks ago, but he
said he told them, "I don't
want to be Governor."

Although not officially a
candidate, Litton is expected
to file for the nomination for
the seat being vacated by
Senator Stuart Symington.

Former Gov. Warren E.
Hearnei and Joseph P. Teas-
dale, former Jackson County
prosecuting attorney, have
filed for the Symington seat.
United States Representative
James W. Symington of La-
due also is expected to file.

In a visit here yesterday,
Litton confirmed reports that
some Democratic leaders at-
tempted to get him to switch
to the Governor's race.

They did this in the belief
that State Senator William J.
Cason (Dem.), Clinton, would
not be able to defeat Republ
can Gov. Christopher S. Bond,
who is expected to seek re-
election. Cason is the only
candidate thus far for the
Governor's nomination.

Litton said that television
advertising would be a major
part of his campaign in the
St. Louis area. A good deal of
Litton's recognition among

-voters has been built by a
television program he creat-
ed. The program .s seen
regularl n and

c have
ed te new

r t, limits
l tear's

rtoabout $260,-
They say television

broadcasting is expensive,
and that the limit will restrict
Litton's ability to campaign
via television in the St. Louis
area.

But Litton poir d out that

a major part of televalsW
expenses is the cost of p0.
ducing the film. He said No'
would cost him nothing 4.
cause there are limitlks M.
cerpts from his previous ta.
vision programs that can be
used in his campaign adVr.
tising.

Hearnes has accumulated
big lead in political endo'W.
ments, but, like Symlngtom
supporters, Litton discouq1W
the significance of HearnWs
backing.

Litton said political leader
cannot deliver votes, wheu
candidates appeal directly to
the people. He also expressed
the opinion that Hearnes hat
been damaged by accusatins
arising from a federal grane
jury investigation in Kansa:
City, and that voters will w
support him.

W-%S' 0-4 A 1 0



A AUDIT REPORT NO. CA 002-75 1
REPOPT O.IT1E AUDIT AND JNVESTIGATION )1 0ION

OFFICE OF DISCLOSURE AND COMPLIANCE
ON

CANDIDATE STATUS OF CONGRESSMAN JERRY IATTON

I. Background

This report covers an investigation undertaken by tile Audit and
Investipat ion Divi.s ion of the Federal Election (::,mmif ;S.io to determine
whether there has been compliance w th the previs ;i lor; of the Federal.
El.ection Campa i go Act of 1974. The investi gationi wr,; condic ted under
authority of Sect ion 437(g) of the Act, and conc'erti(,( (-vents wh icl
took place between January 1, 1,975 and July 31, 197',.

11. Findings and Conclusions

Section 431 of thre Act defines a "candidate" for Federal off ice
to mean "an individual who seeks nomination for election, or election
to Federal office, whether or not such individual is elected, and, for
purposes of this paragraph, an individual shall J)e deemed to seek
nomination for election, or election, if he has-

1. taken the action necessary under the law of a state to qualify
himsel.f for nomination for election, or election, to Federal office or;

2. received contributions or made expenditures, or has given his
consent for any other person to receive contributions or make expend-
itures, with a view to bringing about his nomination for election, or
election to such office2.

Persons who become candidates under these criteria are
subject to the registration and disclosure provisions of Sections
433 and 434 of the Act respectively, as well as the expenditure
limitations with respect to each election imposed by Section 608(c)
of Title 18, United States Code.

Allegations were brought to the Commission's attention to the
effect that Congressman Jerry Litton of the Sixth District of Missouri
had begun a campaign for the Senate in the State of Missouri during
the Spring of 1975, and that neither Congressman Litton, nor any
committee or other organization supporting him had met the registration
and disclosure provisions of the Act. Congressman Litton was also
reported to have stated that any expenditures he had made for the
purpose of the alleged Senate candidacy, would not count against his
18 U.S.C. 608(c) limitations, inasmuch as he had not yet formally
declared his candidacy for that office.
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When advised by the Commission of these allegations, Congressman
Litton and his staff made all books and records related to these matters
available for Conission inspection and review.

A. THE LITTON SUPI'ORTERS FOR BE--TTER GOVERNMENT COMMITTI EE

This Committee, formerly inimIed The l it t n Ior Congr(,-;s '74

Committee, was the principal f iiiancial body (onc. '1-cd with Mr. Lit ton 's
1.974 Congressi-onal Campai-gn. The Committee had ( lily regi st ,,ed with
the Clerk of thle House as.was required under the 1971 Act.

We have reviewed the reports of Receipt,'; ;and Expend [tutres of
that Committee for the perlod January 1, 1-975 through June 30, 1975.
In our opinion, the Statements of Receipts and Expeinditures are
essentially in compliance with the provisions of the Act, and involve
no expenditures which appear to have been made for the purpose of in-
fluencing Mr. Litton's Senate candidacy.

B. THE MISSOURIANS FOR LITTON COMMITTEE

This Committee registered with the Secretary of the Senate on
September 26, 1975, under the provisions of the 1974 Act, the same day
that Mr. Litton filed as a Senate candi idate for the 1976 General
Election.

Given the registration of Mr. Litton's campaign committee and
his announcement of his candidacy, the only question remaining is when
Mr. Litton could reasonally be considered to have become a candidate
for the Senate.

C. 1,R. LITTON'S OFFICE ACCOUNT

From January 1, 1975 through July 31, 1975, a total of
$32,410.65 was received And deposited in Mr. Litton's office account.
The receipts came from a number of sources, including honoraria received
by Mr. Litton for speaking engagements, reimbursements from the Sixth
District Congressional Club for expenses incurred in connection with
the "Dialogue with Litton" show (see Section II D below for a description
of both organizations), Mr. Litton's personal. contributions to the
fund, and normal disbursements received from the House disbursing office.

Expenditures during the period totalled $33,115.32. Staff
employees had divided the expenditures into the following categories:

personal travel expenses
official travel expenses
official travel and lodging expenses
miscellaneous official expenditures
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subscrJptions
personal expenses
"Dialogue with Litton" expenses

In our op.inion, the des-ign.aition of t he variou; categories, and
the expeziditures' attributed to them, ;ppear to be rh;e:ondble.

Based oH thes,,;e a]locations, a separate, s 'l ,ile was prepared
listing expend it Vur c related to speaking enga gem ,s i ilid ap(pearances
at politic;] f[inct ions in- the State of Missouri. Ii ;Wtdi. tion, ex-
penditures involved in Mr. Litton's appeir;inces betsi,. ;i substant ial
number of persons comprising part of his electorate, ;%nd for which an
honorarium was tendered, were included.

For the month of May 1975, we calou] a ted such expenditures
to be $1,213 for appearances within Mr. Litton's Congrt.ssional Distr ict,
and $529 for travel within the rest of thle statQ. Ins3ufficient data
and records prevented a calculation of expenditures for any period
other than the month of May.

Obviously, these calculations are at variance with the
$654.74 attributed to the Senato candidahcy by Mr. Litton's represen-
tatives, expecialy since only $188.58 of the $654.74 were made
during the Month of May.

Since this variance represents a difference of opinion on
rather clear cut matters of facts, we would recommend that these
matters be discussed further with Mr. Litton's representatives and,
if differences cannot be resolved, that the differences be submitted
to the Commission with a request for guidance in establishing the
criteria for determining the types of expenditures which ought to
be considered as being for the purpose of influencing a Federal
election.

D. DIALOGUE WITH LITTON: SIXTH _)]STRICT CONGRESSIONAL CLUB

"Dialogue with Litton" is a half hour televisi-on show, broadcast
monthly over an average of seven television and fourteen radio stations
reaching about two-thirds of the State of Missouri. The "Dialogue with
Litton" show began on March 1.9, 1973. Beginning in March of 1974, the
program carried on the three television stations in Mr. Litton's District.
Since that time, as many as twelve television stations have aired the
program, although the monthly average is seven stations.
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Of the average of seven stations which air the program each
month, betweeen four and five stations make no charge for presenting
the show. We are advised that these stations carry the show as a
public service, inasmuch as the show appears to be quite popular,
and has a considerable number of viewers.

The following table illustrates the number of stations
carrying the show over the past year:

DATE PAID FREP AIR TIME

September 1974 3 1

October 1974 3 4

May 1975 2 3

August 1975 2 5

September 1975 2 4

Costs of producing the show and paying for air time for the two
to three stations whicl charge for the service are borne by the Si>:th
District Congressional Club. The Club has about 600 Members who pay
dues of $5.00 per month (billed twice yearly), and 40 Ambassador
Members, who pay $500 per year. With the exception of housekeeping
expenditures such as membership cards, and meeting announcements all
revenues of the Club are-used for the purpose of producing and
purchasing air time for the "Dialogue" show. In addition, Mr. Litton
and guests are reimbursed for travel expenses involved with the show.
Mr. Litton receives no other payment for participating in the "Dialogue
for Litton" program. No other vehicle, including Mr. Litton's campaign
committees or office account, has any involvement with the "Dialogue"
show.

Records of the Sixth District Congressional Club show the
following for the period January 1 through June 30, 1975:

Receipts $38,445.00 source: membership clues

Expenditures $32,564.85 nature: TV production

TV air time
other media expenses

4,200. (approximately)
nature: travel

membership cards

meeting announcements
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The show :itse1 f is vi deotaped before .I ive ; di(ence of Sixth
District Congression Club members, and interested memflbers of the public
who pay for their own lunch and view the tapin>g. The show is informal
In style, with Mr. Litton and his guest discusesing various issues,
and answering qtestions from the aud ience. (i.o ; sincltde Senators
and Congres.suo iu of botlh parti e,;, and ; number of 'sen or government
official,,;. Wh i I e Mr. lit ton recce.i v,,; frequ(ent. (o j) limeit s from his
guests, tie show i.s non p.rtisan in natulre, ;n(l i, oriented towards
a discu.ssion of- various is.s;ues of interest to tie audience. No mention
is made of Mr. Litton's s atts ;s a candidate for a-iny off ice, inc lud ing
the Senate, and no appeal, for support , f inanc.ial or otiio rwise, i., made
on behalf of Mr. Litton or any other candidate or party.

While the show is oriented towards a discussion of various
matters of public 1)01icy, representat ives of Mr. Litton's sta ff (10 not
contest that it is a most valuable tool in presenting Mr. Litton as
an actua.l or potential cand i date for office in a most favorable light.
We were advised by Mr. Litton's Administrative Assistant, tlhat Mr.
Litton, who personally edits the 90 minute videotapes into the 30 mnnoto
format which is shown on television, intends to use excerpts from tle
shows as po]_itical advertisements during future election canipaigns.

Accord Ing]_y, the ")ia ogte for Litton'" shtow servos the cual
purpose of permitting Mr. Litton to contact his el.ectorate in hisofficial role, at the ;ame time that it enhani-ces his status as a
potential candidate. Recommendations concerning the costs of "Dialoguewith Litton", if, and/or when it should be viewed as being for thepurpose of influencing a 'Federal election, are contained in Section
III B of this report. It shou.ld be noted that any determination
placing the costs involved with the "Dialogue" show tnder the definition
of "expenditure" as defined by the Act, would also impose a registration
and reporting requirement upon the Sixth District Congressional Club.
In addition, consideration should be given as to whether the receipts
and expenditures involved" are chargeable against the 18 U.S.C. 608
limitations and, if so, from what date.

I. HONORARIA RECE] VE) BY TIlE CANDIDATE

Section 616 of Title 18, prohibits an elected or appointed
officer or employee of the Federal. Government from accepting any
honorarium in excess of $1,000, excluding amounts accepted for
actual travel and subsistence expenses, for any appearance, speech,
or article. The total of suIch honorariums, excluding the reimbursement
for actual, travel and subsistence expenses, accepted during a calendar
year, is limited to $15,000.
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Accordingly, in Advisory Opinion 1-975-8, i Comuii ,.;sion stated
that the actual cost of transportation, accomoda t lons, 'lld meals arc
excluded from the limi tations on honorarii proVi d in 18 U.S.C. 616.
Thus, meml)(r s ()f Co gre ss who rec1) t-he iggrp, gr"aIt( 4 imit )f $15,000
in honora;ria rece ived in any CaIenda.r.I year (.01if c(rt in,, to accept
spe;ik.ilng (' meg cnts for whl.icl they receiv( mlly 1I ir ov,) personal
ac tual. I n or t I ICC0ln, d"I td-i oils ,and mb I e ;d(-;. IIowe(ver I"
once an indlividual becomes a candidLte for Fcd i I ol 1 l(4', ;ill spe(')('.S
made beforejIbst,_IIItia1ll IitInbers of people who ('omi I! ;( a paIll of the
(lector;te wi tli respect to whiclh tLhc :i(divi dnl l i:1 :1 led ' l candid'Ite,
are prestumeidly made for tile purpose of enlanci- in i! (an"d'i;acy, and
tHe candidate is proh ithi ted from accept ing expen:;(, mf)ney tor trans-
portation, accomodaLti.ons, and mealIs from organ i x.1l lons cov(,red by
18 U.S.C. 610, and 18 U.S.C. 611.

During the audit, an aide to Congrsi;m I l li tton stated that
in some instances, the Congressman tiald tiavet.-d to a specific area
to deliver several honorari a speeches, while collecting reinhbursement
for roundtrip expenses from each group sponsorin g such speeches. Ma1ny
of Congres;mn Li ttoin',s reimbursed ILpnses a so -inclded transpor t., t i on,
and hotel accomodations for staff and wives. Tlle aide was advised
tlhait any cxce(,s;si-ye reimb urseCMn 1t o f CXpI)ens es wM I(Id be IC. Ld ed -in t I he
(OoM'erssI4il]' 1ionorarITliLoI1I il itIt: i (.

