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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K STREET N.W

S WASHINCTON,D.C. 20463
rES~

December 19, 1978

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Messrs. Reed Larson & Henry L. Walther
National Right to Work Committee
8316 Arlington Boulevard
Suite 600
Fairfax, Virginia 22038

RE: MUR 864(78)
Paf Williams
Pat: Williams for Congress

Committee

Dear Messrs. Larson & Walther:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the
allegations of your complaint dated November 17, 1978, and
has determined that on the basis of the information you
provided, there is no reason to believe that a violation
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(the "Act") has been committed.

In your complaint, you based your allegations that thei~Y~ respondent had violated the Act on the legal premise that
the AFL-CIO COPE PCC and the PACs of the various unions
which are members of the AFL-CIO are affiliated. As you
are no doubt aware, this issue was raised by the National
Right to Work Committee in an earlier complaint, designated
MUR 354(76). In that matter, the Commission found there
was no reason to believe the Act had been violated and so
notified NRWC's Vice President Andrew Hare by letter
dated December 21, 1977.

Accordingly, upon my recommendation the Commission has
decided to close its file in this matter.
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In your complaint, you do not allege any instance of
where political committees set up by a single international
union and its local unions have made contributions to the
respondent in excess of the $5,000 limitation. Neither
do you allege any instance of where political committees
set up by the AFL-CIO and its state and local central
bodies have made contributions to the respondent in excess
of the $5,000 limitation. If you have information that
such excessive contributions have been made, you may
bring them to the Commission's attention through another
complaint.

Should additional information come to your attention
which you believe establishes a violation of the Act,
please contact me.

Sincerely,

William C. Oldajcer
General Counsel

W ENERCoplteitms1,. ndAd yuraddress in the "RETURN TO" spae on

1. The following service is requested (check one).
S0 Show to whom and date delivered ......... _q
Z .00how to whom, date, and address of delivery. . 4

, 0?4 RESTRICTED DELIVERY
-So4oWomaddt elvrd.. .....-

0 RESTRICTED DELIVERY
4 (CONSULT POSTMASTER FOR FEES)

7- z 2.ARTICLE ADDRESSED TO:

3ARTICLE DESCRIPTION:
rnREGISTERED NO. RTIFIED NO INSURED NO.

SINTUE( A ddnobaniresee 0 Authon!oridage nt

SIGUNATULE C dDELI Atorzd gn
CAL

M

OFDLVR
5.ADEScopeeolyi d



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

December 19, 1978

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETRN ECEPTREQUESTED

Mike Lopach
Williams for Congress
P0 BOX 1978
Helena, MT 59601

RE: MUR 864 Pat Williams
Pat Williams for Congres

Committee

Dear Mr. Lopach:

I am forwarding for your information the enclosed
complaint which was received by the Commission.

The Commission has determined 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
Commission intends to close its file on the matter.

For your information, a copy of our report to the
Commission in this matter is enclosed.

Sincerely,

William ~. Oldaker
General Counsel

Enclosures

41



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMM4ISSION

In the Matter of)
MUR 864

Pat Williams
Pat Williams for Congress)
Committee

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary to the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on November 29,

1978, the Commission determined by a vote of 5-0 to adopt

the following recommendations, as set forth in the First

General Counsel's Report, undated, regarding the above-

captioned matter:

1. Find no reason to believe the Act has been

violated.

2. Close the file.

3. Send the letters to the complainant and
respondent attached to the above-named
report.

Voting for this determination were Commissioners Springer,

Aikens, Tiernan, McGarry, and Harris.

2Atke4t:

Date Marjorie W. Emnmons
Secretary to the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: 11-24-78, 3:00
Circulated on 48 hour vote basis: 11-27-78, 3:00



.EDERAL ELECTION COMMISSI QO1325 K Street, N.W. W
Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL
BY OGC TO THE COMMISSION

COMPLAINANT'S NAME:

RESPONDENT'IS NAME:

RELEVANT STATUTE:

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED:

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED:

MUR NO.__________
DATE COMPLANT1 RETVED
BY OGC
STAFF

National Right to Work Committee (NRWC),
Reed Larson, President, and Henry L. Wather

2 U.S.C. S44la(a), S44la(f)

MUR 354

None

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

In a notarized complaint dated ftPAV7 T
complainants alleged that respondent candidate and his
principal campaign committee exceeded the $5,000 contribution 0
limitation of 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (2) (A) by accepting !$ /6, 70.,
from various union PACs "controlled" by the AFL-CIO. Com-
plainants attached a list of the various union PACs which
made these contributions, and the dates and amounts of the
contributions. In effect, complainants allege that re-
spondents violated S 441a(f) by knowingly accepting such
excessive contributions.

