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Dear Kr. AndeEUin

This is, to03* 4 ove r eit of yu epat
date eteb -, ra ..hat the,
Women Voes a~ationa Fu~nd (1OWWU7 has 04e "itla
contributions within the meaning of the Federal ,3tIn3
campaign Act of 17,saend.in "0e409 mn to.
sponsor do-eates btre tsA t eadI odn
James &. Carter -od rWalter M0daiC ai
Senator Robert Dole. You sa forth no facts supportjng
your conclusion, alleginfg only that such disbur=msnt8
are illegal Contributions because they "necessarily
have the force and effect of enhancing the chances for

election of the participants to the detriment of all

other legally qualified candidates." Your complaint

accordingly rests on the theory that any disbarsemet bY
non-partisan eftoational orgaiSlations through a charitable

trust fund to sponsor joint appeorances by presidential
candidates for any purpos nUces0sriUY constitutes a
contribution within the lyat Tectons of ma.

As you are aare, thw 06stission in its Debates
Policy Statement stated its conclusion that, in general,
disbursemiants made by an organization such as the LOWVXF

to sponsor such joint appearances are not made for the

purpose of influencing a Federal Eleotion within the
meaning of 2 U.S.C. 5431(e). Inasmuch as you proffer no
facts which would support the conclusion that the tOW!?' s

decision to sponsor the debates was motivated by-oasiderations

other than the onT-partisan objectives dictated by its

charter and esalihod by its history, 
the Isson

has wc cluded tha your. Complaint does not establish any
reason to believe that the WVKF has violated FlCA, as

amended.

Sincerely yours,

John a uhsel
general counsel

ID

BVandergrift :pJg: 9/30/76
MUR file 241
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 241 (76)

Carter, Mondale, Ford, Dole and )
the League of Women Voters )
Edcuational Fund )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary to the Federal Election

Commission, do hereby certify that on October 14, 1976, the

Commission adopted the recommendation of the General Counsel

that it finds no reason to believe that a violation of the

Federal Election Campaign Act, as amended, had been committed

in the above-captioned matter.

Accordingly, the file in this case has been closed.

Secretary to the Commission

,ILI1 V



NO. MUR 241 (76)

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL:
REC' D):

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, D. C.

C ompa;;_ NEn a Mte: The American Party, Tom Anderson and Rufus Shackelford

(Notarized Comolaint)

Carter, Mondale, Ford,.Dole and the League of Women VotersResponaent ' S -e Educational Funa. °

Releva n-S tatu-e: Alleges 2 U.S.C. §431(e) and 441a relevant

Intern ?eacr-s Checked: N/A%r.

,derai 1 n;eciI- Checked: N/A

That the money spent by the League of Women Voters Educational Fund to

sponsor the televised presidential debates constitutes an illegal campaign

7contribution to the Presidential and Vice-Presidential nominees of the

Democratic and Republican Parties because it necessarily enhances their

Nchance for election over that of other candidates. No facts are alleged.

PRELT''NARY LEGAL ANALYSIS

Mr. Anriprosnn's cnmplaint~rene ts from Judge Robinson's ruling in the

suit for injunction of theprecidentialdeabates that the court had no

jurisdiction unless relief w Aa__died by the administrative agencies

responsible for enforcing the law. Anderson alleges no facts which undermine

the assumption made bythe Commission in the Debates Policy Statement that

the LOWVEF is a non-partisan educational organization whose sponsorship of

(see continuat ion sheet)
RtCO?.IMEN DATION

Dismiss the complaint as setting forth no facts which support the conclusion

that the LOWVEF made an illegal contribution under Title 2.

-Lc.t of [.:t Co-m.ission IV .. viCw-



CONTINAUTION SHEET

PRELIMINARY LEGAL ANALYSIS

the presidential debates accorded with that history on non-

partisan educational activity in the electoral process.