A revised lionorium list was receive(] from the Congressman's
office on September 29, 1975. However, it appears that a considerable
amount of re-imbursements for expenses of the Congressman's staff and
their wives were reported' as actual reimbursed expendi(tures of the
Congressman, rather than as honoraria. For example_; in one instance,
the candidate accompanied some members of his staff to Va il, Colorado
where they remained until he returned from a speakin engagement ii
tie State of Washington. IHowever, the Congressman shows tile expenses
incurred by the stafff on this trip as reimbursed expenses for his
speaking engagement rather than a portion of tle honorarium received.

Although adequate records were not provided beyond May 31,
1.975, a review of tie Congressman's records; indicate reimbursements
total.ing $2,991.92 in excess of tle candidate''s actual expenditures
were apparent1_y accelted du r i ng tihe period J]anna'ry 1, 1975 through
May 31, 1-975. When added to the $12,500 in honoraria already acknow-
ledged by Congressman Litton, it would appear tha tile honorarium
limitation of $15,000 under 18 U.S.C. 616 has been exceeded by
Congressman Litton.
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II. OPINIONS AND RECOMNINDATIONS

A. Mr. Li tton's Candidacy

In our opinion, Mr. Litton becam:e a candidajte, for nomination
or (e(,ct- i ol to thc Senate h(,twCen Miay I , 1975, aid September 26,
.975. (i M;iy I , we and coinI;.l, for Mr. lit toii irf- agreed that
expendittiires oil bielalf of Mr. Litton', Senj-ita cai;ldidacy were f i r.t
made f rom 1i ; of fice account. On Septclber 26, ;Jm authorized
committee supporting Mr. Li Lton's Senate cand id~ie . registered wi th
the Secretary in accordance with the provi.,5ons )f ,Sect ion 433 of

the Act. At this time, Mr. Litton and ii s comm it-c f i led report s
of Receipts and EXpenditures pursuant to Section 4"/# of the Act.
Al.] receipts and expenditures were reported on Mr. Litton's
candidate report.

Since the f irst "expenditures'' as defined by Section 431 of the
Act commenced on Maiy 1, it woul.d bc our reconmend;,tion that Mr.
Litton slould be viewed as a Senate cnndidate from that lay forward
for the ptrposes of compl-i, nce wiLb the provisions- of the Act,
expeci ally since his representat ives have f reely acknowledged t hat

date as tile t.ime where expenditures on beha]If of the Senate
candidlacy were first. made.

lowever, the resuI.ts of the audit do not cut a precise line

betwecn Mr. Litton's usual contact with his Constitutients in
the performance of his official duties, and those activities designed
solely, rather than in pay.t, to influence his Senate candidacy.
Accordingly, we see no bar if the Commission chooses to adopt
another date as the date upon which Mr. Litton, for purposes of
the Act, became a candidate for the United States Senate.

B. Disclosure and Expenditure Limitations

i. The Litton Supports for Better Government Committee

In our opinion, the Committee accepted contributions, and made
expenditures solely in behalf of Mr. Litton's 1974 Congressional-
candidacy. We are aware of no transactions which could be viewed
as being made on belialf of Mr. Litton's 1976 Senate candidacy, and
recommend that the Commission not consider this Committee's activities

in any calculation of what can be considered as expendi tures made
against the 1974 expenditures limitations imposed by Section 608(c).
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i . The Missourians for Litton Committee

As noted above, this Committee was formed to support Mr.
Litton's Senate candidacy. They filed an OctLber 10 Report
with tLhe Secretary of the Senate showing no r,i pt, or expend-

V tures.

iii. Mr. Litton's Oftice Account

Mr. Litton's represeitatives have acknowl(,(I,,l( expendittlr.-
on be Ialf of Mr. Li tton's S n tori.l candi dacy i i t hr amount ol
$654.74, whi]e our calculat ion for the lonth of Maly, 1975 al1one
came to $1,741. In this case, the Commission migh,)1t choose to:

(a) accept the Committee's calculati on.

(b) accept our calculation.

(c) permit the Commission sttaff to di.scuss the matter
further with r. Li-tton's reI)res tntat ives.

Of the alternatives, we would recommend that the Commission
adopt the ti-ird COOIISo. Obviously , marked ly different cr iteria
are being used to deterli ne what constitutes an "expendi ture".
Rather than engage in a formal hearing on the matter, if such is
requested, we would suggest one more effort at the staff level
to either reach an equitable solution, or, failing that, to make
more precise definitions'of the amounts and nature of the expend-
itures in question.

iiii. "Dialogue with Litton, Sixth District Congressional Club

As was discussed above, the "Dialogue with Litton" show permits
Mr. Litton to conduct his Congress ional duties in maintaining
contact with his constituents and, simultaneously, to present
himself throughout his District and much of the rest of the State,
in a most favorable fashion. The latter statement is reinforced by
a statement of a member of Mr. Litton's staff to the effect that,
excerpts from the show will be used in paid political advertisements
during the 1976 Senatori-a]. campaign.

We see three alternatives in approaching the question of when,
and in what amounts, the expenditures associated with the "Dialogue"
show might be deemed "expenditures" within the meaning of the Act
which would be chargeabl.e against the Section 608(c) limitations:

M- M
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(a) the "Dialogue with Litton" show coul d be viewed as a
legitimate, albeit innovative, method by which Mr. Litton carries
out his official. Congressional duties to maintain effective commun-
icati onwith his cons i.tuency, in which case none of the costs of
producing and airing the "l)i.alogue" show would be attributed against
a Sect ion 608(c) expenditre limitation.

(b )"'he 1)i alogue with Litton" show coul1di be viewed as a
method by wlich a potet ial, prospec tive or active candidate for
Federal office can make his presence and views known to present
and future electora t es. In this cIse, the show would be vi.(.wed
as a vehicle to promote Mr. Litton for candidacy to an office,
and not as a method principally designed to provide constituent
services of an official nature. Here, the costs involved in the
Litton show would be chargeable to the Section 608(c) limitations.
At the same time, the Si xth Congression.'l] C]ub, which exists for
the sole purpose of finanicing the show, would c lcomc a political.
committee withi.n the meaning of Section 433 of the Act, and subject
to registration and reporting requirements as an affiliate of the
MissoLuri]_;.ns for Litton CommlitLee.

Costs incurred in producinjg the slhow woul(I be calculated
from tho date( when Mr. LiLton is f irst vi.ewed as ai Seatorial
cand idate by the Commission. If the May 1 were si ccted, Mr. Litton
would have been deemed to have made expenditures of approximately
$6,000 per month against h-is limitation (for comparative
purposes, the 1.975 expenditure limitation for a Missouri Primary
Election would be $263,920).

(c) On a date deemed equitable by the Cominission, all
costs or a portion of the costs, involved in producing and airing
the show could be viewed as "expenditures" chargeable against the
expenditure limitations.. We would propose January 1, 1976 as a
reasonable time to begin allocating these costs against the
expenditure limitations.

Alternatively, the Commission may choose to consider the
September 26, 1-975 date when Mr. Litton formally announced his
candidacy, or a date prior to the August 13, 1.976 Missouri
Primary Elections.
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(d) A further alternative would be to allocate the "Dialogue"
production and airing expenses proportionally between out-of-district
and in-di.strict coverage. The out of District expenses,, might be
determined to be chargeable against the 608(c) limitation from a date
of the Commi ssion's choice, while in-distr ict expense,; would be viewed
as part of Mr. Li tton's official Congressional Jut i es and not consi dered
chargeable under the Act.

Of the preceeding alternatives, we wou ld recommend that
tle Coitn-;i;u,- ion adopt- (c). While the program d . ma intU aiin effect ive
communicat ion witlh his colst:ituency, it obv iousiy has great pol itical
value, and at some point should apply to Mr. Littoin's 608(c) li mit-
at ion.

C. Mr. Litton',; Honorarium Limitation

Mr. Litton has apparent] y exceeded the 18 U.S.C. 616
honorarium limitation by accepting reimbursemelnr for expenses that
are in excess of his actual expenses as defined in AO-1975-8, while
this matter li.es under the jurisdiction of thle tDce)partment of Justice,
we recommend that the Commissi on in lieu of ye ferral of the case as
a criminal matter, cons ider these as other methods of seeking
vol.untary coi,)] lance:

(a) Advise Mr. Litton of the matters, and suggest that
he reimburse such excess expenses.

(b) Advise Mr. °Litton that he is not in compl iance with
the provisions of 18 U.S.C. 616, and request assurances from him
that similar reimbursements will. not be accepted in the future.
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Mr. h'lhomas Curtis, Chairman
federal Elections Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I'm sure it comes as no surprise to you that even careful
reading of the new campaign practices law produces more (JuIes-
tions than answers.

For your information, we are attaching a copy of a letter
to Drew McKay in which I attempt to clarify my current status
as best I can determine it. I am not seeking support, finan-
cial or political, to become a candidate. I don't even know
at this time if I will seek office in 1976 or which office f
will seek. I am maintaining the busy schedule of speeches
and appearances I have had for the last 18 years, 15 of those
years before I even sought public office.

I am frankly at a loss to understand how activities,
political, social, business or civic, which make contacts and
leave (I hope) a favorable impression which might accrue to
my benefit in the future as a candidate, as well as a business-
man, public speaker, or civic-minded citizen, can be construed
as efforts to intentionally further what may or may not become
a candidacy for federal office.

MIy point is simply this, particularly in U.S. Senate races,
which for a given seat comes only once every six years, there
are 72 months in which men and women who may later be candid-
ates are doing things, in the routine of their business and
personal lives, which might be misinterpreted as making them
a candidate.

I would very much appreciate having advisory opinions from
your staff addressing themselves to specific questions:

(1) 1 have been keeping an extensive schedule of public
speaking throughout Missouri and the United States for nearly
20 years. I continue to receive m, tft.- bm groups
in Missouri, in my district and oueit,*- . Hsblv,

1, f-'



Mr. Thomas Curtis
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some of these are from groups, political or oitherwise, who
want to hear and see me to evaluate a future candidacy. I
can't know that when I accept an invitation. Often I am
surprised at the political interest shown. My purpose in
going, of course, is to make a speech, not a campaign speech,
but one on topics such as a.griculture, career opportunities in
government, etc. Many t.imes, particularly in the St. Louis
area, I stop and make speeches or participate in ceremonies
on my way to other activities in my district.

I would like your opinion on whether these appearances
cause me to be a candidate under the definition of the law and/
or whether, if in the event I do become a candidate for the
U,S. Senate, the cost, however minor, of these trips can be
later counted against my spending limit.

(2) As you know, there are many demands made on an office
holder for political expenditures during the term of his office,
whether it is 12 months or six years. Many officials, fortunate
to finish their campaign with a balance of funds, use these
funds to pay the ongoing political costs of office. Many of
these expenditures, while political in nature, are not designed
to further re-election to office or election to another office.
Instead they are intended to demonstrate on-going support of
political institutions and activities in which the office holder
as a party member, interested citizen, etc. has a desire to
help and aid. For instance, during the last few months I have
been called on to buy tickets to meetings and picnics of poli-
tical clubs in my district, help underwrite the cost of the

N- state committee's booth at the state fair, buy tickets to a
fundraiser for the state committee, make donations to a civic
cause, etc. These are expenditures I would make whether or
not I was seeking re-election to the House or election to the
Senate. Since House elections happen every 24 months, we can
see how almost as soon as one campaign is ended, expenditures
out of the campaign fund might be construed as furthering the
re-election campaign. However, in the case of a Senate race,
happening every six years, it would be difficult to see how
political expenditures made, say, during the four years after
election could reasonably or fairly be charged against the
limit for the next race, or could be considered to make the
incumbent a candidate under the definitions of the Act. But,
if a Senator can make political use of his campaign fund for
a period of time funding routine expenses, why can't a Member
of the House, 0hether or not he is being talkLed about for the
Senate? My question is, therefore, what is ),our opinion on
the use of campaign funds left over from my last elec..
provided they are used. in a routine manner, Pl'A n
district and are intended not to further
but to sustain, and in a sense of financialre.
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represent my interest in and reward for those programs and
institutions which have helped me, my party, and the com-
munities I seek to serve?

(3) We understand that leftover campaign funds can be
used, wi thout being counted against our 1 imit, for newsletters.
We have not, in the past, sent out newsletters as such. We
could prepare a mailing l. ist of i nd ividual s who have expressed
interest in our activities, and send them a newsletter. Are

we clear in our reading of the law that we can pay for news-
letter preparation and mailing from campaign funds? Are
there other legitimate uses, cl.early non-political to which
iwe can apply these funds without my becoming a candidate or

r" l having them counted against, my sp)ending I.ini it? For instance,
our office allowances for stationery and telephone are proving
inadequate. We receive and send more ma il than almost anyone
in the House. This has also caused a backlog in filing, which

C an additional clerk, hired out of campaign funds since we
_ have no official positi.ons, could help us handle. Our regular

office expenses, including staff travel. are costing us more
-. than funds allowed us. Are any of these legitimate uses of

campaign funds left over from previous elections without
.making me a candi.date or applying against my 1 imit?

.(4) inally, in addition to questions about continuing
C-71 my travel schedule and appearances, routine political expen-

ditures and use of left-over campaign funds, we need your
~ opinion on a question directly related to a campaign.

N Before an) man or woman decides to become a candidate,
there is (or ought to be) a period during which he or she
assesses the political climate. It is necessary to find out
what various groups in society and the political parties want
in a candidate. It is a chance for each to look the other
over. Some of the appearances may be great successes, and
the results can only be to further the candidacy, if it
develops. Some of the other meetings may be disasters with
the opposition. The essential point is that during these
meetings the individual is not campaigning, is not seeking
support, is not presenting a program and asking for people to
join him in it. Rather, the individual is listening, talking
about what "might" he and getting reactions to it. It is the
fine difference between "testing the water" and trying to
heat the water up.

