| Yy




CONTENTS

Introit (editorial) 2A
In Defense of liberalism 1B
Poem by Rog Ebert 18B
Counterpoint (reviews) 16
Fugato (letters) 1D

This issue consists of four sections
constituting a total of 33 pages.

-

mundus mea patria

-

CREDITS

Bergeron 1lA

ATom 13B, 6D

Gilbert 8B

Curtis 3B, 6B, 11B, 12B, 1h4B, 3C, 3D,
5D

Muller 16B

Photos on front and back covers and
page LA by Ron Hardin, who is not to
blame for the quality of the repro-
duction, :

Thanks are extended to Barbara Muller,
who helped duplicate #i, and Don
Thompson and laggie Curtis, who helped
assemble this issue,

Aypologies to Richard Bergeron for the
reproduction of his cover drawing in
the last issue; mea culpa, not him,

Particular apologies to ATom; in one of
his drawings last issue I left a stern
untoned.

e e —

This is the first anniversary issue of
Cadenza and marks the tenth anniversary
of the editor's fan career.

This is the fifth issue and is edited and published by Charles Wells, 24,95 Sherbrooke
Drive NE, Atlanta 6, Georgia, USA. (Address until June 11: 190 Elm Street, Oberlin,
Ohio, USA). Home telephone: 636-9323. Cadenza is available by trade, letter of com-
ment, or by paying twenty cents an issue. The maximum subscription is one dollar.
Code on the address label: t - trade; s - subscription (the number following it indi-
cates the number of your last issue); no letter indicates you are getting it for some
other reason, Outside written contributions, if accepted, will be given a guaranteed
date of publication which will usually be three to six months off; the author will of
course have the right to have his material returned if he does not like the guaran-
teed date. Artwork is desperately needed. Cadenza is an amateur publication distri-
buted principally amongst science fiction fans; this issue is also being given to
about twenty non-science-fiction fans. Total circulation of this issu?- 190. The
entire contents of this issue, except the letter column, is copyright 53 1962 by
Charles Frederick Wells. The next issue should be published about August, 1962,
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ON DON AMND MAGGIE THOMPSON

The people in those blurry pictures you find surrounding & infil-
trating Cadenza are 2/3 of the other 3/4 of Oberlin fandom, Their
names are Don Thompson and Maggie Curtis (Maggie is the girl, in case
you hadn't guessed)., But lMaggie Curtis won't be Maggie Curtis for
long, no sirree. On June 23, 1962, a miracle will come to pass, moun-
tains will split and oceans heave, and all of a sudden she will be
Maggie Thompson. DlMark that well, by ghu; it's not every day that we
have a fannish wedding, especially betwixt two such remarkable fans.
lMaggie is remarkable because she is a second generation fan (her
mother is Betsy Curtis). That's a particularly remarkable thing to
be, especially considering that Michael Evan Shaw hasn't started
publishing yet.

Don is remarkable, too. At least, I suppose he is remarkable.
At least, laggie thinks he is remarkable, I wonder vhy?

I suppose it behooves me to give a Short Biographical Sketch of
these two fans that Soon Will Be United Into One (how else the hell
do people get united except into one, I wonder?) So I reckon I oughf
to be on my best behoovior and Sketch them.

Don is pretty well known. He publishes, with Maggie of course,
Comic Art, which is not a fanzine but a comicfanzine, and Harbinger,
which is a fanzine but is not as big as Comic Art, which is not a
fanzine. Or did I say that already? Comic Art attracts all sorts
of Big Name Comic Artists that I never heard of till I met Don and
riaggie. Harbinger attracts flies, At least when you put jam on it.

Maggie 1s pretty well known, too, People write adolescent poems
to her that Make Don Mad in capital letters, (But then other people
get Don Thompson mixed up with Don Franson, so I guess the score is
even).

As can be seen from the pictures, if you can see the pictures,
they get along quite well, which is a Guod Thimg for anybody who is
getting married, I always say. They are very jealous of each other,
but that's all right because they trust each other, too; laggie even
lets Don rummage around in her pocketbook., She told me to get some-
thing out of it one time and I found an alarm clock in it. I find
this highly unusual, but Don didn't bat an eyelash. Obviously he
knowa her pocketbook pretty darm well.

I was going to describe them physically but with three blwr ry
pictures of them this seems unnecessary They are actly the same
height, which is unusual in a couple, and they both like strawberry
milkshakes, which is just plain crazy. They have other interests in
common, too; comic books, movies, and somec:hing else which I cannot
think of at the moment. It begins with an S, I believe.