Rather, he attacks only the underlying legal premise of the

Statement that money can be disbursed to sponsor joint

. appearances by presidential candidates for debate on issues,

.t' by a charitable trust fund organization like the LOWVEF without

"I necessarily constituting a contribution within the meaning of

Title 2 of the United States Code.

7,
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K SIREET N.W
WASHINGTOND.C. 20463

League of Women Voters
Educational Fund

1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: MUR 241 (76)

Dear Sirs:

I am forwarding the enclosed complaint pursuant to
§437g(a)(2) of the Federal Election Campaign Act for your
information. As shown by the attached copy of my letter
to the complainants, Tom Anderson et al, the Commission
believes that on the basis of the information in the
complaint there is no reason to believe that a violation
of any statute within its jurisdiction has been committed.
Accordingly, the Commissicn does not intend to
investigate the matter any further.

Sincerely yours,

John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel

Enclosure

6- -~



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

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

Mr. Tom Anderson
Route 2
Gatlinburg, Tennessee Re: MUR 241 (76)

Dear Mr. Anderson:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint,
dated September 23, 1976, alleging that the League of
Women Voters Educational Fund (LOWVEF) has made illegal
contributions within the meaning of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, in spending money to
sponsor debates between President Gerald R. Ford and
James E. Carter and between Senator Walter Mondale and
Senator Robert Dole. You set forth no facts supporting
your conclusion, alleging only that such disbursements
are illegal contributions because they "necessarily
have the force and effect of enhancing the chances for
election of the participants to the detriment of all
other legally qualified candidates." Your complaint
accordingly rests on the theory that any disbursement by
non-partisan educational organizations through a charitable
trust fund to sponsor joint appearances by presidential
candidates for any purpose necessarily constitutes a
contribution within the relevant sections of FECA.

As you are aware, the Commission in its Debates
Policy Statement stated its conclusion that, in general,
disbursements made by an organization such as the LOWVEF
to sponsor such joint appearances are not made for the
purpose of influencing a Federal Election within the
meaning of 2 U.S.C. §431(e). Inasmuch as you proffer no
facts which would support the conclusion that the LOWVEF's
decision to sponsor the debates was motivated by considerations
other than the non-partisan objectives dictated by its
charter and established by its history, the Commission
has concluded that your complaint does not establish any
reason to believe that the LOWVEF has violated FECA, as
amended.

Sincerely yours,

John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel
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Datid Mitchell Baskt -
Attorney at Law

1346 Connecticut Ave., N.W.104. I*f
P. 0. Box 19331 0L2 CThfl

Washington. D.C. 20036 .'I I.!,
(202) 296-1984

'b OCT B PIZ: 55
October 4, 1976

THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

RE: THE AMERICAN PARTY and candidates
TOM ANDERSON and PUFUS SHACKELFORD
so-called Presidential "Debates"

Dear Commissioners:

Please find enclosed a copy of COMPLAINT to FCC regarding

so-called Presidential " debates p" and incorporate same

by reference with our Complaint to your Commission of

23 September 19769 a copy of which is attached hereto,

Please advise us by return mail as to the status of our

Complaint with your Commission,

Thank you very muoh for a prompt reply.1

Respectfully submitted,

David Mitchell Basker

FEERAL ELECTIOR COMMSON

OFIC&Lml Lop'f

OFFICE OF G ;E7iA"14L COUNSEL
ENCL:

w In e1je ;z ell

&.11

'44



*0 David Mitchell Bask,
Attary at Law

1346 Connecticut Ave., N.W. f 1024
A' 0. JBox 19331

Washington,. D.C 20036 R E (, I %I E U

(202) 296-1984 9r617
October 4, 1976 COMPLAINTS ANDCOMPLIANCE DIVISION
FE:DEPAL COMMUNICATION CO4MISS ONERS
Federal Comun1iation Commission
I4'th. & N Streets, N.W,
W3Et,!r~gton.. D.C. 20036

RE: Presidential Debates 9/23/176
For 1-Co rter
Equal Time for Anderson/"AmePty.