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS

Complainants base their allegation that respondent has
violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended (the "Act") on the legal premise that the AFL-CIO COPE
PCC and the PACs of the various unions which are members
of the AFL-CIO are affiliated. If complainants' legal
premise is accepted, then the AFL-CIO COPE PCC and the PACs
of the various unions which are members of the AFL-CIO are
all subject to one contribution limitation of $5,000 and
respondent would be in violation of the Act by accepting
contributions in excess of $5,000 from them.
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This issue is identical to one raised by the same
complainants in MUR 354(76). In MUR 354 the Commission
found that AFL-CIO COPE PCC and the PACs of the various
unions which are members of the AFL-CIO are not affiliated.
Further the Commission found that under 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (5)
the AFL-CIO COPE PCC may contribute up to $5,000 per
election and that each individual international union PAC
may contribute up to $5,000 per election. NRWC was notified
of the Commission's findings on December 21, 1977 (see
attached letter).

The Commission's findings were based upon the Commission
regulations 11 C.F.R. 100.14(c) (2) (i) (B) and (C), 11 C.F.R.
110.3(a) (1) (ii) (B) and (C); and upon the legislative history of
the Act which states:

"All of the political committees set up by a
C single international union and its local unions

are treated as a single political committee.

"All of the political committees set up by the
AFL-CIO and its state and local central bodies
are treated as a single political committee."
(Emphasis added)

(H. Rep. No. 94-1057, 94th
Cong., 2nd Sess., p. 58)

Thus, the Commission concludes, as it did in MUR 354,
that complainants' legal premise is erroneous and that the
AFL-CIO COPE PCC and the PACs of the various unions which
are members of the AFL-CIO are not subject to one con-
tribution limitation of $5,000.

Complainants do not allege any instance of where
political committees set up by a single international union
and its local unions have made contributions to the
respondent in excess of the $5,000 limitation. Neither do
complainants allege any instance of where political com-
mittees set up by the AFL-CIO and its state and local
central bodies have made contributions to the respondent
in excess of the $5,000 limitation. If such excessive
contributions have been made, complainant is not pre-
cluded from bringing them to the Commission's attention
through another complaint.
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RECOMMENDATION

1. Find no reason to believe the Act has been violated.

2. Close the file and send the attached letters to

complainant and respondent.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. 12/21/77 letter to NRWC
2. Proposed letters
3. Complaint



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K SIRE[T N.W

9~~WASHINGION,D).C. 20463

December 21, 1977

CERTIF.;IEDMAIL
~§1UR~~RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Andrew Hare
Vice-President National Right to Work

Comnmittee
8316 Arlington Blvd., Suite 500
Fairfax, Virginia 22038

Dear Mr. Hare: RE: MUR 354 (76)

On December 20, 1977, the Feder-al Election Commission
notified you of the Commission's decision to institute suit

c against the AFL-CIO with regard to certain practices raised
by you in MUR 354 (76) and the termination of its investiga-
tion of that case. With regard to the Corrunission' s dismissal
of other matters raised in your complaint, as noted in my
letter of August 23, 1977, the Commission concluded that
you raised four basic issuo .s:

(1) The partisan stance ollf the AFL-CIO
hierarchy'(,as shown by newspaper articles,
statcrrents by . Meany7 and Mr.Eaan
and the cmployment of Ms. N17,.y Zon by the
Carter campaign while on a partial. leave
of absence (3 days a week) from her job
as COPE Research Director) makes its
expenditures for registration and get-out-
the-vote drives and communications with
its members contributions within the
meaning of the Act-;

(2) F-a- in excess of the approximately
A,40,00-""renaorted b-y the AFL-CIO for

co~I~2IlC~L~lSexpressly advocating the
elecicnor defocat of a clearly identi-

fied candidate were actually spent;
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(3) The AOCIO General Fund transfer~d
$600,000 to the COPE Educational Fund
(between July 1, 1974 and June 30, 1975)
and the COPE Educational Fund transferred
$385,000 to the COPE Political Contribut,-ions
Committee (between January 1975 and May 1976),
thereby putting dues money (from the General
Fund) into a reporting fund which makes
contributions to federal candidates (COPE-PCC);

(4) The Act is discriminatoril.y unfair if
construed to except for purpose!s Of the
contribution limits (2 U.S.C. §441a(a) (5))
the constituent union members of the
AFL-CIO as separate entities while treat-
ing the members of those unions as members
of the AFL-CIO, for purposes either of
communications to. them or of registration
and get-out-the-vote drives (2 U.S.C. §441b
(b) (2)).

