
NOBODY SHOULD know 
better than Richard Nixon 
what a dangerous time 
bomb a secret political fund 
can be in a presidential elec-
tion. It was the revelation of 
such a fund that almost 
ended Mr. Nixon's career 
back in 1952, when he was 
running for Vice President 
on the Eisenhower ticket. 

In the light of that serious 
experience, it is hard to un-
derstand why the President 
now, 20 years later, would 
hand the Democrats a high-
voltage issue by involving 
himself in another secret 
campaign fund. The old 
fund was merely $18,000. 
The new one is $10 million. 

• Mr. Nixon would do well 
1 to re-read his own account 

of what happened in 1952 
I when the press disclosed in 

the midst of the campaign 
that, as a senator, he had 
been financed by a select 
group of affluent patrons. 
Mr. Nixon first tried to 
brush it off, arguing that it 
was of no importance and 
that he had done nothing 
wrong. 

That was not, however, 
the reaction of the public 
and Gen. Dwight Eisen-
hower. In the end, Mr. 
Nixon saved himself by 
going on television to give a 
detailed account of the fund. 
He also ended up revealing 
the identity of all those who 
had contributed to it. 

THE PRESIDENT is be-
ginning to find himself 
under similar pressure to 
make public the names of 
the big donors who have 
contributed $10 million (pos-
sibly more) to the "fat cat" 
fund raised by Maurice 
Stens, the former Secretary 
of Commerce, f o r the re. 
election of Mr. Nixon. As in 
1952, the pressure for full 
disclosure will inexorably 
increase. 

The Democrats, of course, 
will never cease agitating 
the issue, for their candi-
date, Sen. George Mc-
Govern, has already made  

public all the money he has 
received, including contribu-
tions he got before April 7, 
when the strict new federal 
law requiring the reporting 
of campaign funds went into 
effect. 

In order to circumvent 

Joseph Alsop is on vaca-
tion. His column will resume 
on his return. 

that law, Stens put on a 
drive to get the big GOP 
money collected before 
April 7, and he succeeded to 
the tune of at least $10 mil-
lion. As McGovern and oth-
ers have asked, did it come 
from grateful sources like 
ITT, Lockheed, the favored 
oil interests or where? Mr. 
Nixon and Stans refuse to 
say. 

JOHN GARDNER, chair-
man of non-partisan Com-
mon Cause, notes that the 
President "defends his re-
fusal to give information on 
the pre-April 7 money by 
emphasizing that the letter 
of, the law does not require 
him to do so." There are, 
Mr. Gardner says, "a great 
many questions we want to 
ask candidates that fitandi-
dates are not required by 
law to answer. If they an-
swered only those questions 
the law required, the politi-
cal dialogue would dry up." 

Referring to the Constitu-
tion's Fifth Amendment, Mr. 
Gardner observes: "We pro-
tect citizens accused of 
crimes by permitting them 
not to answer certain kinds 
of questions. And we assume 
all private citizens are enti-
tled to consider vast areas 
of their lives and views to 
be—in the strictest terms—
no one else's business." 

But, he adds, "we expect 
something else of those who 
seek to represent us as  

elected officials. We expect 
openness. We expect can-
dor." In short, we don't ex-

- pea a President, in effect, 
to "take the Fifth" when he 
is asked where the money 
comes from. 

AS AN APOSTLE of law-
and-order, Mr. Nixon has re-
peatedly denounced others 
for hiding behind legal sanc-
tuaries. Technically, he is 
within the law in ducking 
questions about the $10 mil-
lion, but what kind of exam-
ple is that for a President to 
set? What is Mr. Nixon 
afraid of? 

The Committee for the 
Re-Election of the President 
is already under suspicion 
of irregularities. Prodded by 
Congress, the General Ac-
counting Office is even now 
investigating charges that 
the committee has violated 
the law in the handling of 
Nixon campaign contribu-
tions. 

Since the celebrated "bug-
ging" of the Democratic Na- 

tional Committee headquar-
ters in Washington devel-
oped links both to the White 
House and the Nixon re-elec-
tion committee, there have 
been a series of puzzling 
resignations by Nixon cam-
paign officials. 

The President's Justice 
Department is supposed to 
be investigating all of these 
mysterious doings, but the 
Democrats can hardly be 
blamed for demanding that 
Mr. Nixon appoint a special 
prosecutor and remove the 
Justice Department from 
the case. In any case, the 
public is entitled to know 
who put up the $10 million. 
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