Do these meetings make the individual, still tryin4, to
make up his or her mind on whether to become a.a
a candidate as defined by the law? If 1n.idoes
an individual, who ma.v someday be a can&i,44a, t l bec n e Tcan
didate as the result of a visit, formal ,PI,*Tiinor t.
groups or individuals. ,
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We would very much appreciate having your advisory opin-
ions on these matters and copies of any other opinions you
feel we would be interested in reading.

Your attention to this, at what we know is a terribly
busy time for you, is deeply appreciated. I'm sure you
understand the urgency of these questions, since I hesitate
to continue many activities or commit myself to new ones until
T know how they will affect my stand g under the new law.

in .rely,

JERRY L. ON
Membe Wof Congress

JL/JAtam

C",
NJ

Nm
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Mr. Gordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff D)irector

for Disclosure and Compliance
Federal Election Commission
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Dcar ir. McKay:

I appreciated your letter of July 3, 1975 relative to
certain statements you said were attributed to me in con-
nection with expenditures made by me as it relates to the
Federal Election Campaign Act and the possibility that I

C, might become a candidate for the U.S. Senate.

I presume that statement attributed to me to which
you have reference is one which appeared in the Sunday,
June 22, 1975 St. Louis Post-Dispatch. This article,
w r i t t e n by R i c h-aYr-J-.-Ne 1 7 Jr. sal-T

"As he told a recent cocktail gathering in Kansas
City: 'When I go to St. Louis, as I did last week,
that didn't count against my campaign limit.' (be-

N cause he still is not formally a candidate) 'When
Warren Hearnes (already an announced candidate)

P comes to Kansas City, that goes against his limit.'
In an interview with the Post-Dispatch, Litton was
even more explicit. 'He (Hearnes) is going to be
out of money when he needs it most'."

First, let me say that I am not now a candidate for the
U.S. Senate. I have not indicated I will become a candidate.
I have not even said that I will probably be a candidate. I
have continually said I have not made up my mind and that
there is plenty of time for me to do so. I have also re-
peatedly said that those who think I have made up my mind
are badly mistaken. Neither have I asked anyone to support
me. I am not raising campaign funds, nor am I even spending
funds left over from my 1974 Congressional campaign, except
for routine, minor expenditures for political and civic
activities in my Congressional district. To the best of my
knowledge, no one has been authorized and no one is raising
money to further my potent ial candidacy.

U- 'r
r ti

CA-002-75 •/c.
COMM IITEE ON AGRICULTURE
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I have continued my sclediIle of speak i , i, engagements
throtgolout the state of Mi ssoi r i wlhich I I1 ve ma i ntained
for 18 yea rs . (15 of wh i cli was he fore I l ad ever held or
sought any public off icC) I am cont inu ing to speak out
of state as well. [ have iiade stops in parts of Missouri
where I have not had much exposure. On some of these stops
I have inquired as to whetlher or not the leople would like
me to become a cand i date. F have not asked for anyone's
Su JppOrt.

Relative to my statement in the St. Ionis Post-Dispatch;
when traveling from Washington to my istrict f almost always
land at the Kansas City airport. I also almost always fly
out of National Airport in Washington since -it is more con-

Tr venient. This means I always have a stop-over on the way
to Kansas City. Several of these flights stop in St. Louis.
Return flights from Kansas City to Washington also stop in
St. Louis.

This means that I can visit St . Louis on the way to and
from my district at no added expense. Since my visit to
St. Loui.s (other tian possible taxi. fare) did not cost any-
thing, I can't see how it could go against my limit if I
should at some later date become a candidate. The same op-
t ion, [ assume, is available to Warren Ilearnes, when for
instance, he is in Kansas City (or any other town) on business
for his law firm.

N% The main thrust of my comments in the past relative to
expenditures of Warren Ilearnes (and the basis of my comment
to the effect that Hlearnes will be out of money when he
needs it most) is that Ilearnes is now actively campaigning
as an official candidate. le is sending out mail, making
campaign trips, giving campaign speeches, etc. Obviously,
he intends to spread out his campaign limit over a period
in excess of a year's time. Candidates who are not now
maintaining an active campaign schedule will obviously
have more later ... when they will probably need it most.

I personally feel limits in the new Federal Election
Campaign Act are going to substantially shorten the time
candidates for statewide office spend actively campaigning.
The simple act of paying1 a staff, paying rent on a head-
quarters, or accepting in-kind value of a headquarters,
taking care of travel, etc., for a year or so, is such
that not much would be left for media. Official candidates
on the campaign trail have many requests made of their t .
for speeches, appearances , etc. Those dec-idin
the campaign at a later date obviously will no.. t . Ur

lit eaten up by) these costlyr administrative .
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''lie thrust of my comment to you is thzit one of the main
effects of this low 1imit of campaign spending i s to shorten
caIIIpa igns. 1i1lTe low li.n' its just won't permit a long campaign
because the funds aren't such to support such long campaigns.
''lhose who elect to carry out a long campaign will have the
advantage 6--ime and of heing places first. They will have
the disadvantage of possibly "bei no out of" money when they
need it most". However, they can't have it both ways.

It has al so occurred to me that if tle Federal Election
Campaign Act were interpreted in a broad -(115e, a Senator
fol lowing his election to a six-year term who spent any
money travel ing,, speaking, etc. , within his own state, which
could be interpreted as being to advance his reelection,
would have his limit spent long before it was even time for
him to file for reelection. I am sure this is a matter to
which the Commission has given careful consideration.

I was interested in running for the H.S. Congress for
many years (17 to be exact) before I announced my candidacy,
set up a campaign committee, col lected funds, etc. During
those 17 years I did many things that one could consider as
advancing what I thought m ight later he a candi.dacy for the
U.S. Congress. If these expenditures over the years had been
counted against my later candidacy, I would have hit my limit
years before - fil. ed

The Commission should realize, whether the drafters of
the law recognized it or not, that there are those individuals,
both incumbent and non-incumbent, wlo maintain active travel
and speaking schedules and have done so -for years. Just be-
cause they are considering or being talked about as potential
candidates should not interfere with their rights to travel
freely, accept speaking invitat ions, and even meet with
those groups who specifically invite them so the group can
look over what they believe may be a candi date some day.
This just doesn't seem to address itself well to the long
time period prior to a Senate election when many candidates
are under discussion and consideration, and they are attempt-
ing to continue their activities of a lifetime without be-
coming a candidate before they are ready.

I do think these gray areas need to be cleared up soon
or we will find ourselves involved in more election contro-
versy than this country needs on the heels of Watergate.
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Your thoughts and comments on the above would be
I "%I fV(I'i I -n

(

S cerelyj r"K2

J.RRY LITTON
-. Member of Congress

JL/tam

p

A
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Office of the Clerk

Washington, D.C.

REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES
FOR A

POLITICAL COMMITTEE

SUPPORTING ANY CANDIDATE(S) FOR NOMINATION ()11 ELECTION TO THE
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF IPESENTATIVES

LltteLrss.cV-Qrttrt e e tt r-7,e
(Fui N -me offC -i : ttee)

{f~orlLi tton for Co;-g ress - 74)

-o- 220
(Street)

Chillicqthe,"0 .6460,
(City, State, ZIP code)

Fr Check if New Address

rn
U
rn
w

K

TYPE OF REPORT

(Check Appropriate Box and Complete, if Applicable)

March 10 report 7 Termination report
:, i:)i 7i, July 10 report 7 Suspension report

Septeml.:r 10 report E] Amendment to
Januay :31 report

Fittemltl- day report ni':ceding .. .. .. election on.
(Primary. general, special.,runoff. caucus, or conv ntion)

c r Fifth day ceport preceding - election on
(Primary, general, specia., runo, caucus,. or convention)

Identification Number

SH..-032344 ,_

NOTE: If you have not rc :ored then
a complte Re is:.-- .R.
Election -rm 1 '.: ccom-
pany" this Report. if you have
registered nnd n. nunber has
been assigned, so indcate.

report

(Date)

(Datel

VERIFICATION BY OATH OR AFFIRMATION OF TREASURER

State of tl ssouri

County of -Livingston

being duly sworn, depose (aMrm) and say
(Full Name of Treasurer of Committee)

that this Report of Receipts and Expenditures is COflete,4 •-uC "d cIrL

(Signatury,..f Trea-.urer of Committee)

Subscribed and sworn to (affirmed) before me this 3v_ day of I-vl,/ _A.D. 1D7 .

(Notary Aic)

Mycommission expires -...

R E T UR N CO I P1. E E D. TND-A TT-A.C!,ILETNNTOS T0:OR
The Clerk. U.S. H .e of Repreenatives

Office of Records arid Registration
1036 Longw'orth House Office Building
Washington. D.C. 20515

H.R. ELECTrION FORM 3

[SEAL]

Revl-. d Jt j.
7
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SUMMARY PAGE

Name of Committee Li cr,'.; Suorters.. or Betr C wernu.t
(forv. rly, Litton for Congress - 74,

[ZEPORT COVEUN, PEGIOD FROM _ h1_i2L. THRU &:n 11 -3_ .....

T." s epriod

SECTION A-RECEIPTS:

Part 1. Individual cortributions:

a. Itemized (use schedule A").......................-------------------------------------

b. U nitem ized ................................................................................
Total individual contributions

Part 2. Sales and collcctions:

Itemized (use schedule B and as necessary
s c h e d u l e A * .)- -----. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..-- - -- - - - -- - -- - - -- - -- - - -- - -- - - -- - - -- - -- - -- - - -- - -- - -

Part 3. Loans receivei:

a. Itemized (use schedule A*) ..........................................................

b. Un itemizei ..------------ ---------------- -- -- - ----------
Tc,ial loans :-ec-.ivcd

Part 4. Other receipts (refunds, rebates, interest, etc.):

a. Item ized (use schedule A*)--------------------------.... . .. . ......

b . U n ite m iz e d .------ ---- ----- ------- ----------- ------------ ----------------------............

Total other receipts

Part 5. Transfers in:

Itemize all (use schedule A*)-------------------------------------........ . ..- --

TOTAL ARECEIPTS

2 SECTION B-EXPENDITUIZES:

. Part 6. Communications rnedia expenditures:
Itemize all (use schedule C-*)--------------------------........----------------- ------

Part 7. Expe:-ditures for personal ser.iccs, salaries.
and reimb.rs d expenses:

a. Item ized (use -chedule D -) -..... ..... -- --------------------------------------

b. U niteniized---------------------------------------........--------------------

Total expenditVr- for ,:ers,,nal sr-ices.
salaries, and rimiucsed ¢xnen-es

Part 8. Loars made:

a. Itemi'zed (use schedule D*)------------------------- .......... .- ------

b. Unitemized---- .- ..................------------------------ ----------.-------.-. -------
Total loans made

Part 9. Nr,-meda and oth..r expenditures:

a. Itemized (use schedule C*)------------------------------------..... .....----------

b. U nitem ized .. . . . . .. . . . . . .. . . . ..----------------------------------------------..... . ....

Total other expenditures

Par- 10. Transfers out:

Itemize all (use scheduleD*)-------------------------------....-----------------

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

$ ~~35. Of)

$ -,orQ
S -----------------

---~ -- - - - - - - -

------------

$_

53.07

Ii

,52.06

$ ---- - --- -

52-20.06

000

952.06

Caeno.:r :.eC'

II
00

$ 100.7

S 5; 3 _ 7653.07

1, 348.60

s 522.06

337. 80

2,588.46

SECTION C-CASH BALANCES:

Cash on hand at beginning of reporting period................------------------------

Add total receipts (section A above).....................--------------------------------
Subtotal....................-----------------------------------------------............

-- l exn,,.,itures (section B above)-......................................

SECTION D-DEBTS AND OBLIGATIONS:

Part 11. Debt.- and obligations owed t,, the committee (use schedule E*) ................

Part 12. De!'- and obligations owed by the comnnittee (use schedule i*

$-5)~*~Q~7
$9., 6.42J9
'~ cv*;

--

a

$
~
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2
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SCIEDIULE D

ITEMIZED EXPENDITUIWE'--PERSONAL SERVICES, LOANS, AND TRANSFERS

Litton' s Suorters for Better Government

(Full Name of Candidate or Committee)

Part No. 7
(Use for itemizing Part 7, 8, or 10)

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

(Use separate page(s) for each numbered Part)

Occur, a rir dPrinc:: i P!.i c Io i i.. . Amount of Expenditure
If ,.Jf-.m ,.- n .... h : This Period

Date( month, Full Name. Mailing Address, and ZIP Codeday.,-ear) Agwrrgate Year-to-Date

Pat Danner Secretary, Congressman Litton's This period
6-4-75 Plaza Inn International District 'Office- $" - ursed t r a-,e .,z.e e er-;-'e

35-3
8801 '2. 112t> St. Tirse....aD e-

5Kans asCi tv, .- _= 5 __ e Densea_ ______5_5

Con-ressma- Jerry' Litton Con-ress7an, 6th District This perod

6-1--75 1502 Lon orth Reimbursed hotel, motel and____

Ilicuse Office Building ,travel ex-oense
_____ n__..C...2f5 5- f _ -- ec iQ ca ...... _ ___3 S 5 ___

e This ueriod

i

~1

_ __ _ 11

'Li

%r)

I-.

C

w]

This period

.~gwregate Y-a-to-Date

- - -This period

SAggregzate Y.-ar--to-b~ate

Aggiegate Year-to-Date

This period

Aggreg ate Yea r-t'o-D.te.