The Commission's conclusion that no action should be
taken with regard to issues (1), (2) and (4) rests on the
following analysis:

Complainant recognizes that 2 U.S.C.
5441b(b) (2) (A) exempts the general category
of communications from the proscription of
SrcLion 441b(a) , permitLting " communi cations
by a corporation to its stockholders and
executive or administrative personinel and
th-eir families on any subject." See U.S. v.
CIO 335 U.S. 106 (1943') (l1abor organization
ma~y commriunicate p-.artisan views- to its
members without running afoul of 1-8 U.S.C.
§610). Complainant charges, however, that
w-1hile labor organizations are free to
communicate with their members, including
partisan cormmunications, they are not free
to conduct registration and get-ouL-the-vo-te
drives which are partisanand that, since
the AFL-CIO's hierarchy, suppor~ed and
coordinated their activities w-,ith Carter
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any money spent for registration and get-
ouLt-the-vote work is, by definition, partisan
and therefore not exempted from the definition
of contribution.

Complainant offers no specific evidence that
the AFL-CIO or AFL-CIO COPE, in seeking to
register voters or get people out to vote,
actually discriminated on a partisan basis;
complain1ant's allegations are all based
on the public record, mostly newspaper
articl.es, which describe, without specifics,
contacts between various AFL-CIO and AFL-CIO
COPE officers and political workers and
Carter campaign personnel. The nexus of
the complaint is that, since the AFL-CIO
supported Carter/Mondale, and believed that
registration and get-out-the-vote drives
in certain areas would aid Carter/Mondale
and conducted those drives with those
beliefs in mind, all of that activity must
be seen as partisan.

C7 (1) This apparent assumption by complainant
that a registration or get-out-the-vote drive
is made partisan by targeting a particular
candidlate is not borne out by the statute.
There is nothing in the statute to support
th-is proposition; partic'ularly since the

cou~u~~aicnssubsection (2U.S.C. IS441b(b)
(2) (Z,)) protects the right tle union to send.

Tflate~als hich try, to convince individu,,als
toivote (or r itr on ri partisan basis.

Subsoct'_ion (h) (2) (B) establishes the right
Vto conduct(- registra-'tiJon and vote drives; but

limits the conduct of those drives to non-
partisan activitCy, a distinction which is
reflecteod in the Commnission's Re 7 ulations.
See 11 C.F.R. §114.3 and §114.4 .j Absent

1Cornclain,-n-. rts htseveral portions of -*thc-
Reqlc Li~os rcnot :.iyl accorcd with the statkute, and specific-ally

h~. a~cC ha Lh2 o~iis~anformally, recioasider them. ITnamc h
CIte nciiS Of L' i1iida r cu1 Lt icns do not seseiinto b

cOLIJr n a ue ic hr. yy ivparticular -facs hL sson
La be noC) fee-d to t::amiiflp them,, in the conte*t of this comp Lait.
Thec Coi-iission my,-uii ue ex-aminations o'f it~s Reulat-ions,

wishto e-e.:ain~the ones particularly chiallencied in licjhk_
of Plazi4ntiL _ 2-7,S t L kC;M nL
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evidence (or even allegations) that the driveswere conducted in a partisan fashion, thecomplaint does not seem to state any violation.Nor, since Congress exempted such communicationsand registration drives from the definition ofcontribution, would the Carter campaign'sacceptance by coordination of the expenditures,if proven, violate the prohibition againstfederally funded candidates accepting privatecontributions. 26 U.S.C. 99003(b) (2).
(2) The undocumented assertion that more thanthe amount reported was actually spent forpartisan communications is founded on thesame assumptions as those noted above; because'money spent on regist~ration and get-out-the-..vote drives was "Partisan" in complainant'sview, all costs with regard to these shouldbe reported. In view of the logic set forthabove, the complaint also does not seem toset forth 4ny violation.