!Peer commlisicn~ro:

dy ttis 1ptter of COMPLAINT, T. David M, Basker, Attorney, 3t 1,aw for
TM ANDERSOND presidential csndldato cf TIflM AMTERICAN PARTYO do
1robly ro"uest this Comnmireton to Order and Direct that ABCvNBC#

.-,Nr,' Muturi Broadcasting & P..blic Broadcasting, 14ETW'OPKI~
prov.e fjua' time *"or use of radcast facll!tles to 3pproximUsP

tr.it R Iv Fn canriates Ford & 7'arter on 9/123,191' focr one ho-ur and

~'ic ti~requsts1:ave teen~ iadp to thp aforc~-mrentioned networks
I ieriel by tnr- All within 7 days of 9/23/1976.

t rbasis for tthe recie~t Is that the so-callel debates were In
l"3it, s3tag"". pt',litical PveCit:- for media purposes., This can be

c- -ven ty trie facts tnqt;
Whe'n the audio tranismission, lines to the nntionwide media

reavwork- sjAP~ed, the souind was slhut down in th'e hall and ths
ordilbtes ntopped their discusln until such time as the rned19
cftwor'. mag. rppalrpd,
, 9 the -e been a 1'tona-fidn" debate then, the canlidat"?s

%n-ild :.-e'ontirpzrj speakIfl% to the I.eague of ' t Omen Voters M&*ibrn
and guests a-.semhlev1.

TiLe format was that of' a ppanel discussionf and not a debate.
F~rran Peyrold13 speaking or. SeptiF -' r 2r-,,9?6 ev -Ang ABC news.
alintted tiat there w.s no trup at ;ate.
4. lane) discussions w*ere irnelfically deleted from the ,959
ar~nedments to the! equal time p avisions of the FCC Act which
pravidej exemptions for politionl candidates f'rom the Equal time

requirem~ents of the Act. See, d~sz~entiflg opinion Pg. 7 thru 1?,

C.hisolm v3. FCC,, U.S. Ct, of A-t is. D.C. 1976.
5. r~r wa no face to face confrontation as Is rexpected in

a true d'nbete Vol'mat, Instead thtv candidbtes were Insulated by a
safe"f patrel of lournalists - hanJ picked for appa.rent reverence

to sa3ve the candidates harmless from "biting" quP.;t~on,9,



4) 4

ppge two -19 ec.R* Conutentonern

C~mart sense to dispoeltivo of the question sueh that you can
Joqgtne ttat during a super w bowl game . having III the players
stop p]aying until the ratOnowide media network trensmisslon
lines are repatrel. Thereforiv as here # one i8 neocesarlly led
to conelude that the real object was to play to the nation-wide

mcdia audlenoe rath.er than the Immediate audence.

Acocerdlngly. the faots support the allegation that the so-oelled

Iebate of 9/23/'7b was in faot a panel discussion and not a true

frt3te acid also, It was 3 staged political event for media

purpnees as opposeed to a true debate for the league of women
p.:trr, pmlsprr and guests,

Pespectfully submitted,

David Mttcheql B&sker
Attorney at Law for THE AMERICAN PARTY
c--ndidate TOM ANDESON

0-)

'e

4 ~.-..



-~ COMPLAINT .. T.. ',

PPOM & BY: M p.i
THE Am+ic. ARTYD DEIVEIED4 Pigeon Forge a Tennessee
by: George Melton

.6 National Campaign Director for American Party Candidates
* Anderson - Sheekelford

P. o. L ox  606
Bedford& Virginia 2*4523

-and-

TOM ANDERSON
Route 2
0atli nburge Tennessee

-and-

RUFUS SHACKELFORD
1o4 Englis Way
Wachula, Florida

CoI'pla It)lnts,

... P. O. ]k" 193.11

"1. 21: 6 .

(2 4J ) 2 6 1" S 4

*..*]- .+ , * ,
" , "'. i'.