Is

Aggregate Year-to-Date

is __

Ago'regate Year-to-bate i

[2I

This period
$

This period
$

Aggregate Year-tO-DAte

This period

TOTAL TIIlS PERIOD 522.06
(Last page cf t Iis L Pt onlI

Rrvis... January 1974 Paige -__1_

*1~ ~2
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SCHEDULE D

ITEMIZED EXPEND!TURES-PERSONAL SERVICES, LOANS, AND TRANSFERS

Litton's Suonorters for etter Govern.ent

(Full Name of Candidate or Comrittee)

Part No. _0
(Use for itemizing Fart 7, 8, or 10)

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

(Use separate page(s) for each numbered Part)

Occupation ;rd Pr Piar'- of zin s-.if 1Amount of Expenditure
any If J!f- .rp-'. :aso ce k :Iox, This Pericd

Date (month, Full Name, Mailing Address, and ZIP Code
day, year) PCd

day, ear)Aggregatv year-r)-Date
Is

_______________________________________ -This period

Democratic State Cbo?.ttee of Yissouri $

225A Madison, "-: 719
Jeffrso Ciy '' 6101Avggregate 'iear-to-Date!

Jefferson .. .... 65107 A , Y... ,-.

___t_,_.-,_______ 3_ 380.00
This period

is moAggregate Year-to-Datel

This period

iAggregate Year-to-Date

I This period

,[ ggregate Y,-ar-t-DateI

This period

A ggregate Year-to-Date

This period

" Aggregate Year-to-Date

This period
ff'; S

Aggregate Ycar-to- Date

This period
I$

SAggregate Yxear-to-Date

This period

AggfregSe Year-to-Date

i : - i$This period

iThis period

T TALggreae RIa:o- Date

TOTAL TIllS PERIOD __3$ .-0--

(Last page of this Part only)
Page - --

Revisa January 1974
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ,7°

WASHINGTON, DC 20463

July 3, 1975

The Honorable Jerry Litton

1502 Longworth House Office Building
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Litton:

r74 It has come to the attention of the Federal Election Commissionthat certain published and broadcast statements attributed to you

claim that certain expenditures you may have made in connection
with a Federal election are not subject to the disclosure and

limitation provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act, as

amended, since you have not yet announced your candidacy for
: election to Federal office.

Please be advised that under the provisions of Section 608

of Title 18 of the United States Code, such expenditures may be
chargeable against the expenditure limitations set forth in
that section, irrespective of a formal announcement of candidacy.

An individual, for purposes of disclosure and the limitation

C provisions of the Act and Section 608 of Title 18, may become a

"candidate" for Federal office whether or not such individual

has made a formal announcement of his candidacy or has taken the

necessary steps to qualify as a candidate under the provisions
P.- of State law. In 2 U.S.C. 431(b) and 18 U.S.C. 591(b) a candidate

is defined as " . . . an individual who seeks nomination for

election, or election, to Federal office . . . if he has . . .

2) received contributions or made expenditures,

or has given his consent for any other person

to receive contributions or make expenditures,
with a view to bringing about his nomination

for election, or election, to such office"
(underscoring added].

'o Z'
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L enclose a copy of the Federal Election Campaign Laws and

call your attention to Section 437(f), wherein you are entitled
to request a formal advisory opinion on this matter from the
Commission. In the alternative, the Commission would welcome
any comments or explanatory material you may wish to submit.

Please do not hesitate to contact me on 202/382-6023 if further
guidance or assistance is required.

Sincerely yours,

Gordon Andrew McKay

Assistant Staff Director (
[or Disclosure and Compliance

Enclosure as stated

GAM:vlf
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Honorable Thomas Curtis
1325 K. Street N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20005

r~n
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 20463

July 3, 1975

Warren E. Hearnes, Esq.
Ilearnes, Padbery, Racick,
McSweeney & Slater

1015 Locust Street, Suite 800
St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Dear Mr. Hearnes:

We are in receipt of copies of your letters dated June ll,

1975, to various radio stations in the State. We have directed
an inquiry to Congressman Litton regarding the matter you have

raised in your letters.

CIf this Office can be of assistance to you, please contact
me.

tordon Andrew McKay
Assistant Staff Director 4

for Disclosure and Compliance

1% GAM:vlf
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P. 0. BOX 221 - CAMERON, MISSOURI 64429

July 2, 1975

Hearnes, Padberg, Raack, MCSweeney & Slater

Attorneys at Law
1015 Locust Street, Suite 800
St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Dear Sirs

After consulting with our attorneys, legal advisement from

the Missouri Broadcasters Association, 
examination of Sections

2 and 17 of the Missouri Campaign Spending 
Laws and federal

laws to this regard, we do not feel we can 
comply with your

request stated in your June II letter.

Our examination of your request and legal advisement

indicate to us we are not obligated to 
provide you with

equal time, at this time.

AW /

ccs Federal Communications Commission
Washington. D.C.

ccl Honorable Thoas Curtis
1325 K. Street N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20005

ccl Missouri Broadcasters Association

121 East High Street
Jefferson City# Missouri 65101

'4

HF ART OF THt1. NATION"

CAMERON RADIO ,NCORP6"TEJL

0.0- 2

"Radio 1360"
J:J " .Lc,.TION

00l



"RADIO 1360"
P. O. Box 1360
Cameron, Mo. 64429

"Heart of the Nation"
c

ionorab le Thoiflms Curtis1325 k Street N. i.

JaslirgL,tor,, 1). C. 20005
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3000'a4r Phone 862-7091

SPRINGFIELD, MISSOURI 65804

June 27, 1975

Mr. Warren E. Hearnes
1015 Locust Street, Suite 800
St. Louis, Elissouri 63101

Dear Mr. Hearnes:

Our manager of our station in Lexi.ngton, Ed Learman, has
referred to me your request for equal time.

It is our interpretation of the equal time provision that
Ur you would not be entitled to equal time until such time

as Conaressman Litton files. To our knowledge, this fil-
ing for the Senate has not been made. If you have any
information that indicates that he has filed for the seat,
we would be happy to receive it and would offer you equal
time from that date forward. The instances referred to do
not, in our judgement, constitute a valid filing.

C,
Again, our interpretation of the Missouri law does not a-
gree with yours, however, since it is new, I will ask our
local attorney, George Baldridge to review it.

Yours ruly,

" K neth E,' M'eyer,/

President-Gener/ Manager

KEM/djb

CC: Federal Communications Commission, Washington, D.C.
Ed Learman, KLUX
Honorable Thomas Curtis, Washington, D.C.
George Baldridge, Joplin, M-iissouri
John Wilner, Washington, D.C.



.27 Midland 1elevision Goipraflon
3000 C 1, FR Y .STREET SPRINGFIE. . 65804

Honorable Thomas

1325 I' Street N.W.

Washinqton, D.C.

Curtis

20005 C)20005
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ST. JOSEPH

a ble e
ision 716 Francis Street St. J9 h~jso2r 6 4n1 .181[)-J1234 816-279-1245

June 19, 1975

Mr. Warren E. Hearnes
Hearnes, Padberg, Raack, McSweeney & Slater
1015 Locust Street Suite 800
St, Louis, Missouri 63101

Dear Mr. Hearnes:

1This letter is in response to your letter of June 11, 1975, in which you ask for "equal
Lr time" from this cable system for the broqdcast time given to "Dialogue with Litton" since the

beginning of this year,,

c •St. Joseph Cablevision is a cable TV system with 15,000 subscribers that spends a
__ modest amount of effort in the cablecasting or broadcasting area. It is the objective of our

origination effort to primarily cover local people and local events at a modest cost, Ad-" vertising does not make up a significant amount of our revenues , so we are not interested
in productions that are very expensive to cover. "Dialogue with Litton" is a program that
has been carried by our system since its inception. The video tapes are sent to us shortly after
the program is completed and we play them back a couple of times in the next few days for
the enjoyment of our subscribers.

N It is my opinion that you are not entitled to "equal time" on our Cablevision channelbecause: 1) Congressman Litton is not an announced candidate for the office of U.So, Senate
that you have announced for; 2) the primary election for the office you seek is still over ayear away; and 3) we have historically carried the "Dialogue with Litton" program for thebenefit of our subscribers. Therefore, in my opinion you are not entitled to the "Cqual time"
provisions of the FCC rules.

If there are any facts or legal provisions I am overlooking I would be receptive to re-
considering this decision.

As a news media we would be most happy to actively cover any news worthy activities
you have in St. Joseph, Missouri. Any time you are in St. Joseph we would like to have you
into our Cablevision Studio and tape any program you might have.

!I



Cable,
ision

Page 2
June 17, 1975

We are interested in working with you but feel
justified at this time.

your "equal time" demands are un-

rdi ally

Donald R . Eggebrecht
General Manager

DRE:em

C cc: Federal Communications Commission
Washington D.C.o

C cc: Honorable Thomas Curtis

10-1 1325 K Street NoWo
Washington, D.C. 20005

I ... C
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ST. JOSEPH CABLEVISION
1,'716 Francis Street

ST. eSEPH, MISSOURI 64501
pm
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. Honorable Thomas Curtis

1325 K Street N.W.

V '-.' Washington, D. C. 20005
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FLt- L i TION

P.0, BOX 412, COLUMBIA, MISSOURI 65201 (314-4.1

1580 AM - 96.7 FM '5 JUN I 141 4" :17

,Tnre 16, 197"

IoaT e,Pad]ierg,Raak, 2,.wee1y Slater
A.L.riCr'eys ab L.w
1015 Locust .treet, .Suite Bo0
St. LYuLiS, I.iisoiuri 6101

Dear Sir :
After cnosu]ting with nur attorneys, legal advisement frr .

t*e .issouri 11roadoasters Assnciation, exari atin of Sectio s

'? and 17 of the JIissiuri Capaiu. Spending "aws and federal

laws tn this regard, we do not feel we ctan corply with yIur

request stated iL yiur Ju1ne 1 letter.
Our ex !iatier f your request apd legal advisement

indioate te as we are rvt n 'Iijatad te provide y-u with

- equal time, at this tiie.

Pat .r, a o'. -o y
Ti'ews Directo'r.

cc: Federal C .inmu~iC~at. Co ,ni3Sio,

c:o Lernra})le Thomas Curtis
1325 K Street N.W,
vjas ,ingt(,, , D C . (-200 05

cc: ,Tissmuri Brnadoasters Assnciatior-121 East Stree r t

,Tferss nCt y Tyissuri 601

\NS

Serving Columbia and Mid-Missouri 24 Hours a Day



I1580 97
P.O. BC 412
C.WlmbW. Mi,ouri 65201
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June 30, 1975

Ms. Wilhel1ina 1). Roberts
502 V[rgJnia Avenue
St. Louis, Hissouri 63119

Denr "s. Roberts:

In response to your request of June 24, 1975, enclosed
• ei ease find a copy of a booklet entitled "Federal Election
Campaign Laws" compiled under the direction of the Secretary
of the United States Senate. I direct your attention to
TParagraph "(b)", Section 591 of Title 18 of the United
States Code which defines a "crndidate.

C
You may be assured that the Coumission has duly noted

-m your letter, and the attachments thereto. If the Cormniss!on

C ca, bc of any further assistance to you, please do not
hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

Orlando B. Potter
Staff Director

Lnclosore as stated



ing to the effect that a person is d.eemed to De a o
date if he has taken action necessary under state' I
qualify for nomination or election or has received
tributions or made expenditures with a view to b
about his nomination or election.

If that definition is still in effect and if i
applies to the section of the law setting expenditks
limitations, would not Mir. Litton's current expendi 'tes to
promote his candidacy be attributed to his primaryL tion
spending limit?

I should add that I have no interest in the '.dacr
of jr , Litton or any of his possible opponents , I a a
student of election laws and had a ma~j.or role in 'thaenact.-
ment of '.Q ssourri's new campaign spending law,

Are copies of the Federal election law available? If
so, T shall greatly appreciate your sending
well as a reply to the above question" 1

Wilhelmina D. Roberts
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SUNDAY, JUNE 22, 194"",

' ~ ~~~SEC FIN I-.180 "'

C ountyStyle Ora tor
S'Itum g."enate

By RICHARD K. WElL JR. The principal logic behind Litton's ye, .When he wasa coliege sophomore,.