C (4) Complainan~t suggests that the statute isfulldam-entally unfair if it allows the constituentmeml- ber unions ofL the AFL-CIO to be treated asseprarat erLi>ties for purposes of theContribution limiits vh Lle treatingi the membersofL th~ose unioi~ a s meb o h Ll-CIO forPurpoes either of co.mmunications to thc.m7 orre~ s reio nd voto drives. INo cns.-e lawunc1a 2 'J.2C. 44itb(I.) (2) (A) s,-ecificallydCiff:inos the uai oz ebr How-Oeve--r, theSupre'Ire Cou-rt in U.S. v. CIO, supra, 335 U.S.106, the caSO whi uwr s Section 441b(b)(2) (A) , affirmed the dismissal of an ind~ictmentof Phlillip 14urray, President of the CIO forplacing in the CIO news an edi'torial advocatingthe election of a Congressional candidate inM ar y la n d . hile the decision does not explicitlyspea'k to the issue, but t1u2:ns1D ins toa nhnho airent cons tu-ia' f hc br buio n and3 e:.;De i i jt1 tr - limit Ltiens forUfLifl -n.ojand coJeaton r~hicit ill the Case-i s h e n o ~ s ~ :~ > ~ h e C I O ~ N e o w s, a s t h ewieekl-y -Publication of the CIO, wvas distributedto i1ivi duals h ee]m so the unionsW.Vhi belonged to the CTO. In fact, the CIOhad printod rr:tr1a co01pic & d i SribLut-ion in theTh1:Q ist ic Th s : moI at- recogni tion- bythe Court in the CTQo ca-- of col::l, uications1"Lwe the Congjress). of 1Imdustri C! O~a1~ton



* .~5-

and the members of its members is reflected in

the statutory history underlying 2 U.S.C. §441b

(b) (1) (A) . Thus, the House Report on the Bill

stated:

"The present la~w permits the AFL-CIO

to solicit all AFL-CIO Union members to

make voluntary contributions to COPE, its

political committee."
(H. Rep. No. 94-93.7f 94th Cong.
2d Sess. p. 8).

Congressman Hays, during debate in 1974 on the

exemptions stated:

"Thus, the bill exempts communications by

membership organizations to their members'

and by corporations to their stockholders

from the definition of expenditure. That

exemption, of course, includes communica- K

tionsby a federated organization to its

members on behalf of its affiliates utilizing

c its own or affiliate's resources and personnel,
and by a parent corporation on behalf of its

subsidiaries."
(120 Cong. Rec. H. 10330

Oc-tober 10, 1974).

In thY;s rocaerd, cullann ataks the clifferential

treatment of th 2 AFL--CIO and trade -associations.

Hiitor~call, of- couirse, Congress, in~ legislating

.in this aiea, ha L eqh totet Ulfs and

corporations in thec same m,.anner, anc' onlyi in the

197 6 a m cn dmne n ts did it enact statutorily a right

for trade associatons to establish separate

segregated funds, and thus placed upon them the

specific restriction of soliciting members of their

members only if permission was granted by the

corporate members. That statutory background for

classifying trade associations diffek-rently from

union (or corporante) groups was also, as noted by the

&A&IK152~~~~_701 o n T~ usiicto f ts re lti;s

rfcco bytIhe_ absence of ico(is-;latiJve hilstory
1.gjCS Lin tha1Z:!'kL CongresS irite17.n6-,, trade associations

to be a I_,l-5_ to solit mcue 0f thIfei4mmes

The Commission aCcordlingly concluc.IcCi, in1ih

of thenti-proliferation provisi~onls of the statute

(2 U.S.C. §141a (a)(5) ) that it cold not permit-
tracleas ociatiofls to solicit from the -members- of

their meeonars .
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Second, complainant argues that if the AFL-CIO can

solicit members of its members, the statute does

not permit the members to have separate contribution

limits. As an initial matter, complainant's

insistence that the communication provision and

the contribution limitation must be seen as identical

seem inappropriate. Section 441b(b) (2) places

communication and registration and get-out-the-vote

drives outside the definition of contribution and

expenditures. Thus, the issue as to the extent of

the AFL-CIO communications is severable from the

contribution issue. In any event, the Commission' s

conclusion that the statute was designed to set

separate contribution limits for the AFL-CIO and its

constituent member unions is based on legislative

history. Thus, the Conference Report accompanying

the 1976 amendments which added the non-proliferation

provisions here in question, pointedly stated:

"All of the political committees set up

by a single international union and its

7 local unions are treated as a single political
com-mittee.

