The Vashington Post of Tuesday, lHay 29 carried a story quoting "Dopartment of J.stice
sourcea" as saying that the prosecutors were wondering about calling Nixon to testify
before the grand jury. These sources said that should this happen and should Nixon refuse,
it could causc a real Constitutional crisis.

Nizon's mz\-i‘oaoﬂ.on vas strong and close to instantancous. A minor bit of intele
ligence in this newest of Ziegker's this-si-our-last-corment comments was that the Pregident
had read the Fost. This was not only against his principles, but he wasted time, Helma.
Patrick Buchanan's daily press review, tailored for him.

I% was not necessary for Ifixon to say anything. lle had often enough daid what he
could cite as a basls for silence. But he directed Hiegler to respond. Ziegler refused
to be recorded or televised.

He gaid the Presidoent would male no appearances anyvhere, under any conditions - not
before the grand jury, not before the Senate's coumittee - novherce loreover, he would not
provide written anaswers to writien questions,

To do any of these things, according to Ziegler's version of what Nixon said, would
be to violat: the separation of powers doctrine.

There might be a question about whether the Preiddent could be compelled to respond
to what for ordinary cltizens if the "due process" of the law, but there is abaclutely
no question that of all Americans, tho President surely can file a written statement,
make voluntary reaponse to questions asked off him, or to appear before any duly-constituted
W-Aaamtt-eroffact. he does all these things regularly. His refusal to do any of
thamandtﬁnviolmofthatmﬁmlmiseﬂmqmﬂmabmthismamlimlmﬁ
in the crimes alleged.. |

Purther essasiling bimself, Nixon directed his new and “indepcndent" and "impartial"
Attomey General and special prosecutor = both - to make thorough investigations to deter-
mine who of the prosecutors leaked the story. (Dan Rather's CBS TV version, WIOP-1V
T pems which, if accurate, indicates he knew the source, for the one cited is ambig uous.)

When the President hinself is criticized, when he has already been accused of some



of the crimes alleged, how impartial can he regard his "independent" officials when
his orcier.-a to them are so vehement and so public?

When no poll shmumer showe fewer than half the people believing him guilty of some
of the crimes, and %lis before the Senate investigation was well under way and before
there had been any new indictmenta by the Washington grand Jury, hov wise was this
over-reaction? How wise are his new gmm team of counsellers, if he heard theu?

Can this, in fact, be rogarded as his loss of controlk if not of rationality?

Angone who has been around Wachington for any time and in public life or s careful
newspuper reader knows that ballons are floatad to the papers. If the likelihood was
not too great in this case, would not a prudent President who had complete control
over hingelf have hecn pilent and awaited developmts'; T‘vﬂ'm: had he to gain by this
unseenly cutburot? Most politicians learn early not to do what doesmn't hold prospect
ofgainbecauset}m'aiaalwathapomm.lityoflm. of adverse reaction, of
opening s can of worms.

If the Post had wanted to trick hin into another exceas, another irrationality,
another self-contradiction, it could not have fared better.

There is no qmﬁwofmmmﬁmofmmmmanywlmtwmmmbyﬂn

Precident, nod in any volunkary apponrance,

Ont}ﬁabilmyapaopladm;tmmtrm. Nizon has always been all for the

-
separation of powers = for soparating everyone else from all POWer,