Every Sunday morning, practically, Don & iaggie & I have a
lieeting, It is not a Meeting of a Club, for Oberlin has no Club. It
is not a Meeting of an Organization, either, for even if Oberlin did
have a Club it would be disorganized. We just sit and iMeet. Just
b rodical what it is we do is not germane, since we don't do much of any-
i o - : thing, not even drink Beer because Oherlin is d and it would
t:{)l-TI)FE)/\ L not do for fandom to think Oberlin is lazy alregz;. Tomorrow,

I am told, we are (besides assembling Cadenza) going to Send a
Tape to Buck Coulson., If we do, it will be the most we have done since laggie carved
a wooden spoon one day.

Maggie 1s a sophomore at Oberlin College, and I am a Senior, but I never lord it
over her on that account; I think I tolerate her sophomoric actions quite well. She
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is an English major, which is about as far from being a math major as you can get, and
I am a math major, vhich is about as far from an English major as you can get. Mathe-
maticians call that kind of arrangement Symmetry, but let's not, .

Don, on the other hand, is a college graduate, as I sh-ll be when you re?d thls,
probably (June 12), It is the imminence of my egress from this perefamatony.lnstl-_
tution (note the fancy words I throw around, almost as good as an inglish major) which
is undoubtedly the cause of the fact that Don has not chosen to lord it over me ?ecausg
of my Lesser Standing. He graduated from the University of Pennsylvania, affectionate
known to its intim-tes as "The Universi ty". A4ll he ever did there, aponarently, was to
be a radio announcer, not unlike Barbara iuller no less.

Right now, Don works for the Clevelaml Press. He has a column in the business
section. Harry “larner, take note! This is really Don's third fanzine, and by ghu
there's nothing like getting paid to do a fanzine.

Now all these fannish traditions are beins United in a “Wedding., I am hopeful
that someday when iageie finishes college there will be the pitterpatter of little
fannish feet amidst the chitterchatter of BNFish bull sessions and the clitterclatter
of Fonstrous [imeos churning out hundreds of hanpy little fanzines in the Thompson
household, Then, vhen the cute 1i'l fantypes get big enough to stay by themselves,
we can give Don * liaggie a tenth anniversary wedding present and send them across
the blue to London via TAFF. Thompsons for TAFF in '72, by ghu. --ed,

- - S e

ON HOV YOU ALIOST NGVER SAW THIS ISSUE AND OTKER THINGS

Cadenza #5 almost never saw the light of day. Because of the pressure of college
wrk and other things, I foresaw that Cza couldn't come out more than two or three
times a year, so I decided to turn it into a column in someone's fanzine where I would
appear more often. Very nearly did, too. But the plot fell through and I found myself
more than usually financially solvent so I went ahead, and here you are,

I still do not like publishing this way. For one thing, the pressure of time
leads to a sloppy fanzine in someways. For instance, I would have liked to write
another draft of the long article in this issue; what you read there represehts in
effect a second draft composed on stencil, For one, as I, unused to writing articles
longer that a page or so, this is not enough. I am sure you will find many crudities
of grammar, illogical sentence structures, and awkwardly expressed thoughts in the
article which one more draft would have cured. There may even be major gaps in logic
or construction, but I'm too close to it to tell right now,

Similarly, if I had had time, I would haw written reviews of most of the fanzines
I received, reviews like the few that do appear back there; I have always wanted
Counterpoint to be the dominant feature of Cadenza and it never has been, except pos-
sibly for #4. I proiise myself that I will write letters to the fanzines I don't re-
view, but I never get them all done,

This is not by way of apology. One need not avolosize for fafia; indeed, even
gafia needs no apology, in most cases, It is more by way of an official statement
of the circumstances under which Cadenza is published. This is the way it is; a
hastily-put-together fanzine, medium in size, infrequent in appearance, I offer it
to you on that basis, ~ el

_-——_---——-—_--—----—---_--—-—----—--__-.—-...-—--—_-—---—..-_-.———-—.-.-—--—---.- - -
- - ——— -

The vagabond, when rich, is called a tourist.
____________________________________________________________________ ==Paul Richard

ik e Pt e T o U 2 & G A S R R P S B sy (5

iy plans for nex? year have produced a complicated problem involving my address.
I shall be at Duke University from September on, doing graduste work in mathematics.
I do not know wvhat my address will be there yet. Everyone should take note of mny
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summer address, which takes effect June 11, 1962. 1!ail inadvertantly addressed to

my Oberlin address will reach me, but it -7ill be delayed about a week. £ Gary
Deindorfer's address in the letter column is incorrect: it should be, 121 Boudinot
Street, Trenton 8, New Jersey. ¢ I have given birth to a colum, "Green Thoughts",
which will appear in Richard Bergeron's Shadow-zine Serenade. I also am on the verge
of admittance to OIPA, £ Don & Maggie will live in Oberlin next Yyear, where laggie
will continue school, Don will commute to Cleveland, thus joining the ranks of the
grey flannel commuter, or whatever it is, £ Barbara luller will continue at Oberlin
also, If I haven't said it alread, she majors in piano at the conservatory. --ed.