"All of the political committees set up by

the AFL-CIO and its state and local central

bodies are treated as a single political
committee."

(1-1. rzep. N-o. 91-1057, 94th
Cong., 2d Soss.; p. 58)

The commis,:.sion thuL:coildo thaL the st.-atutory
prov4I jojjetn ige otiui' limitsj-. fo

?clit1Lical committees cstadblishe& or mainta_:ired

C, ~ or financed or controlled by .. . any labor
organization, . .. or local unit of such...

N labor organization" was not intended to cover the

AFL-CIO and its constituent member unions.

I trust the foregoing explanation satisfactorily

informs you of the basis of" thc Commu-ission's decision.

General Counsel1
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K SIRU~T N.W
VMAHINC1ON,D.C. 204163

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Re: MUR

Dear

I am forwarding for your information the enclosed
ccolaint- which was re-ceived by the Coi=nission.

Tho Crission has detormined that on the basis
o.F the information in the coinr,,DaintL there is no reason
to h-)1 i'eve that a vi'o"lation of any stiatute within its

Cc--r=n.s-:ion intends to close its file on the matter.

For,- your info-rnation, a copy of our report to
thez- Commission in this matter is enclosed.

Since-rely,

william c. oldaker
Genricral Coun~sci

~nLc~ues



SFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

S WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETRN ECEPTREQUESTED

Messrs. Reed Larson & Henry L. Walther
National Right to Work Committee
8316 Arlington Boulevard
Suite 600
Fairfax, Virginia 22038

Re: MLJR

Dear Messrs. Larson & Walther:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the
allegations of your complaint dated and
has determined that on the basis of the information you
provided, there is no reason to believe that a violation
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
(the "Act") has been committed.

In your complaint, you based your allegation that the
respondent had violated the Act on the legal premise that
the AFL-CIO COPE PCC and the PACs of the various unions
which are members of the AFL-CIO are affiliated. As you
are no doubt aware, this issue was raised by the National
Right to Work Committee in an earlier complaint, designated
MUR 354(76). In that matter, the Commission found there
was no reason to believe the Act had been violated and so
notified NRWC's Vice President Andrew Hare by letter
dated December 21, 1977.

Accordingly, upon my recommendation the Commission has
decided to close its file in this matter.
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In your complaint, you do not allege any instance of
where political committees set up by a single international
union and its local unions have made contributions to the
respondent in excess of the $5,000 limitation. Neither
do you allege any instance of where political committees
set up by the AFL-CIO and its state and local central
bodies have made contributions to the respondent
in excess of the $5,000 limitation. If you have informa-
tion that such excessive contributions have been made,
you may bring them to the Commisssion's attention through
another complaint.

Should additional information come to your
attention which you believe establishes a violation of
the Act, please contact me.

c Sincerely,

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel



wCOMLAI T FILED WITH 7.1E FEDERAL V CTION CO'HISSION m~lt ?bi
November 17, 78

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a)(1), 
the National Right to

Work committee (NRWC) and Henry L. Walther, 
a federal voter and

citizen of Virginia, believe that Pat 
Williams and the Pat Williams

for Congress Commiittee, his principal 
campaign committee, have

violated Section 441a(a)(2)(A) of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended, by accepting illegal contributions 
in excess of the

$5,000 limit, per election, from a single multi-candidate political

action committee or group of such committees 
controlled by a common

source. During the period of the 1978 elections, 
Williams and his

political committee have accepted $16,780.00 
in illegal contributions

from AFL-CIO controlled PACs.

Under 2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(S), "all contributions made by a political

committee established or finaniced or maintained or controlled by 
any

corporation, labor organization, or any 
other person, including any

parent, subsidiary, branch, division, department, 
or local unit of

such corporation, labor organization, or 
any other person, or by any

group of such persons, shall be considered to have been made by

a single political committee..."1 (emphasis added). It is clear from

the past statements of Mr. Meany and Mr. 
Barkan, his political

staffer, that the political'efforts of the AFL-CIO 
and its 'mernber

unions, are coordinated and-commonly directed 
in exactly the way

contemplated by the statute's piohibition. 
The various AFL-CIO.ufliof

political PACs are clearly covered by the 
common $5,000 limit. Their

total of $16,780.00 in contributions to 
Williams exceeds this amount

for both'the primary and general elections 
and is thus an illegal

contribution and a serious violation of 
the law.