Ofd Pwt.Dl&wteh Staff delay in filing his candidacy is simple. two eeks of appearances in Colorado
Federal election law places a spending nelte him $28Nt) - enough to purchase a

FIRST OF TWO ARTICL limit of $270,000 on the primary and new I" rd Thunderbird the day he came

JERRY LON LITTON is once- roughly $350,000 on the final election, home.
mERR farm b O wo b e -ame a As he told a recent cocktail gathering For is appearances over a 31-day
Wr farm boy who be ame a in Kansas City: "When I go to St, Louis, period/ast January, Litton collected

millionaire cattle rancher. Now, as as I did last week, that didn't count $6000 ir fees, which he used to help

i second-term member of ongress against my campaign limil (because he finance 'he operation of his office.. lie

0om northwest Misso i,. he is still is not formally a candidatei. When generall charges $500 plus expenses for

t dfintitlg on out-state s ength tO Warren Hearnes (already an announced speechesioutside the state,
*It t1 Democratic n muination candidate) comes to Kansas City, that And ibside the state, one fellow

goes against his limit." member of Congress complains: "Litton
Oct year for United Sta Senator. In an interview with the Post-Dis- seems t speak more often in my distict

Although he thrives o his coun- patch, Litton was even more explicit: than I dO."

try-boy image, Litton, 38 ears old, "lie (Hearnes is going to be out of A fe ' of his more senior colleaguf

is 1a sop4isticated polit cian and money when he needs it most." view Liton as a somewnat brash pub

nnmethin of a media g s. frity Piog,
RAISING MONEY for the 1976 Senate In Q(ngress, Litton is a dyne

He fills more speaking en gements campaign will be no problem, Litton workir g long days, shunning the co'

thiv mos of his congressi nal col- tells his supporters, but the strtegy in circui (he doesn't drink), and spe
lellues. And his monthly t levision spending it will be critical, woef lly little time with his wi'
s" -' "Dialogue with Litton' - has Holding otf the announcement enables their two children,
given him wide exposure th ughout Litton also to avoid the equal time
met. of Missouri, except for he St. restrictions on televisioti coverage'and HAT MAKES ,erry run?
Louis a" mt the southeast reV to escape embarrassment. if unforseen he Representative conce,

Litton plans to withhold his-f mal circumstances should force him out of p obably has something
announcement of candidacy until rly the race. emories of his father-'s v
next year. But he is already run g Litton contends that the political pun- luck. As Jerry reconstrur

hard for the Senate seat to be vacat d dits have overestimated Hearnes's out- Litton. no.v tL. had to Ii,
by his one-time political idol, Stua state strength. The former Governor h- get marri,,d and to bu\
Symington. been roughed up politically by a fe al Spring,- Iurtig the

"I would like to think that I could lead nd jury investigation into ' dmin- korktd .:- a gravel-t
out-state, which produces 53 to 55 per str . Litton says t ames will off the dent Whe

cent of the votes in a Missouri election; be viewe rs as "a machine-type driver one day, he
and in the Kansas City area, which turns candidate who will be unable to defeat board of a ,ruc

out between 11 and 13 per cent of the John Danforth." beneath the whee'
lote," Litton says. James Symington, despite his widely tharl'. Lo nt

He believes his major opponents for known name, will have difficulty cam- years. ffi, v.

the nomination - former Gov. Warren paigning across the state, Litton says. money h 0

E. Hearnes of Charleston and Repre- "It's possible to campaign in St. Louis cows.

sentative James W. Symington of Ladue and Kansas City via the media alone," After t-

- will fight each other to a draw in the he says. "But the only way to campaign Charle
St. Louis area, which produces about 34 in Moberly or Macon is to be there." baler
per cent of the vote. That's where Litton's chief political for

BUT EVEN HERE, Litton isn't con- strength lies, He has been stumping out-

ceding anything. He has started making state since his high school days ir'

twice monthly visits to the St. Louis Chillicothe when he was Missouri pr,

area, appearing at breakfast meetings dent of the Future Farmers of Am

and coffee hours and making dinner By the time he was studying ar

speeches. journalism at the Universit'

He thinks he can get a hefty slice of Litton held national off-
the St. Louis vote and carry some Farmers and was

strength in this area into the final across the nation
election against Missouri Attorney Gen-
eral John C. Danforth, who appears to LITTO'

. U. qure-fire Republican nominee. h;-



Pleas be ad-vioad that loiVthe tho P ttZa Law nor th. now
State Law r tn-re an o efieiaZ sawotncz et to colS under the $rs
diction of hs e ate CmisinC ti$erb tht tbov.f Z an requesting
equal2 ti ro Jtntzy'4 1975, (tbe date the nowv 4*5*44r law went
intoe efecrt) know that yous will oox*4dor thi~l not only 'fair, buzt
in keeptinq with, tMo "equal time* rajiLZ itt of the FM.

flsass advise,

sincerely,

Warren Ho. Boanets

cc: Federal Conmunications CotEELSs tf. A,
Washingtonp , PC.

cc: Honorable Thomas Cuirtxoi.s*
13&25 K Street UF,,W,
Washinton, D. C, 20005



by~ 4aw WnflJ4 0xpaMas*s tRWt no% -cswW

Plea" be. advise that t4WiteC theFedra Law nor the new
State L~aw rew**$*a An Off%441 aa-lnekwt to com =der the jvie-
diction of eittrclsiio4 Cosdrn tbu abrrIa euetn
equal time ft Mtz4ar I 19 75. C h (Ite the snrxtsasdr law wnt
ito eftect) Z kno*w that 7Uwn l don#$da this not ondy %air, but
ini 3eep:Lnq vith tbhe "equal tml re'V nvt of tSo Pee,

Please advise*

Warrain H. Hoxa

cat Federal Communtcations Cofliweton
Wash$.nton. thC. *

cc~: Honorable Thom~as Curtisti
1325 It Street N.W. ' ''i
Washington, fl. C. 2000$51



fleaae be advise that neite' the* Ped4a4 Lawno t*o e
State Lwt r#%z,4fl Mn officOial eml$c to, com U14:6: tb* >ri
diction of eethter tisonW sbove, Z anx

eq 5time fm aauflX (t 4t. tbe no r± went
into effect) Z Zmownha yo wi*ZZ oosMr this, not*aWy fatr, but
in keepi±ng witb tba *eqal tilo r equ'rmeat ot thae FCC'*

Pleas. advise.

Sincetely,

flana-n E. Heane$

t:c: Federal Contunicatiena Coaiassion <

Washington, D.

cc-. Honorable Thlomas Curtis
1325 K Streat U,14 t.
Washington9" D. C~ 210005



CD7' J.4-W WIt.4V LOU4%1 AX=#4W4 WWI*

Please be advised that neither the Federal Law nor the new
SaeLaw rawure an ofticial axtnoio*&ment to ov 'x& the j.urs*-

dicionoEeitha Ctmesiom,* cchtaC$ the 4boW#- Z am re sting
eqtual tize from January 10 157$. (the date the n4Vw Missoui law went
into ettoct) Z know that you 4fll conai4er this not only fair,, but
in keepitA; with the mecttui1 tia&ll z'eqatttfeat ot the FCC.

Please advise.

Wxaren R~. Ulearrzes

(-c-: Federai cornrnications corvdnm-iom j!y

Was: iiingtrn DlC,



s b eaadvis that nither, the Feal Law nor the new
State Law re~r n official awiemzamezt to no under the 4udia-
4&0t±on of ithat Coanssionz. Conidierkqg the abvef,, an, rqeting
equal ttme ttn Ja~rnnazy 1, 1975, (tho dta the new Missourt law went
into effetn) 'I know that you Vil onide this not only fair, bat
in kepng vith the "equal time" reqtiremt of tta wceC,

nleasoa aviseo

sincerely,

Warren . DCar5 s

cat Pede.ral Communications CommissionI 4%
Washington, ). C .

cc: Howorable Thomas Curtis,
132 5 it Street N. W.4 il t~
Washington, 0. C. 20005



Ptase be a(v4eed that, netthesr thes Feden1 Law nor the new
State Law requre ana oiil annmeat to oznderM~ tMe jutts-
dition of! elther 0 rissin. ronse~brinq the aboe.t a requesting
equal time from Jnurnaz 1, 197.5, (the date the now disncti law went
into sttect) Z kntow that y04 W$1X consider this not only f air, but
in keeping with the "equal time" requiett t of the FCC.

Please advisa.

Warren E. Rearnis

wEIISal

cc: Federal COWUications Commission
Washington, D.C.

cc: Honorable Thomas Curtis
1325 R Stret ?tW.
Wastinqtont D. C. 20005
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21an be advsed that nzeithert the Zedeal Law nor th* new
N State, Law rqina an otticial annm40nmnt to dooirter that ji*r

dictton oftha Comaetawn Considering the abov.,t Z amt reqtoating
eqttal tine from sannary 1, 1975. (the date the new tptoWL law went
into effect) I kn that you will conidr this not only, fair, but

in k&nqWithta"eil tivat reqQirnent of the MeC.

Please advise4,

sincerely,

004 Zadaral @ommnnkatioa Conmision r

co0 # EQ*rbXOe Thox4p Cturt$$"A
1325 XC $treet E(W,*
Wathiigtot, D. G. 200O3



Plaaebe advised that neitber the odezCl Law north ow
State zLaw require an offilta otsnc*rnzt to 4Ozw* under t~e $trirs
di t iton of ei1ter coniin ( *a44etinq tile ab ove, Z amnokatn
aqofl time from 4auryl Z97S* (the data t"e now fltnourta*w vnt
into affect) I Mnow thtat yMn vill co~adr, tis not only taitp but
in keeping with the 'ewxal tin.'" teqpsirewt Of the F'CC4

Please adviset

Ware VX, Reacs

cc* Federal Comunications Commission
Washirtqtonf D.C.a

ca. Ifonorab le m-fhoa-ms CUrtst '
1.325 KC Street lid?,
Washingtoas 0. c# 20005tfl )Jj9t



by law Wh Ile Gx0eNtaa0 thalt* hz0noztC:rs wouwQ Av

Please be advX#&t~ tha titbo t]he Feden1 ZnL nor theI nGw
S Stata saw requitreanM offtiil wnOnMntL to ove Ude th*e $Urtr-

4±etion of ethebr C~uis*.Considering the above, Z am reqtwtitng
equal time ttrt Jany 1t wz75. (the date the new nfs 0ttri law vent

into effect) I know that you Vill ooM4LadOC this not only tWr, but
in~ ka.piWr with the Oqiual time" reqptiitnt of the ?CC,

Please advise,

Warren .EU eatflO#

c; Federal Communications conmisaion
Washisqtofl, Dm.O.j*W~

ccs Ulonotabls vhornau Cv.rtio
1325 Kt Street N.W.



floase be dade that neitbar the Watfrl ZLaw nor the now
State Law z'oqtite an official Anno en to oos*a undr the. jur
diction of either Coiton. COn44*$rg tMe abu X n Oting
eual time from $anuany, Z. 2S975o (tho da the new s-SoutL Zaw went
into effect) I know that yout will onider this not OAn r t but
in keeping wijth the #.qual time" raqireamnt of the WX*,

Please advise.*

sincereyr

Warren, R, H Ztfnea

VIE11 gm I

cc; Federal C ications Coission
Washington, D.C*

cc:, Honorable Whcos CArti0a
1325 X. Street tW.
Washington, D, C. 20005



Plas b ad'4ie4 that neither tt* Feder4 Law nor ther nw
State Lan reqir an of flcia$ amzonn t t0 c~aw w4C~ the Jj&-r
diton of p tlier Cowamston,~ Qon#ldetkg theabv, 3: an * uottng
equal tm ttrn $zany Iv 1975* (the dae the nvw Kama*i la w it
into effec~t) 3: )Yno that yout vill onatdar tbt# not only fair, btt
in keeping wIth the "equal4 tino" roqpi4 ~t of the FCC.

Plet.e advse.,

Warren ERe Irnes

M'I ml

ct: Federal Comunications comission
Washington, D.C.

oct Honorable Thomas Curtin
1325I K Street N.W.
Wahington, Do C. 20005

ci,
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Please be advited that iA%ttbar the Padanal Law nor the nw
state Law require an ofticial annu wwaflent to co*e indsr the $1rst-
diction of either Commiston. Conatdertng the *bove., I am rt *stiszq
equal tiit froma JanuaryI 1 975tf. (the 4ata. the nowr Missourt it ent
into effect) I )crow that you will 90Pidr tis wot only fair, but
in kceeping with the '*ecyat tiaet reqtirs nt of the F~C.

Please advie.

Sincerely#

Warren E* Uearnes

Wfli:Ml

cc: Fedlral Commications Conission
Washington, D.C.

cc: onorable Thcnas Curtis
1325 IT Street UW.
Washington, Db C, 20005 S A hi

by Ia h



PpjeO,, be advised that neither t,.ie nXM p ho now
,tae L4V reqten -of ca a~me t tO ~OnA Ms43: te $At:-

4±otL.Om O$E either Comn--sakcn. os4r~ theO)e ? I Zn vs qaeettng
eqv4l t~aa from~ aazut:y 1, IS575. (the ate the new Mis $ law went
into effect) I )cntor th-It you will eomstder this, not only fair, but
in koepikw with th "qual t~jst raquterm*n of the FCC,

Pleae. advisie*

Warren Z, H#*t#

cc. Federal cozmunications Conttssio
Wapshington D.C,

cc: fl.,oorable #Thomas Curtis
1325 X Street N.V.

inc

;~



?leae b4 advised that z*Aitber tte P04a TAW nor the new
&tt. Mv re re azt offiial .zaaia~vawt to com laAe the juris-

dicio o ether CowrAit, eott~t4C~ng. thA aboe* Z arqetn
equal tiefo Saszay It 197$. (the 4ats the new Missouri lw wen~t
ita fr.t Z know tat yous will conidr this not only fair, but
in keeping 'witht the "equal tinw' reqatrat of the WcC,

Pteans advihe.

