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lIoopholes and ambiguites in the
old law — upon which they
rely for not reporting the pre-
April 7 contributions — wexe,

NYTi  ByBENA. FRANKLIN SEP 3
) mes Special to The New York Times '
Judge Waddy’s refusal to dis-
miss the suit to the United utions —
States Court of Appeals here.|after all, the justification for

: the new reforms. i
should that court ECTuen; to They have thus sought to dis-|
hear the appeal or deny it tinguish the funds received be-
after a hearing, further argu-

fore April 7 from those received
ment before Judge Waddy on|and duly reported since® then.
other preliminary issues would

In his written motion for dis-
almost certainly consume days missal of the Common Cause
“|or weeks.

—— T suit and in oral argument in
| 1y . il : . court today, Mr. Jackson con-
Continued on Page 16, Column4 | The suit was filed Sept. 6 P

o ‘|by Common Cause, the “citi. tended that the Republicans
zens’ lobby,” and its founder

rights of free speech and free
and chairman, John . Gard- association in making campaign
ner, a former Secretary of

contributions were violated by|.
nealth, Education and Welfare|® denial of anonymity con-

who is a Republican. It seeks ;?égggel?agle Federal campaign )
?}f: u%]_unctmn that would force After denying the motion to|
it e “bragont o © R lasiss Sibge W st
other subsidiary Nixon finance|™Mitted to the case as inter-|

: fo rthe defendants two
8roups to publish the names of| VOIS ; P .
donors and individual amounts| MaJOT Republican contributors

of contsibutions cecetvod in| W1se PreAprl 7 gis oy
1971 and early this' year under seribed by Mr Jpck " as|
the former disclosure require- Y L Jackson as

WASHINGTON, Sept. 29 —|as a delaying tactic as
Lawyers representing President|stantive challenge to the'_.l‘ new
Nixon’s campaign finance com-{law. It offered -t_h_e /possxblhty
mitteés contended in court here|of a time-consummg«a»ppeal all
today- -that the key provisions|the way to the Supreme Court.
of the new Federal Election| As the case stood late today,
Campaign Act — public disclo-| Republican lawyers said: they
sure of contgibutors — is an un-| would immediately 1
constitutional invasion of Re-
publican donors’ privacy and
their “fundamental right” to
anonymous freedom of political
association.

{The surprise attack on the
five-month-old campaign spend-
ing law—President Nixon had
praised. it last February in sign-
ing it into law and as recently
as last June had promised full
Republican compliance — came |
in the United States District
Court here. There, Republican

lawyers lost an attempt to halt
a lawsuit that would force the
disclosure of the identities of

jments of the old Federal Cor-
irupt Practices Act of 1925,

“those whose privacy the plain-
tiffs are seeking to invade.’

The intervenors were Robert

Both Laws Involved

The  constitutional issues
raised by the Republicans’ Jaw.
yers today were, thus, nomi-
|nally against the old law,
which was  repealed five
months ago. But the reporting
and disclosure provisions of
the new law are similar and
Thomas P. Jackson, a lawyer
with Jackson, Gray and Laskey
here, who argued the Republi-
cans’ case before J udge Waddy,
sald later that “the force of
|the argument—if it’s got any
force—applies equally to both
statutes, or perhaps more to
the new one.”

The hidden Republican cam-
paign funds were collected un-
! der pressure to avoid the April
7 effective date of the new
law.

Republicans from the Presi-
dent down have since answered
the Democrats’ charges of al
“secret slush fund” by insisting
that under the old Federal Cor=
rupt Practices Act, which ex-
pired April 6, they had neither
legal nér moral obligation to
reveal the contributors of more
than $10-million. Under the new
law, the four main Nixon fi-
nance committees reported the
$10-million merely as “cash on
hand” as of April 7, without
identification of the soutges,

A. Collier, a lawyer here whose
home is in Alexandria, Va., and
Albert Bel Fay, a Houston ojl-
man and former Republican
committeeman.

—_——— e

donorsof more than $10-million
to the Nixon campaign. " :
Judge Joseph C. Waddy de-
nied the defendants’ motion for;
* dismissal after a' brief hearing]
" this morning, thus keeping open;’
the possibility ﬂ}‘gt the suit may
yet be heard and/the Republi-
can fund disclosure ordered by
the court before Election Day.
. Avoiding this was obviously
a mé#jor part of the Republi-
cans’ légal strategy today, and
there was speculation in the
courthouse that the constitu-
tional issue may have been..in-,
Jjected by the defense as much.