The 1978 campaign has been witnessing 
an incredible display of

organized labor's disregard for-the law. 
The AFL-CIO treats its 14

million-member federation as one organization 
for the purposes of

fundraising for its main PAC, COPE-PCC, for its multi-million dollar

registration campaigns, for its get-out-the-vote drives, and for 
its

massive political communications program, 
while on the other hand, it

attempts to evade contribution limits on 
all its sub-PACs by treating

them as separate political units.. This 
fiction flies not only in the

face of the provision of the non-proliferation 
section of the law,

441a(a)(5), but it also violates one of the basic purposes 
of the



or jgl Federal Corrupt Practices Act,0 the newer contribution

limits. That is to keep the power of large monolithic 
units and their

attendant corruption and undue influence 
out of the federal election

process.

Big Labor's ability to promise its handpicked 
candidates for

federal office $20,000 or $40,000 or 
even $100,000 in cash per

election, while all other interest groups 
are limited to $5,000, makes

a mockery of fairness and election reform. 
Organized labor's use of

compulsory membership dues money to 
channel these PAC funds and pay

for their solicitation makes this practice 
that much more inde-

fensible. Williams's receipt of such illegal excessive 
monies

represents the real threat of corruption 
and undue influence aimed at

by 2 U.c . Section 441a(a)(2)(A) and Section 441a(a)(5). 
We strongly

ask the Commission to take immediate action 
to stop this abuse. The

American people deserve a Congress that 
is not "bought" by any special

interest group.

For the ease of the Commission, we have 
excerpted all the contri-

butions made by AFL-CIO union PACs to 
Williams for both the primary

and the general election of 1978, to date. They are listed in the

Appendix following.

Reed Larson, President, The National.Right 
to Work Committee,

8316 Arlington Boulevard, Suite 600, Fairfax, Virginia 22038, and

Henry L. Walther, a federal'voter and 
citizen of Virginia,_ being first

duly sworn both say that they have read 
the foregoing complaint and

know the contents thereof, and that the same is true on information

and belief. This complaint is not being filed on-behalf 
of, or at the

request or suggestion of, any candidate 
for federal office.

Reed Larson

HenryV alther

Subscribed and sworn to before me thisJ 
Lday of.

Notary Puli-c

My com.-ission expires I



* PAT WILLIAS

CmeIca Foed f G v_

AL-CbOrer political egu

Smericen Em 10 ees neratOne Union9

P To nuepors"17

Hotel. Restaurant Employees & Bartenders 
t

ILGWU

n *rot er 00 0 -Electrical Workers 8/

Comittee on Political Education81
oCA F1 'cal & Legis atv eague A

oil, Che & Atomic Wkrs. Intl. Union

Fu 5ric Employees Org. to Promote Legis.

Eual 0CC-Amer. Fed. of St-County Em 10 ees8

Rilway Clerks Political League 
-Railway,

Airline & Steamshi Clrks

6 /V

Rtail Clerks International Union

Retail Clerks International-Assoitn 
4/1

MEBA political Action Fund

Marine Enineers Ben eficial Association 8

__ 
Machinists Non-Partisan Political 

League

Machinists and AerospaceQ IWrkers Egl

United Steelorkers of America 
Political

Action Fund

Is 
6

NM oitical & LegiSate Or.-on Watch 197

Maritime Union of America 
3rd

Folitical fund committee of the American

Postal Workers Union 
72

Seaiarers olitical Activity Donation "SPAD"

Seafarers Intl. Union of N.A. 
7 1



COMPLAINT FIk WITH THE1FEDEI9AL ELE TdjO?6IISSION

November 17, 1978

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a)(l), the National Right to-

Work Committee (NRWC) and Henry L. Walther, a federal voter and

citizen of Virginia, believe that Pat Williams and the Pat Williams

for Congress Committee, his principal campaign committee, have

violated Section 441a(a)(2)(A) of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended, by accepting illegal contributions in excess of the

$5,000 limit, per election, from a single multi-candidate political

action committee or group of such committees controlled by a common

source. During the period of the 1978 elections, Williams and his

political committee have accepted $16,780.00 in illegal contributions

from AFL-CIO controlled PACs.