. .", " - ' + ,n :, , i b ,_l i e f ' it .e

*-,: 1 :r~ " :1., . . ." j **30 ,. .* - :' , i,*.',, -O b

:i .r * . -, * •

--. * . . . .. i . *. , .- s, ' 3 : : -;" , ) ', . .*( . ' " '

,' ~~~~~~ -.-! >] +~ ,n ; - + G + :,.J "V n].: t +. ,to Ti'ttle 2

L'nitod $:,3 . S C,-,- in '-t ,Ai by "e .O "i to 'r

:t e fot.,:r o ,:, ,'. :. c , " .... 1  force and effce' "

)f ent.r. in4 The CYr-, t',. r ,l -ctii ri of th.? ,i, luipints to t.e
, trim c,,nt atud re l . 0: o f -ill th,.r l e : illy ,iu~ l ttied c3n~d 1Jd u*._

including but not 3A.Yjt"r cc., .l.9tinants

Respentfvl)y
By Cou.sel: David M. B

, j .

._,"___"-__,__________, , *. "',,,



David Mitchell Baake
Attorney at Law

1346 Connecticu Ave., N.W. #10 4 ,
P. 0. Box 19331 IF' 2. <OtOU

Waahigto, D.C. 20036
(202) 296-1984

ocT 6 P12: 55
October 4, 1976

THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

RE: THE AMERICAN PARTY and candidates
TOM ANDERSON and RUFUS SHACKELFORD
so-nalled Presidential "Debates"

Dear Commissioners:

Please find enclosed a copy of COMPLAINT to FCC regarding

so-called Presidential " debates ," and incorporate same

by referenoe with our Complaint to your Commission of

23 September 1976, a copy of which is attached hereto.

Please advise us by return mail as to the status of our

Complaint with your Commission.

Thank you very much for a prompt reply!

Respectfully submitted,

David Mitchell Basker

FNCL:

/fl6~e 24~/



*346 Cowwaf~t Am., N.W. #WU*
P. 0. BoX 19331

Washington, D.C. 20036 R E C, E IV E D
(202) 29 -1984 Ocr B 15?6

October 4, 1976

FEDEPAL COMWMUICATION COMMISSIONERS
Federal Comaunl"atlon CommissIon
20th, & R Streets, N.W.
WWv rgton, D.C. 20036

PFF Pre~identlal Debates 9/23/'76
Forl-Cartor
' ua' Ttiv for Anderson/Am.Pty.

i r, c s rsa

,iv th'Is lotter of COMPLTAINT, 7
'" M ANDRSON, pretdertlel C3nl'.&l

. v , t Ime '"orou st f

1 v r ,,- T ar'

td M. Basker, Attorney 3t Law for
f TH. AMRICAN PARTY, do

r 1 er frd Dir.ct that ABCNBC,

t~tc Tiroa -.ichtIng, NETWOPK.1

or n'?04i A'cr one ;;G r rd

- .7 ~

~
jb e 3s #k4 ,vAve tee-, M r.a, -t: n ,: r en IonP1 :, .

. , a tt: -

" -. , th e'2 t., t r r is ' '  2 , l'i . . t h re ' !onwtde... r7edia

k~~ C~trat f sri rjssj -a1 r~o w -'

t . : ,. . : '  ;e o w a - 5 .: d owr r , '- n i , t .

" .,,, r r,: q= c° tanp m-

- -t e t - t there E n~ r z t"" , . .r e .. MPr;r

* ,1--ijFicnim; werp r I '-l i*1l ted from -rne f959
, t tt , e ual jtime p J'i i , ttL '. Act which

imp, ttJ.I Qe nztto f 0 r 1 ~ t cr C - ,: l-. t e 4 -r)m tne 'EQu a I t I Ie

u t"~27 i t- Act p ~s~ii;cilO g. 7tnirt I?,riuc~1o v..~C.. .. o ,~ . 9,I g'
(: i o m ' z C , il 4 to, t o f ,! 1 9 ? f

, --, ,: z to fac- -onfrcntattor) a4 Is -xpectel ,  -1

3 true +DbFt t "e c t. Instead ti,- andidates .- re tnsulat -e1 t: I'

"Fafe Pale, o4" ,*ourralista - ariJ picked for appirent reverer'ce

t3o% 3v he t ca-di ,ates iarmless from "bltlng" qA- e. t -l M.