- - —

Full fathom five the fattest lady lies...

- — - - - - - ——— ——

Give all to love;

Obey thy heart;

Frie nds, kindred, days

Plans, credit, and
the Muse--

Nothing refuse,

'Tis a brave master;
let it have scope:
Follow it utterly,
Hope beyond hope:
High and more high
It dives into noon,
with wings unspent,
Untold intent;
But it is a god,
Knows its own path,
And the outlets of
the sky.

It was not for the
mean;

It requireth cowrge
stout,

Souls above doubt,

Valor unbending;

Such 'twill reward

They shall return

lore than they were,

And ever ascending.

--R. "', Bmerson
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INTRCLUCTION

Tt is currently fashionable to be "scientific" and start a1l formal articles off
with a definition of the topic under discussion, although a large & vocdl minority
prefer to begin with a dramatic sigh and complain that you can't really define t?e_ |
subject unless you know all about it first., Herein, in line with Cadenza's trad1t1?=n¢
policy of breaking with tradi'ion (you will notice that last issue I put "Counterpoinr:
in the middle of the page instsad of at the top -- doesn't anyone ever notice these
things?) I am not going to define liberalism at all; I am simply going To expound and
defend it.

This article will be a defense of the domestic policies currently advocated by
the American moderate left, which, it should be noted, is fairly well unrelated to the
moderate 1=ft in Britain and elsewhere. Foreign policy will not be discussed. I do
not claim that there is any political party or faction which will support all of the
policies herein advocated without reservation, or that they will accept many of the
arguments given in defense of them as the most important arguments. I do not dlaim
that they are all supported by the so-called American Establishment (1),*a1though in
fact most of them are, But they are not completely in line with Administration policy.,
' The moderate left is under attack both by the extreme (Marxist or anarchist) lefty
whi h regards it as failing to see the basic Evils in American society, and by the
extreme right, which regards it as engaging in a dangerous flirtation with socialism
when not downright disloyal. I think that neither of these beliefs are correct, and
I am going to try to show cause why both of them are wrong. As might be apparent by
my characterization of the estreme left, I do not beliew that American society is
marred by any fundamental Evil which can only be eradicated by revolutionary chang es
in the society or in the government. This belief is indefensible, since it depends
on my own scale of values; hence I am open to the charge of keing a slave to the cur-
rent values of society, of being an organization man or a square or a revisionist,
depending on your point of view., On the other hand, charging me with socialism or
communism will simply be erroneous, if the accusation is intended to call into ques-
tion my patriotism: I am an American, If the intention is rierely to accuse :ne of
advocating policies which are also advoated by socialists and communists, then I admit
the charge; I do not intend to be bound to any sort of line, whether it be the commu-
nist one or the one which always takes a stance opposite that of the communists. Also
I must confess here and now that I am guilty, if guilt it be, of not being afraid of
the United States Government; indeed, I am so bold as to have confidence in it.

There are scme fundamental ideas in my argument which I cannot r ovide reasons for,
One has to start somewhere; I have chosesr to use as a basis certain widely-held ideas
which I shall simply have to depend on my reader's already having accepted. 7This is

*Mese numbers in parentheses refer to notes at the end of the article. This

article looks like a research paper, but it is not; it was written first and then the

notes were added to indicate the sources of some of the'ideas (which were developed

over a three-year period) and to provide an indication for further reading., In a few

cases, specifically noted, the references are used as authority for facts mentioned.
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not to be an axiomatic-systematic presentation; it is a pragmatic system and many of
the arguments depend on observation as well as deduction, So, as a kindness to my
opponents, I hereby point out that I am vulnerable on factual as well as theoretical
grounds,

PART ONE
RERESENTATIVE DEIOCRACY

The United States is a democratic republic, by the definitions of those words
in current use by political theorists. A democratic republic is sumply a representa-
tive democracy which is not a monarchy, and a representative democracy is a political
system in which the persons who make policy decisions for the country are chosen by
the pegple of the country in regular and frequent elections in which the people have
2 real, free and equal choice, with the presumption that the decisions will be made by
a majority of the renresentatives in some specified fashion, (2)

Representative democracy is an idea., ILike any good ideal, it can only be
approached in practice; it is the fundamental rule when dealing with any social science
that NC method, N” rule, NO conceptual system can be applied always and completely.