Under 2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(5), "all contributions made by a political

committee estai~lished or financed or maintained or controlled by any

corporation, labor organization, or any other person, including any

parent, subsidiary, branch, division, department, or local unit of

such corporation, labor organization, or any other person, or by any

group of such persons, shall be considered to have been made by

a single political committee..."1 (emphasis added). It is clear from

the past statements of Mr. Meany and Mr. Barkan, his political

staffer, that the political efforts of the AFL-CIO and its member

unions, are coordinated and commonly directed in exactly the way

contemplated by the statute's prohibition. The various AFL-CIO union

political PACs are clearly covered by the common $5,000 limit. Their

total of $16,780.00 in contributions to Williams exceeds this amount

for both the primary and general elections and is thus an illegal

contribution and a serious violation of the law.

The 1978 campaign has been witnessing an incredible display of

organized labor's disregard for the law. The AFL-CIO treats its 14

million-member federation as one organization for the purposes of

fundraising for its main PAC, COPE-PCC, for its multi-million dollar

registration campaigns, for its get-out-the-vote drives, and for its



original Federal Colept lractile s A 6t,'ani tieJer contribution

limits. That is to keep the power of large monolithic units and their

attendant corruption and undue influence out of the federal election

process.

Big Labor's ability to promise its handpicked candidates for

federal office $20,000 or $40,000 or even $100,000 in cash per

election, while all other interest groups are limited to $5,000, makes

a mockery of fairness and election reform. organized labor's use of

compulsory membership dues money to channel these PAC funds and pay

for their solicitation makes this practice that much more inde-

fensible. Williams's receipt of such illegal excessive monies

represents the real threat of corruption and undue influence aimed at

by 2 U.S.C. Section 441a(a)(2)(A) and Section 441a(a)(5). We strongly

ask the Commission to take immediate action to stop this abuse. The

American people deserve a Congress that is not "bought" by any special

interest group.

For the ease of the Commission, we have excerpted all the contri-

butions made by AFL-CIO union PACs to Williams for both the primary

and the general election of 1978, to date. They are listed in the

Appendix following.

Reed Larson, President, The National Right to Work Committee,

8316 Arlington Boulevard, Suite 600, Fairfax, Virginia 22038, and

Henry L. Walther, a federal voter and citizen of Virginia, being first

duly sworn both say that they have read the foregoing complaint and

know the contents thereof, and that the same is true on information

and belief. This complaint is not being filed on behalf of, or at the

request or suggestion of, any candidate for federal office.

Reed Larson

____ ____ ____ ____ ___, 1978

/ /



' S"PAT WILLIAMS

ai -. -1 nAT;: $AMAhNT
WAE OF VALL WA I r_ _IV_1jj1 _____

AFL-CIO Cope Political Contributions com,___________(QQ

Carpenters Legislative Improvement Comm.
Carpenters and Joiners of America 7/18/8 700.00Q.

.Committee on Fed. Employee Political Educ.
American Fed. of Govt. Employees 82-4L/LR..... n

Laborers Political League
Laborers Intl. -Uninof NA_. ..S4.a......n... ' jA
SEIU-COPE-PCC
Service Employees Internation Union 9/28/78 10.00..Q..

TOT, BIU, TIP "To Insure Progress" 1977

Hotel, Restaurant Employees & Bartenders 4th Qtr.- 430.72 ________

ILGWTJ
International Ladies rcarment- Wnrkk-r-q Thin ..8/10/78 i......

if 6/21/78 25.0

Intl. Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Committee on Polit ical Education 8/1/78 .500.00 ________

OCAW Political & Legislative League
Oil, Che & Atomic Wkrs. Intl. Union Aug._78 200.00 ________

Public Employees Org. to Promote Legis.
Equal QCC-Amer. Fed. of St-County Employees 8/10/78 50.0

Railway Clerks Political League - Railway,
Airline & Steamship Clerks________

Retail Clerks International UnionI
Retail Clerks International Association-- A4/11/7RL.... "(jflt._nn
MEBA Political Action Fund
Marine Engineers Beneficial Association 8/31/78 1_000-00..

Machinists Non-Partisan Political League
Machinists and Aerospace Workers -_7/21/7A_1-n"_n

United Steelworkers of America Political
Action Fund110/25 77 1000-0

if _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 6/21/78 2 00 .0

NMU Political & Legislative Org. on Watch 1978
Maritime Union of America 3rd Qtr. 300.00 ________

Political Fund Committee of the American
Postal Workers Union 7/25/78____00___

Seafarers Political Activity Donation "SPAD"
Seafarers Intl. Union of N.A. 71/78 50.00J.Q.

TOTAL ______ 6,780.72 ________

I
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