Sincerelyt

WEB .w ml

cc; Federal Conuiceations, Conission
Washington, XC,

act Honorable Tbromas Curtis
1325 K Street )bW.
Wahington, 0. C. 20005

LURALEttQO8ASI
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pleseo advised that zwithatfl th P~frl Lawn wth new
Nstate Law r e2 uire an official anunwaenet to #-Oo* anda% tht jurizr

dictioA of either Comstion; %onst4*Z$4Wg the abcna, I am requestting
equal tip from~ $emaa Zr 1975, (the date the new niaeott lwv went
into effect) I kwow tat yotu wil oons*4er this riot only fattt but
in keepintg with te 'eqtmt4in4 ' raquizcent of the FCC,

Pleas advize*

watson S.* Hearno#

tmuszul

cc Pederal comnswations Comosston
Washington, D.,C.

ccx Honorable Thomas Curtis
1325 K Street I.W.
Washington, D. C. 20005
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plese be advised thlat n~either the Thdetal La nOr the newV
State LawV reqa4ire an 0Cflci41j 4MnowW0cent tO COi~e nder the $mris-
diction of either cOz.i±n. Conside*ring the baOV~t, Z azt z #0tin±
equal time, from atxjay le 1 975V$* (the date, the new 4iaeelazt law went
into effect) I know that yOn will conidcr this not only ftir, but
in keeping with the "equal time" t'eqgtitmat of the FCC*

Plese advise,~

$4incerely,

Warren 7. * fearnes

Cu;M

ca: Y#eeral Conimunatons comission
Washlinqton, D.C.

cc- fonorable Thomas Curtis
1325 If Street b.W.
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please be advise tht mit1n the itdrr4 Law nOr the nOw
State av reqquire an offical Cflr, O*mt tO cOe under the uio
diction of either Com*siow. Qoasidelsg theM oerXa d"s
eqfual tiwm from January It 19m5 (the 4.t* thew lsoriawWn
into effect) Z knowt that yott will coniethsotnlfarbu
in keeping with the 'equal tin'* reqt4Le? it of the FMC<

Please advise*

TVwIIISAmi

co Eederal Oo unicationa Comitsin
Washington, D.C

cc; honorable Thomas Curtis
1325 i Street N4W.
Washington, Do C. 20005
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1325 K Street NA.11
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Date

1/8

1/9

1/10

1/11

1/12

1/14

1/16

1/17

1/21

1/24

1/25

1/29

1/31

2/3

2/11

2/15

2/21

2/21

2/22

3/7

3/14

S onsor People Location

Agriservices Foundation Congressman San Antonio, TX

Ohio Cattlemen's Association, Inc. Congressman Columbus, OH

Ark-La-Tex Agricultural Council Congressman Shreveport, LA

National Association of Animal Breeders Congressman Denver, CO

International Maine-Anjour Association Congressnn Denver, 00

White Farm Equipment Company (film) Congressimn Washington,D.C.

Farm and Industrial Equipment Institute Congressman Boca Raton, FL

Southeastern Aerial Applicators Congressman Ft. Walton Bch,FL

Mb Ag Industries Council, Inc. Congressman Tan-Tara, MO

Trojan Seed Cmpany Congressman,A.A,L.A St. Joseph, MO

Mississippi Valley Farm Equipment Association Congressman St. Louis, MD

Southeastern Poultry and Egg Association Congressman Atlanta, GA

Deep South Farm and Power Equipment Assn. Congressman,L.A.guest,wife New Orleans,IA

Federal Land Bank Association Congressman St. Louis, MO

Spokane Chamber of Ccmmerce- Congressman ,wife ,PressSec,P.Asst. ,L.A Spokane, WA

0. A. Cooper Company Congressman, Press SecPress Asst. Lincoln, NE

U. S. Feed Grains Council Congressman,D.A.,guest Scotsdale,AZ

Barton County Farm Bureau Congressman Lamar, MO

Uestern Association Congressman Kansas City, M

Southwestern Hardware and Implement Association Congressman Ft. Worth, TX

Southerr Illinois University Congressm'an Carbondale, IL

Total
Receipts

805.47

102.73

253.47

829.47

829.47

500.00

674.73

300.00

140.71

1030.19

676.73

1150.73

725.88

640.71

944.00

754.41

764.23

61.73

728.73

770.74

800.00

Qualified
Expenses

165.00

146.00

141.00

136.50

175.00

0

174.73

0

140.71

530.19

0

150.73

545.88

140.71

944.00

180.00

545.23

61.73

0

270.74

252.00

Net
Honorarium

640.47

- 43.27

112.47

692.97

654.47

500.00

500.00

300.00

0

500.00

676.73

1000.00

180.00

500.00

0

574.41

219.00

0

723.73

500.00

548.00

4

0 ,

It

C412
r- s .

N" --'
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Sponsor PeopleDate

3/20

4/4

4/6

4/25

5/6

5/9

5/16

5/20

5/30

6/11

6/15

6/21

6/21

6/27

7/7

8/4

8/6

8/22

C,

-

Congress-man

Location

National Pork Producers Council Congressman

Federal Intermediate Credit Bank of Houston Congressman

Drury College Congressman

The Missouri Bar Congressman

Delmarva Poultry Industry, Inc.- Congressman,Appt.Sec,Press Sec,Sec

Missouri Life Underwriters Association Congressman

Warrensburg School District R-VI Congressman

Marshall School System Congressman

Columbia School District Congressman

Missouri Young Bankers Conference Congressman

Martha Keys Congressional Forn Congressman

The American Jersey Cattle Club Congressman

Colorado Cattlemen' s Association Congressman

Florida Cattlemen's Association Congress-man

Minnesota Agriculture Education Summer Workshop Congressman

1975 All-American Angus Breeders' Futurity Congressman

Park College Coarencement Congressman

Pineapple Growers Association of Hawaii Congressman

Total
Receipts

Kansas City, MO.

Houston, TX

Springfield,MO

Kansas City,M0

Salisbury,MD

Kansas City, MO

Warrensburg, MO

Marshall, MO

Columbia,M0

Tan-Tara, MO

Leavenworth, KA

Louisville, KY

Montrose, CO

Orlando, FL

Fargo, ND

Louisville, KY

Kansas City, MO

San Fran icso,CA

Hollywood, FL

Qualified
Expenses

728.73

770.74

100.00

252.89

1246.40

240.00

200.00

100.00

164.60

196.73

240.00

652.00

836.00

710.00

574.00

646.00

70.00

857.00

862.00

ANNUAL

Net
Honorarium

228.73

270.74

0

252.89

246.40

240.00

0

0

64.60

196.73

240.00

152.00

336.00

210.00

274.00
1Pe. 4 , -'

-500-.W

70.00

357.00

362.00

TOTAL

500.00

500.00

100.00

0

1000.00

0

200.00

100.00

100.00

0

0

500.00

500.00

500.00

300.00

0

500.00

500.00

14,583.98

8/26 Allied Chemical
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BEFORE THfE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of

Congressman Jerry Litton CA 002-75

REPORT OF THE OFFICE OF DISCLOSURE AN D COMPLIAACE

AND THE

OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

cI. Background

This report covers an investigation undertaken by

Cthe Audit and Investigation Division of the Federal Election

Commission to determine whether there has been compliance

with the provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act

of 1974. The investigation was conducted under authority

C." of Section 437(g) of the Act, and concerned events which

P- took place between January 1, 1975 and July 31, 1975.

N. Negotiations between Counsel for Congressman Litton and

the Commission staff commenced after completion of the audit.

Counsel for the Congressman and the staff were unable to

resolve matters set forth in this report.

II. Findings and Conclusions

Section 431 of the Act defines a "candidate" for Federal

office to mean "an individual who seeks nomination for

election, or election to Federal office, whether or not

such individual is elected, and, for purposes of this



paragraph, an individual shall be deemed to seek nomination

for election, or elect-ion, if he has -

1. taken the action necessary under the law of a

state to qualify himself for nomination for election,

or election to Federal office or;

2. received contributions or made expenditures, or

has given his consent for any other person to receive

contributions or make expenditures, with a view to

bringing about his nomination for election, or election

to such office.

Persons who become candidates under these criteria

- are subject to the registration and disclosure provisions

of Sections 433 and 434 of the Act respectively, as well

as the expenditure limitations with respect to each election

imposed by Section 608(c) of Title 18, United States Code.

Allegations were brought to the Commission's attention

to the effect that Congressman Jerry Litton of the Sixth

District of Missouri had begun a campaign for the Senate

in the State of Missouri during the Spring of 1975, and

that neither Congressman Litton, nor any committee or other

organization supporting him had met the registration and

disclosure provisions of the Act. Congressman Litton was

also reported to have stated that any expenditures he had

made for the purpose of the alleged Senate candidacy would

not count against his 18 U.S.C. 5608(c) limitations,,
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inasmuch as he had not yet formally declared his candidacy

for that office.

When advised by the Commission of these allegations,

Congressman Litton and his staff made all books and records

related to these matters available for Comuission inspection

and review.

A. THE LITTON SUPPORTERS FOR BETTER GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

This Committee, formerly named The Litton for Congress '74

SCommittee, was the principal financial body concerned with Mr.

litton's 1974 Congressional Campaign. The Committee had duly

registered with the Clerk of the House as was required under

the 1971 Act.

AID has reviewed the reports of Receipts and Expenditures

of that Committee for the period January 1, 1975 through

June 30, 1975. In our opinion, the Statements of Receipts

and Expenditures are essentially in compliance with the pro-

visions of the Act, and involve no expenditures which appear

to have been made for the purpose of influencing Mr. Litton's

Senate candidacy.

B. THE MISSOURIANS FOR LITTON COMMITTEE

This Committee registered with the Secretary of the Senate

on September 25, 1975, under the provisions of the 1974 Act,

the same day that Mr. Litton filed as a Senate candidate

for the 1976 General Election.
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C. MR. LITTON'S OFFICE ACCOUNJT

From January 1, 1975 through July 31, 1975, a total of

$32,410.65 was received and deposited in Mr. Litton's office

account. The receipts came from a number of- sources, includ-

ing honoraria received by Mr. Litton for specL1king engagements,,

reimibursements from the Sixth District Congressional Club for

expenses incurred in connection with the "Dialogue with Litton"

(~show (see Section II D below for a description of both organiza-

tions), Mr. Litton's personal contributions to the fund, and

normal disbursements received from the House disbursing office.

Expenditures during the period totalled $33,115.32. Staff

Semployees had divided the expenditures into the following

categories:

personal travel expenses
official travel expenses
official travel and lodging expenses
miscellaneous official expenditures
subscriptions

N personal expenses
"Dialogue with Litton"~ expenses

In our opinion, the designation of the various categories,

and the expenditures attributed to them, appear to be reasonable.

Based on these allocations, expenditures relating to

speaking engagements and appearances at political functions

in the State of Missouri were calculated. In addition,

expenditures involved in Mr. Litton's appearances before a
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substantial number of persons comprising part of his electorate,

and for which an honorarium was tendered, were included.

For the month of May 1975, we calculated such expendi-

tures to be $1,213 for appearances within Mr. Litton's

Congressional District and $560.00 for travel within the rest

of the state. Insufficient data and records prevented a

calculation of expenditures for any period other than the

month of May.

011. Counsel for Mr. Litton agreed with the audit staff that

campaign related expenditures had been made before Mr. Litton's

formal declaration of candidacy. On September 29, 1975, they

submitted a list of such expenditures for May and June total-

r~- ing $654.78 ($188.58 for may, and $466.20 for June). Obviously,

these calculations are at variance with the audit staff's calcu-

lation of $560.00 in out-of-district travel expenditures for

May alone.

D. CONGRESSPIAN LITTON'S CANDIDACY

The results of the audit show that Mr. Litton's first

"expenditures" as defined by section 431 of the Act, commenced

on May 1, 1975. This was confirmed by Congressman Litton's

counsel in their letter of September 29, 1975. We and
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counsel for Mr. Litton are in agreement that from May 1,

1975, for the purposes of compliance with the provisions of

the Act, Congressman Litton would be viewed as a candidate

for the Senate.

F. HONORARIA RECEIVED BY THE CANDIDATE

Section 616 of Title 18, prohibits an elected or appointed

officer or employee of the Federal Government from accepting

any honorarium in excess of $1,000, excluding amounts accepted

Sfor actual travel and subsistence expenses, for any appearance,0

speech, or article. The total of such honorarium, excluding

the reimbursement for actual travel and subsistence expenses,

raccepted during a calendar year, is limited to $15,000.

During the audit, an aide to Congressman Litton stated

that in some instances, the Congressman had traveled to a

C-1 specific area to deliver several honoraria speeches, while

collecting reimbursement for roundtrip expenses from each

group sponsoring such speeches. Many of Congressman Litton's

reimbursed expenses also included transportation, and hotel

accommodations for staff and wives. The aide was advised

that any excessive reimbursement of expenses would be included

in the Congressman's honorarium limitation.
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A revised honorarium list was received from the Congress-

man's office on September 29, 1975. However, it appears that

a considerable amount of reimbursements for expenses of the

Congressman's staff and their wives were reported as actual

reimbursed expenditures of the Congressman, rather than as

honoraria. For example; in one instance, the candidate

accompanied some members of his staff to Vail, Colorado where

they remained until he returned from a speaking engagement in

the State of Washington. However, the Congressman shows the

expenses incurred by the staff on this trip as reimbursed

expenses for his speaking engagement rather than a portion of

the honorarium received.

On N4ovember 6 , 1975 the staff requested a directive

from the Commission concerning what should constitute a

C legitimate honorarium expense. The Commission took cognizance

of the problem thiat AO 1975-8, dealing with honorarium expendi-

N.
tures, could be viewed as prospective only and that a different

standard might therefore be appropriate in Mr. Litton's case.

Subsequent negotiations were conducted with the discussion of

the Comnission meeting in mind.

Although adequate records were not provided beyond May 31,

1975, a review of the Congressman's records indicate reimburse-

ments approximating $700.00 in excess of the candidate's actual
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expenditures were apparently accepted during the period

January 1, 1975 through May 31, 1975. When added to the

honoraria already acknowledged by Congressman Litton, it

would appear that the honorarium limitation of $15,000 under

18 U.S.C. §616 has been exceeded.

F. DIALOGUE WITH LITTON: SIXTH DISTRICT
CONGRESSIONAL CLUB

"Dialogue with Litton" is a half hour television show,

broadcasted monthly over an average of seven television and

rfourteen radio stations reaching about two-thirds of the State

Cof Missouri. The "Dialogue with Litton" show began on March 19,

1973. Beginning in March of 1974, the program carried on the

three television stations in Mr. Litton's District. Since

that time, as many as twelve television stations have aired

the program, although the monthly average is seven stations.

Of the average of seven stations which air the program

Neach month, between four and five stations make no charge for

presenting the show. We are advised that these stations

carry the show as a public service, inasmuch as the show

appears to be quite popular, and has a considerable number

of viewers.

