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IMPEACHMENT AD
LEADSTO U.5.S0IT

Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, Aug. 17 —
The Justice Department filed a
suit today against the National
Committee for Impeachment,
charging that it had violated
Federal election laws by spori-
soring a newspaper advertise-
ment in May calling for Presi-
dent Nixon’s removal from
'office.

The department, in the flI'St
suit” filed under the Federal
Campaign Election Act, asked a
Federal court in Manhattan to
enjoin « the committee from
soliciting or spending funds for
any political purpose until it
agreed to comply with the pro-
visions of the 1971 law govern-
ing ‘political organizations.

The suit was prompted by a
two-page advertisement placed
by the commiittee in The New
York Times of May- 31, which
reproduced the text of .a resolu-
tion to impeach the President,
introduced in Congress by Rep-
resentative John Conyers Jr.
of Michigan.

The group charged that Presi-
dent Nixon’s- conduct of the
Vietnam war was- unconstitu-
tional . and -called for his im-
peachment on charges of having
committed certan “high crimes
and misdemeanors” as specific
in the resolution, in¢luding hav-
ing. “arrogated to-himself the
power to declare war” given
by. the -Constitution to the
Congress.

The advertisement also named
to the committee’s “honor roll”
seven other Democratic Repre-
sentatives who had endorsed
the resolution, William E. Ryan,
Bella S. Abzug ‘and  Charles. B.
|Rangél, all.of Manhattan; Shir-
ley Chisholm of Brooklyn, Ron-
ald” V. Dellums of California,
Louis Stokes of Ohio and Par-
ren J. Mitchell of Maryland.
A ninth Representative, who
has not endorsed the resolu-
‘tion, Paul N, McCloskey, Re-
publican of California, ‘was
also “honored” for having “the
courage to state publicly that
President Nixon should be
threatened with impeachment.”
» In the advertisement, the
committee - declared that it
would “devote its resources in
funds and publicity” to aid any

“|election to- the House, “wheth-
‘|er Republican, Democrat, inde-
pendent or a new: party,” who

|tions,

candidate for election or re-|.

pledged to endorse the im-
peachment - resolution.

The organization also asked
for contrlbutlons of funds by
mail “to help, finance our
work.” E

The Justice Department said
in the suit that the advertise-
ment, which cest the commit-

|tee $17,850 for one insertion,
/“had” the purpose of influenc-

ing the election of persons to
Federal office.” It said that the
organization thus fits the defi-
nition of a “political commit-
tee” as one that 'spends more
than $1,000 a.year for the
purpose of influencing a Fed-
eral election.

‘The Federal complaint speci-
fically accused the committee
of failing to file with the Of-

|fice of Federal Eelctions state-

ments of organization and re-
ports of contributions received
and expenditures made by -it,
as required under the election
law.

In addition, it was cited for
having omitted from the adver-
tisement two required notices—

one stating where a copy of its|:

reports could be’ obtained by
the public, and a second in-

dicating that the nine Repre-||
sentatives named had not au-|

thorized the committee to

place the advertisement in their|

behalf.

Subsequent inquiries by the
Clerk of the House, W. Pat
Jennings, showed that none of
the nine had given the com-
mittee such authorization.

The suit, which in-addition
to the committee named as de-
fendants its chairman, Randolp
Phillips, and sécretary-treas-
urer, Dr. Elizabeth A. Most,
noted that the Office of Federal
Elections, which is in charge of
administering the Federal elec-
tion law, had received three
complaints against the com-
mittee.

It said that after receiving
the complaints, which were
made by a public interest law
firm, the Committee to re-elect
the President.  and Common
Cause, a citizen interest group,
Phillip” S. Hughes, the director

of the Office of Federal Elec-||

“conducted the required
investigation -into the matter,
afforded the defendants an op-
portunity for a hearlng

The committeee’s only re- '

ponse, it said, was to submit
a notice that the advertisement
had not been authorized by the
individuals named. It added
that, the defendants ‘have
failed and refused after repeat-
ed demands therefore” to file
the necessary statements.

to be in Miami, could not be
reached for comment on the

suit.

On June 15 the Office of Fed-
eral Elections also referred to
the Justice Department “for
appropriate action” a com-
plaint charging The Times with
an “apparent violation:of the
election law for failing to ob-
tain certificates of nonauthor-
ization from each candidate
and to publish a statement in
the advertisement saying.that
no candidate for Federal office

had authorized expendlture for

the publication.
The  Times

original advertisement.
A Justice Departmént spokes-

man said today that it had not

yet been decided what action,

if any, would be taken agamst

The Times.

In a letter to the House Clerk

Mr. Phillips, who is believed| -

subsequently
printed such a disclaimer, but
Mr. Hughes 'said that the be-
lated notice “did not remedy”
the failure to include it in the

dated June 23, James C. Good-
ale, senior vice president of
The Times for law and finance,
said the paper disagreed with
any interpretation of the law
that held that “mere mention
of or incidentally favoragle
comment about a.candidate in
an advertisement requires the
press to- obtain [such a] certifi-
cate mentioned.”

If this. were the case, the
letter said, a candidate so
named “would- have a veto
power over publication of ad-
vertisements with whxch he or
she disagreed.” '

“We do not beheve ‘this can
possibly be constltutlonal ? the
letter said. :

Arthur Ochs Sulzbergm The
Times's president and publish-
er, said -today he would - not
comment on the filing of the
suit in view of the.fact that
The Times was not ‘named .in