COMPLAINTS ANDCOMPtLIANCE DIVISION
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page two aslcer/PCC C=mtasloners
lo/4/,76

comor, sense Is dispoultive of the question suoh that you oan
Imagine that during a super - bowl game . having all the players
!mtop paying until the ration-wide media neteork transmission
iriea sre repaire,. Tnhrefor., as here * one is necessarily led
to onolude trt. r e real o0tjpt was to play to the nation-wide

L, a,T-iterce -Y-i.er than the immediate audience.

o c crC _ngy, trte .,r-ts support the allegation that the so-oslled
-t,, of 9,?3/'? was in fact a parel discussion and not a true

... a, a.so, It was 3 st:igpe; political event for media
,es * oppossed to a true debate for the league of women

P ,ectt'ully submitted,

NA A N ' -• 
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COMPLAINT TO THE FEDERAL
ELECTION CN(ISSION

September 23919Tb- HA 4

FROM & BY: 7gSP.3 PZ: 39 f
THE AMERICAN PARTY
Pigeon Forge , Tennessee
by: George Melton

National Campaign Director for American Party Candidates
Anderson - Shackelford

P.O. Box 606
Bedford, Virginia 24523

-and- 762446
TOM ANDERSON
Route 2
Gatlinburg, Tennessee

-and-

RUFUS SHACKELFORD
104 Englis Way
Wachula, Florida

Complainants,
all C/o :

David Mitchell Basker
Attorney at Law

1346 Connecticut Ave., N.W. #1024
P. 0. Box 19331

Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 296-1984

TO: THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

TO WIT:

COMPLAINANTS aver upon information and belief that the

proposed "debates" as between Mr.James Carter & President Geram]

Ford, and between Sens. Mondale and Dole, as are proposed to be

sponsored by the League of Women Voters Educational Fund (LOWV)

amount to an illegal campaign contribution as proscribed by The

Federal Election Campaign Act and Amendments thereto Title 2

United States Code in that monies spent by the LOWY to sponsor

the aforementioned debates necessarily have the force and effeet

of enhancing the chances for election of the participants to the

detriment and prejudice of all other legally qualified candidatesj

including but not limited to your a plainants,

Respectfullysumed ... - "- -: -...!T. ;
By Counsel: David M. Basker ..... .
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Page Two - American Party,Anderson ,Shackelford COMPLAINT/F.E.C.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, SS:

DAVID M. BASKER being first duly sworn on oath says the

foregoing Is a Just and true statement of the COMPLAINT and

facts which support same, and that he is the Attorney at Law

for the Complainants and is a proper' person duly authorized to

prosecute the aforegoing Complaint on their behalf and subscribel

to and swear to any and all documents In support thereof, and

that the Complainants are not presently available within the

Jurisdiction of the District of Columbia for the purpose of

subscribing and swearing to the foregoing C plaint,

Sary Publia, Wdsa gtlonD.C.

Subscribed and sworn to b~fore me this 23 of September, 1976.

My Commission expires: i i/L / / ......-(- -
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T=h =:hove-described material was removd from this
file Dursuanz to the following exemption provided in the
Freedo, cff Irmation Act, 5 U.S.C Section 552(b):

C) Is_ Inoain

(2) Internal rules ...

(3) E:.:e~meed by other

c z-o-ar c i a or
financial inffor.-.ation

(5' 7-- #i'al Documents

(6) Personal privacy

(7) Investigatory
files

(8) Ban:kiug

in forr a.t o n

(9) Well information
(geographic or
geophysical)

SignedI

t.~ Lii