'I~ r(S

r, A .
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The following table illustrates the number of television

stations carrying the show over the past year:

DATE PAID FREE A IR TIME

September 1974 3 1

October 1974 3 4

May 1975 2 3

August 1975 2 5

September 1975 2 4

Costs of producing the show and paying for air time for

- the two to three stations which charge for the service are

borne by the Sixth District Congressional Club. The Club has

about 600 Members who pay dues of $5.00 per month (billed

twice yearly), and 40 Ambassador Members, who pay $500 per

C7 year. With the exception of housekeeping expenditures such as

Nmembership cards, and meeting announcements and reimbursed

travel expenses to Congressman Litton and guests, Congress-

man Litton receives no other payment for participating in the

"Dialogue with Litton" program. No other vehicle, including

Congressman Litton's campaign committees or office account,

has any involvement with the "Dialogue" show.
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Records of the Sixth District Congressional Club show

the following for the period January 1 through June 30, 1975:

Receipts $38,445.00 source: membership dues

Expenditures $32,564.85 nature: '1V production
TV air time
other media expenses

4,200.00 (Approx.) nature: travel
membership cards
meeting announcements

The show itself is videotaped before a live audience of

Sixth District Congressional Club members, and interested

members of the public who pay for their own lunch and view the

- taping. The snow is informal in style, with Congressman Litton

Sand his guest discussing various issues, and answering questions

from the audience. Guests include Senators and Congressmen

of both parties, and a number of senior government officials.

While Mr. Litton receives frequent compliments from his guests,

the show is non-partisan in nature, and is oriented towards

a discussion of various issues of interest to the audience.

No mention is made of Congressman Litton's status as a candi-

date for any office, including the Senate, and no appeal for

support, financial or otherwise, is made on behalf of Mr.

Litton or any other candidate or party.
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While the show is oriented towards a discussion of various

matters of public policy, representatives of Mr. Litton's

staff do not contest that it is a most valuable tool in pre-

senting Mr. Litton as an actual or potential candidate for

office in a most favorable light. We were advised by Mr.

Litton's Administrative Assistant, that Mr. Litton,who

personally edits the 90 minute videotapes into the 30 minute

format which is shown on television, intends to use excerpts

Sfrom the shows as political advertisements during future

election campaigns.

To further illustrate the costs and viewing areas associated

with "Dialogue with Litton" we have attached an appendix con-

taining five exhibits.

1. Expenses concerning the production of "Dialogue with

SLitton"

Television Production Costs

N. Meeting Costs

Non-allocable Expenses

Allocable Expenses

2. Viewing figures for TV stations carrying "Dialogue

with Litton"
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In District Missouri

Out of District Missouri

Out of State

3. Total radio listener figures for stations carrying

"Dialogue with Litton"

4. Congressman Litton's circular on the show

5. Map of Missouri showing areas of TV coverage and

-radio station locations.

III. Analysis and Recommendation

A. CONGRESSMA LITTOVS COSTS FOR

SPEAKI4G EN GAGEMENTS 11 MISSOURI

Congressman Litton has conceded in a letter to this office,

dated September 29, 1975, and in subsequent negotiations that

he made an expenditure related to his Senatorial candidacy as

of May 1, 1975. Thus, as of this date, Litton must be con-

sidered a candidate within the meaning of the definition of

candidate as set forth in 2 U.S.C. §431(b) (2) and 18 U.S.C.

§591(b) (2).

In AO 1975-13 published in 40 FR 36747 on August 21, 1975,

the Commission ruled that once an individual becomes a candi-

date "all speeches made before substantial numbers of persons

are presumably for the purpose of enhancing his candidacy."
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Thus, all costs connected with these speeches would be

reportable as an expenditure under the provisions of Title 2

of the Election law and subject to the limitations in 18 U.s.c.

§608.

Congressman Litton has argued that AO 1975-13 involves a

novel interpretation of the campaign laws and thus should be

applied to him on a prospective basis only. Prior to the date

of AG 1975-13 -- i.e., August 21, 1975 -- Congressman Litton

contends that the Commission should distinguish between
C

Missouri speeches made on Congressional business and campaign-

related speeches.

- The staff believes Congressman Litton's position has merit

C2and that, accordingly, a distinction should be drawn between

the costs for Congressman Litton's speeches within his Congres-

sional district and speeches made in other areas of Missouri.

The former would be presumed to involve legitimate Congressional

business and therefore would not come within the scope of the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (hereinafter

the Act). The latter would be presumed to involve Mr. Litton's

Senatorial candidacy and would therefore fall under the

coverage of the Act. However, it may be reasonable not to

charge Congressman Litton for the costs of out-of-district
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appearances which serve to advance a legitimate party pro-

motional event. This conclusion follows logically from

AO 1975-72 (appearing in 40 FR 56589 on December 3, 1975),

involving party promotional appearances by a Presidential

candidate. Congressman Litton should also be permitted to

voucher out of district speaking trips where he subsequently

performdsome district business. The vouchered costs would

be exempt from the Act's coverage whereas the costs not

C related to official duties would be Senatorial campaign

expenses.

B. HONORARIUMS

The issue in this area centers on the meaning of the phrase

"actual travel and subsistence," as it is set forth in 18 U.S.C.

§616, subd. 1. Litton asserts that the phrase -- for at least

¢T the period prior to the date of the Commission's advisory

opinion on honorariums (e.g., AO 1975-8, appearing in 40 FR

" 36747 on August 21, 1975) -- may be construed as excluding

expenses paid not only to him but also to those persons who

could reasonably be expected to accompany him on his trips.

The staff believes there is merit to this position.

Indeed, the Commission has already taken cognizance of it at

a meeting in executive session held on November 6, 1975.

'0~{

•, < •-, *



In AO 1975-8, Part C published in the Federal Register

on August 21, 1975, (40 FR 36747) the Commission dealt with

a request by Senators Mike Mansfield and Hugh Scott asking

whether travel and subsistence expenses are included in the

§616 limitation on honorariums.

Trhe Commission concluded that such expenses were not

part of the honorariums, noting pertinently:

11

. this section on its face shows a
legislative intent to treat 'actual travel and

04_ subsistence expenses' differently from honorar-

C! iums. The legislative history of 18 U.S.C. §616
C confirms that this view accords with the intent

of Congress. (See Congressional Record, daily
edition, October 8, 1974, S. 18526.) The legisla-

C tive history shows a clear Congressional intent to
exclude money given for actual transportation ex-
penses, accommodations, and meals, from any amount
given as an honorarium to an elected or appointed
officer or employee of the Federal Government."

The Commission then went on to conclude:

"Accordingly, it is the opinion of the Com-
mission that the actual costs of transportation,
accommodations, and meals are excluded from the
limitations on honorariums provided in 18 U.S.C.

N §616. Thus, Members of Congress who reach the
aggregate limit of $15,000 on honorariums received
in any calendar year may continue to accept speak-
ing engagements for which they receive only their
own personal actual transportation, accommodation,
and meal expenses.' (Emphasis added.)
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The opinion appears to state that the phrase "actual travel

and subsistence expenses" is limited only to expenses paid

for the "appointed officer or employee of any branch of the

Federal Government" who accepts the honorarium. Other travel

and subsistence expenses -- e.g., payments [or staff members

and other persons who accompanied the Federal official would

be reportable as part of the honorarium and would be subject

to the limitations in §616, subds. 1 and 2.

As in the case of most opinions of the Commission involving

issues of interpretation that are not clearly foreordained by

the express provisions of the Act, there is a convincing argu-

ment that AO 1975-8 should be applied prospectively. Accordingly,

Salthough the advisory opinion would apply to some reimbursements

paid to Congressman Litton this year, it does not apply to the

reimbursements involved in the present matter which were made

between January 1 and May 31. Therefore, it is necessary to

establish a standard for allowable expenses for the pre-May 31

period.

In this regard it would not be illogical for a Federal

official to interpret the word "actual" as applying not only

to his own travel and subsistence, but also that of his aides

and perhaps (though not as logically) to his immediate family.
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These persons would be a functional part of the official's

travel entourage and their travel and subsistence costs would

in a sense be part of his costs. In Congressman Litton's

case, as noted in th is report, "actual" may be reasonably

construed as meaning an aide and his wife. Any travel and

subsistence expenses involving other persons would be counted

as part of the honorarium; if there is a violation of §616

(which appears likely), the staff believes it would be

C. appropriate for the excess to be returned to the donors

1V without liability for criminal penalties. Congressman Litton's

C' counsel has indicated that this position was acceptable to him.

C. ALLOCATIOA OF THE COSTS OF "DIALOGUE WITH LITTON"

1The contents and format of "Dialogue with Litton" are

set forth at pages 8 - 11 of this Report. After a careful

review in this regard the Commission staff has concluded

Sthat "Dialogue with Litton" presently serves two purposes:

N on the one hand, it is an information vehicle by which Congress-

man Litton communicates with his constituents; on the other

hand, it is a promotional device for enhancing Congressman

Litton's Senatorial candidacy. The formula proposed herein

(see infra, p. 19) attempts to allocate the production costs

of the show between candidacy and non-candidacy related

expenditures in a manner that fairly reflects these two purposes.
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Insofar as "Dialogue" serves Congressman Litton's

Congressional district it is roughly analogous to a "news-

letter of the air". The show was started in March 1973,

almost at the start of Congressman Litton's I irst Congressional

term, and like a published newsletter sent under the franking

privilege (see 39 U.S.C. §3210), has served as a means for

Litton to keep his constituents informed of various public

affairs, and, in particular, of his own role in these affairs.

C Since the cost of preparing or printing frankable mail is not

an expenditure within the meaning of the Act (see 39 U.S.C.

~§3210(f)), it would appear logical not to view the costs of

"Dialogue" (insofar as it is directed to Congressman Litton's

constituents) as an expenditure.

When "Dialogue" reaches outside of Congressman Litton's

(- Congressional district, it must be assumed that the informative

r .  aspect of the show is of secondary importance. Far more

Nsignificant is the fact that the show, like a campaign

circular, acts primarily as an advertisement of Congressman

Litton's Senatorial candidacy by presenting him as an articulate

man who is doing his job well, and is liked and respected by

important government officials. Moreover, in the cases of

most television and radio stations this out-of-district

coverage is not necessary to insure complete in-district

.
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coverage. A substantial number of stations receiving tapes

of the show are either outside of Congressman Litton's

district or strategically located on the fringes of the

district.

Since Congressman Litton has acknowledged that he is a

senatorial candidate as of May 1, 1975, within the meaning of

the Act (see 2 U.S.C. §431(b)), the costs for the coverage of

"Dialogue" outside Congressman Litton's Congressional district

C should not be ignored. In the opinion of the staff, they

must be viewed as expenditures calculated to "influenc[e]

~ [Litton's] . . . nomination for election . . . to Federal

office" (see 2 U.S.C. §431(f); 18 U.S.C. §591(f)).

Cognizant of the dual impact of the show, the staff

believes it would be appropriate to apply the following formula

¢- for assessing the proportion of Congressman Litton's monthly

T- television costs which would be allocable as expenditures.

TV and radio audience out of Litton's
C.D. (but in Missouri) x production costs
Total TV and radio audience in Missouri'/ of show =

Costs Allocable as Expenditures

1/ This formula might be further subdivided so as to CI, up

with separate percentages for the proportion of ptd'ti ion

costs allocable to radio and the proportiqVIloahA%
television. If this is done 48% of t)?4 s Q
of the radio costs would be expenditu Re -x ,
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Using figures supplied by Litton and reviewed by AID would

result in 44% of the show's production costs being allocable

to the Congressman's candidacy:

TV & Radio audience out of
Litton's C.D. (but in Mo.) =101,570 + 91,000 44%
Total TV & Radio audience in Mo. 210,120+4 228,000

It should be noted that Litton's monthly production costs,

C(- as set forth in Exhibit "1" of Appendix "A", would not include

Cany payments by Congressman Litton in 1973 for "recording

services furnished to him by ... the House Recording Studio".
C

(See Line 1, Ex. 1, appended to this Report.) Such costs are

Sexempted by 2 U.S.C. §434(d) from the limitations of the FECA,

except "during the calendar year before the year in which the

Member's term expires." In addition, costs for meeting

Saccouncernents, in-district advertising for the show, and

membership cards and badges for individuals in the Sixth

District Congressional Club (Lines 3-5, Exhibit "1", this

Report), could be excluded since such costs are directed

solely to getting persons in Congressmaan Litton's Congres-

sional district to attend the meeting from which "Dialogue"

is taped. If both the House Recording Studio costs and the

in-district cost described in the preceding sentence are

deducted, the allocable costs of the show would be reduced

from approximately $4,600 per month to $2,800 per month.
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multiplying this figure by the 44% allocation figure obtained,

supra, results in a monthly expenditure figure of $1,232.00.

Since Congressman Litton has been a candidate since May 1,

1975, he would have a total expenditure of $9,856.00 for the

eight "Dialogue" shows produced between May 1 and December 31,

1975.

The formula would not be applied to Congressman Litton

Safter December 31, 1975. Since the production costs of

C"Dialogue" are likened by counsel for Congressman Litton to

those paid out of the Congressman's office account, these

costs would by analogy to the office accounts regulation

proposed by -the Commission (see 11 CFR §113.3), be covered

in their entirety as of January 1, 1976. In other words,

as of January 1, 1976, Congressman Litton would have to begin

Creporting the full $2,800 monthly expenditure for "Dialogue".

2. The Congressman's counsel has argued that the formula

advocated herein is inaccurate in that it does not give

Congressman Litton a credit for the out-of-state listeners

and viewers reached by "Dialogue". He argues that a more

accurate formula would read:

TV & Radio audience out of
Litton's C.D. (but in Mo.) x production costs.
Total TV & Radio audience
(including out-of-state
listeners and viewers)
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Using this approach the following result would follow:

101,570 + 91,000 =37.9% x $2,800 =$1,061.00

2 80 ,00 0 + 2 2 8,j000

Congressman Litton's total campaign-related expenditures for

"Dialogue" in 1975 under this approach would be $8,488.00.

However, this approach is based on an obvious fallacy.

What is involved in this matter is an allocation between

the costs incurred by the Congressman in reaching his

constituency and in reaching other Missouri voters out of

his Congressional district who might vote for him as a

__Senatorial candidate. The out-of-state audience impact of

Sthe show is irrelevant. This audience is an incidental

by-product of Congressman Litton's efforts to utilize

television and radio to reach the largest possible Missouri

audience. Thus, the so-called costs of reaching the out-

of-state audience are simply subsumed under the overall costs

of the show.

Although the dollar differences involved between the

approach advocated herein and the approach suggested by

Congressman Litton are small within the context of this

case, the differences could be considerably larger in another

situation. For example, under the Congressman's proposal a

E -1 M I
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Congressional candidate from a district of New Jersey which

is continguous to New York City would be entitled to an

expenditure deduction for any proportion of a candidacy-

related radio show which reached a New York audience. Such

a proportion would probably reduce the candidate's reportable

expenditures for the show by a substantial amount. This is

notwithstanding the fact that the message of the show had

nothing to do with the New York audience.

doom Congressman Litton's counsel has also proposed the

"tfollowing two formulas for computing the out-of-district

C impact of "Dialogue":

S(a) Total Population Litton's C.D.
Total Population Litton's C.D.
+ % of radio and TV audience who are voters

(b) Voting Age Population Litton's C.D.

(7 ~Voting Age Population Litton's C.D. 2
+ % of radio and TV audience who are voters

2/ The actual computations involving the formulas are as
follows:

(a) 479,642 = 74% = 26% campaign-related
479,642 + 100,066 + 67,747

(b) 327,446 = 66% = 34% campaign-related
347,446 + 100,066 + 67,747
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The staff recommends that these formulas likewise be

rejected as a basis for cost allocation.

The top line of each formula is based on an assumption

that within Congressman Lit-ton's Congressional district one

must ignore the actual audience for "Dialogue" and instead

focus on total in-district population or voting-age population,

regardless of whether segments of this population failed to

listen to or view "Dialogue"; however, outside his district,

*no the Congressman switches the reasoning in his formula and

r~t argues that the impact of the show concerns only the percentage

C of viewers and listeners who are of voting age. Thus, in

effect, Congressman Litton is miixing two wholly inconsistent

concepts.

The fallacy in Congressman Litton's formulas becomes

evident if one assumes a hypothetical situation in which the

NCongressman were using a newsletter in the same fashion as

Nhe is presently using "Dialogue". Congressman Litton would

assert that within his district the newsletter affects total

population or voting age population regardless of whether

only a portion of these persons actually saw or read the

material; however, outside the district only persons who saw

or read the newsletter would be counted. iSuch an aoproach

does not accurately reflectL- reality.

I 
-W
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3. Since some of the costs of "Dialogue" must be counted

as expenditures, it is logical to assume that the Sixth

District Congressional Club -- whose membership dues are used

to pay for "Dialogue" -- is a political committee within the

meaning of 2 U.S.C. §431(d) and 18 U.S.C. §591(d) and must

accordingly file reports with the Commission.3 / Moreover, the

proportion of each dues payment by members of the Club which

- is allocated for out-of-district costs of "Dialogue" must

be considered a contribution to Congressman Litton and counted

against the $1,000 individual contribution limitation set

forth in 18 U.S.C. §608(b) (1).

The staff recommends that the Commission require the

Sixth District Congressional Club to file a report which

would include a totaling of the proportion of its dues which

were allocated to the out-of-district costs of "Dialogue".

The report should also include a listing of all $500 members

of the club, as required by 2 U.S.C. §434(b).

3/ A political committee is defined as "any committee, club,
association, or other group of persons which receives
contributions or makes expenditures during a calendar
year in an aggregate amount exceeding $1,000" (emphasis
added). Since the Sixth District Congressional Club has
made $32,564.85 in expenditures for "Dialogue" from
January 1 through June 30, 1975, and since, under any
allocation formula, more than $1,000 of this money must
be counted as an expenditure related to Litton's Senatorial
candidacy, the club is clearly a political committee.
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O O EXHIBIT "1"
Re: CA 002-75

EXPENSES CONCERNING THE PRODUCTION OF "DIALOGUE WITI LITTON"

May

I. Television Production Costs

1. Tape Purchases, Director's Fees, shipping

exp., etc.

2. House Recording Studio

3. Television Time Expense

$1,150

1,226

638

3,014

II. Meeting Costs

1. Travel: JL & Guests

2. ,Vusic Expense

3. 'Meeting Announcement Exp.

4. C3n-District Advertising

5. Membership Cards & Badges

C

Less Non-Allocable Expenses

$ 396

400

23

605

26

$1,450

$4,464

$ 34

400

196

609

465

$1,704

$ 947

400

95

600*

-0-

$2,042

$5,338 $4,394

louse Recording Studio Fees

Exempted in Sect. 434d.

Meeting Announcement Exp.

In-District Advertising

Membership Cards and Badges

(Note 3,4,5 are construed to

be solely in-district and

constituent expenses)

TOTAL ALLOCABLE
EXPENSES

$2,584 $3,;206 $2,630

June

$2,150

862

622

,(1 lY

$ 683

1,069

600

2,352

I. 2.

II. 3.

4.

5.

$1,226

23

605

$ 862

196

609

465

$1,069

95

600*

-0 --



0 EXHIBIT "2"

Upon request, Mr. Litton's staff obtained the television
viewing from each of the stations carrying the Dialogue. We
were able to perform the following breakdown separating viewers
by the relative percentages into 1) in-district viewers, 2) out-
of-district viewers, and 3) out-of-state viewers. Note that
geographically, "Dialogue with Litton" may be seen in over
two-thirds of Missouri.

TV STATIONS
VIEWER FIGURES FOR

CARRYIJG DIALOGUE WITH

TV Stations

KBMA Kansas City

K(4U Columbia

KIA Hannible-Quincy

KQTV

KTVO

St. Joseph

Kirkville-Ottumwa

Springfield

TV- Joplin

Cable St. Joseph

Cole Maryville

CAble Platte County

N~

Total
Viewers

60,000

40,000

18,000

68,000

47,000

22,000

4,000

15,000

4,000

2,800

Missouri
6th C.D.

10,500

,200

Missouri
Non 6th C.D.

29,100

38,800

6,300

68,000

7,050 7,050

18,700

1,620

Out-of
State

20,400

11,700

32,900

3,300

2,380

15,000

4,000

2,800

280,800 108,550

(100%) (39%)

101,570 70,680

(36%) (25%)

LITTON



EXHIBIT "3"

NON-CD6 MISSOURI LISTENERS OF VOTING AGE

Total Listeners

KHGM Brookfield 10,000

KMRN Cameron 100,000

KAOL Carrolton 10,000

KGHI Chillicothe 9,000

K 3R Columbia 25,000

KCFV Ferguson 500

KHMO Hannibal 0

KIEE Harrisonville 25,000

WikF-KYYS Kansas City 0

KCTR-FM Kansas City 0

KLEX-KBEK Lexington 8,000

K&O- KMFL Marshall 16,500

KXCU Maryville 2,500

KWIX Moberly 16,500

KGSP Parkville 2,000

KKJO St. Joseph 3,000

KMA Shenendoah, Iowa 0

KSMW Warrensburg 0

TOTAL RADIO LISTENERS = 228,000

(Est. from Carrolton) 500w

(10w education station (Est.)

(Do not broadcast - E.T.)

(Do not broadcast)

(Do not broadcast)

(Est. from Marshall) 1000w.

(Only news coverage)

(Only news coverage)



EX:*IIBTr 4

* A New Experiment~n Openness
in Government-"Dialogue With Litton"

Senator Henry "Stoop" jackson of W hi, rn, in his ippcarance )i 11,d)iigue W'th itn', told the more
than 1,200 persons in attendance, "I'd like to ee a rig :m1 like this in ,r e' Congressional District in the
country." Senato Jackson added, ''Ippla u J'rr, Litton for being responsirie for it, iesponsible for
reinvigorating the Demicoratic pincers."

A Return to the old time Town Meeting
Each month Congressman Litton in%,tcs a ,,l-

known VaVhington personality to corne to his distr .ct
and loin him in a 90-minute, th, ,tr'" the-ro'd,
question and answer session with the pci;pie of his

C district. DIALOGUE WITH LITTON, h: ..s it,
third ,eir, h -is hecom i ' i p,)n'ilar that itt,'J. .;c it 'e ,

,eople "ront th, r 1ct'i ii T the ,, id- est 'A h te t .iti,:t ' " 'i. 4, ' " A A

exceeds the haltrom c.pcit, ,t 150ij the progra.' s '--
piped iHit) iithe hl It ' 1 )sed Cilcuit I' A
30-mntC edited pirt. n o. the prograr is arried eith 'onth )n 12 1\ "x:,itim n the iu-'West. The Kansas City
Star, .,n a teature irti,.ie in the program, quoted 'ri,,ad.,ster, is . rc i , g the 5how ,, h rmany stations carr, in
prime time, draws more re\A ers thafn popular net\c,,rk ho(,,, The t ir 11-,,) 4Uoted '"ad.astcrs a> sacing, "On

N most ot the \13C i'tiliatcd TV stations DIALOGUE WITH LITTON h.i g,)ttcn hiner ratings than MONDAY
NIGHT FOOTBALL." [he program is arso carried on seural radio stations througnout th., \lid-Wcest.

Each month Congressman Jerry Litton
Takes Government to the People

There are no "planted" or "rehearsed'' ue'tir Here farmers,businessmen and houseices hase a chance each m u,:h tv .ss the Congressman
why he voted as he did and to personall qrestior; -. "re it the most prominent

people in Amer-can .

The Natinal Ohrserer i
feature art-,lie piatsing tr..-
StlliA baid , '!ht' 1,111% ,)r"

Di.ilcgue ' thli I irton -(J r~Someimes rm e In ' rltht' i r[

hr-,itl , ,rm .',it i -, '

".i ,hc,.. !' , r ' e r t
t i 'liv- . l " r s." Congressman,.:., 't'v;> ':. - t a o bet oe his

,r: . c .:_ "'. :.. '. ' :' ' : " ' he Satrie

.att ridan c it t". Ii it.i Ot,'1 ,t s . ' it " t:.', . i"-,. tr," " '.iii (o t %ji .s

iMCt'.i"orers 'i,., t'.''. .., U t '' t "'. ' it'-, ' -t:'' C "J LIii',i, e*,res, their
,, e i- .,, ii.



MISSOURI
EXHIBIT "5"Countics, Standard Metropolitan *istical Areas, and Selected Placese

"DIALOGUE WITH LITTON"
AREAS OF TELEVISION AND

RADIO COVERAGE

KEY: .. , .

- Radio Stations .

- Television Stations

- Areas of Television
Coverage

~ t~. 0 LI u (~ I -, ~* j ~ 0 O~
[ t.,
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Speaker of the House Carl Albert
is shown above with Congressman
Litton following his appearance on Secretary of Agriculture Earl BU" appearance on "Dialogue
"Dialogue With Litton" in St. Joseph With Litton" attracted a rec i t crIiwd )t i)ter 16t)0 persons. The
when the meeting was moved around secretary told Litton, Dt nij, tt ;hi hj,d that it he wanted
the district. To accommodate the a good ;rowd for hi', ,ti ,. he" ,,lt get Republicans. The
growing attendance the monthly monthly meetings teat t , v, kit or l)ti ii. r'itic aS well as
meeting had to be permanently moved Republican guests and attr,i I ) I v, titi ot people who are
to the Plaza Inn International near the Democrats, Republicans and l I h I r j i,.

Kansas City International Airport.
Speaker Albert said he thought '- ..
Litton's program and the televised
parts of it were the best that he had
seen on the Congress by a member.

Congressman Litton said that \tter his appearance on the pi, ir.ni, H,'ue 0irity Leader
following Congress om.m Shit l I if, 0 Neill, it \I, ac novel . d i :io.nv~l', 1 's mcniithl
Chtsholn'v appearance on hir - m ett _ r , e [ lt " .1 ,t",'nii' ,.' .r'o ,.At the hest

r grain, abu-e, he saw constitoeltts t:ont ideas I have heaid ut in the irca o it ,i rirg "he people what iv
his predominately white dish iL., shake happeing in their g ivernmniei

i her hand and with tears in their eyes
admit they had mistudged her ,n the
past. Litton said, "that one mutnent W,

0 made all of my etforts behind
D, ogue lith Lttitor worth while."

President Gcrald Ford shown
visiting .oth Congressman Litton, on
the right, in the O,ai Room of the
White lbuwe said, 'it it were not for
the rec.unt turn of e'.ents, I would
eri'usl. onsider s:ar:ing one of mv

| 4 own (mon'hNi mncet.ng like Litton's)
,n -f,' i i 0th Dit' ct , \l,,h gan." On

'a \,,, li'tt s RCpc')1ica' Senator Lowell
Former vice president Hubert Humphrey durin, his 6th Distrit Wei ker )t C, nectecut, who is

appearance 'aid, 'Jerr, Litton has brought giser,7' :it to the people scheduled to he a tuture guest on
of his district. He has hrought Washintton home." Dialogue With Lt:un.

Al die lectt; 4 Democratic presidential hopetuIs nae appc,:ed ot i :tor, :. , :-
Residents ot Littun's district have in opv rtnLnit, afforded te, p I..pit tr rh,::' Lunte: ... to

personali', meet and ouestifuo the eading Cir , i 0t's 'iir presdent.. c th_ -d e t r. .c irg vho
the. , arit t< ' i it
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