The ideal d emocracy described above must be modified to take into account tradition,
peculiar local problems, and the need for stability. (The last-named, however, is in
my opinion often overemphasized). Tzking the necessity € modification into account,
the liberal supports the ideal of representative democracy and wishes to change the
structure of the United States government to conform more closely to the ideal when
such changes will not result in consequences which run contrary to other ideals. (This
necessity of compromising one principle in order to avoid violation of another is one
of the iost complex parts of politics, amd explains why people who apparently hold to
the same goals often differ so radically in policy).

let us first examine why the liberal believes in renresentative democracy and then
examine where the United States differs from it and what, if anything, the liberad
thinks should be done.

Behind the definition of representative democracy given above is the presumption
that the primary function of a government is to make policy for the country. (3) This
is true of any government, and it is also true of any govermment that it has the power
to enforce Its decisions wherever enforcement is appropriate. We are leaving out of
consideration for the moment what kind of policy the government makes, &nd in what
areas (e.g., economics, defense, order~-keeping, etc.) and are concentrating on the
structure of the government only. This definition of democracy is functional, in other
words; it fits equally well with socialism, capitalism, or arny other sconomic and
many another social ism. The only "democratic right" it says anything about, in this
narrow view, is the right to a free, equal, and real choice at the polls. The liberal
has numerous and strong opinions about what kind of policy a democratic government
should make, of course, and this is discussed in part two. For the present, let us
concentrate on the question, why does the liberal support the ideal of representative
democracy?

First, the policy maker should be chosen by the people because only in that way
can we be sure that the government will be responsible to the people.¥ 0f course this
brings up the question of whether the government should be responsible to the people.
The liberal says yes; what follows is a partisl argument for this answer,

In the first place, a person is much more likely to consent to a government over

*There are other logical possibilities, of course. One could advocate a self-perpe-
tuating governing body whose policies were subject to veto by the people in a refer-
endum, somewhat as in present-day France bnt without their infrequent elections. But
such other systems are largely untested and ours is working, so why change?
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which he has same control, however remote,
thar to one which can only be changed by
revolution, This is known as the "demo-
cratic consent" (l4) and the most telling
argument for it is that it actually exists
in some countries, including the United
States, In the United States, it is a fact
that an oligarchical government cannot gain
the consent of the people not of the elite
--example: the South, Hence the easiest
way to maintain order is to extend the par-
ticipation in government to everyone. This
I call the principle of universality. (5)
If any considerable segment of the popula-
tion is excluded from the governmental pro-
cess, it is a historical fact that that
segment is going to cause trouble, "ill
the people" means all races, all intelli-
gence levels (bowing to the necessity that
the person must be intelligent enou h to
understand what it is to make a choice),
all social classes, all income groups, both
sexes.,

The exclusion of children and mental
incompetents has caused some theorists con-
siderable concern (including me! see Andy
Young's letter in the letter column), but
it seems to me that the exclusion of these
classes does not materially affect the prin-
ciple of universality: everyone who is
capable of making a choice should be al lowed
to make a choice. It is in support oI this
principle that the liberal fights for Negro voting rights in the South. The much-
misunderstood literacy test bill before Congress at this writing (May 1) is aimed at
this: its main provision is that sy yone with a sixth-grade education will be declared
literate for purposes of voting., This substitutes an objective test for the oral
tests commonly given voters in the south which depend on the discretion of the regis-
trar. It is a demonstrated fact that the latter's discretion has been discriminatory
against the Negro in a gross way. (6) The bill before Congress is simply an attempt
at arrying out the provisions of the thirteenth amendment, which requires that Negroes
be given the vote and gives Congress the power to enforce that requirement. (7)

An aside here to defend the principle of universality against one recurrent
charge, This is that the vast majority of Americans who vote do not vote intelligently
they do not vote in the best interests of the country, but narrowly, in the interests

" of their own little pressure groups (business, labor, agriculture, etc.,) The oppo-
nents of the principle -- John W. Campbell, Jr., is a recent example (8) -- advocate
restricting the vote in such a way that those voting will probably lave the hest
interests of the country in mind and will be able to vote intelligently. (The two
goals are usually coupled, but they do not need to be).

The liberal objects to this idea -- which is an example of what is called an
elitist theory -- on several grounds. First, who is going to say what the best inte-
rests of the Country are? The Campbellian answers: this restricted elite that I
propose, But what do they have that the rest of the people do not have that will
guarantee their interest in the country? For people who have high earnings (for
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example) probably got that way from self-interest and acquisitiveness, People who
score high on intelligence tests are no less likely to pursue their own ends because
intelligent -- and they will have a pr oblem keeping the unintelligent from grabbing
their power away from them, Also, since intelligence tests! scores are heavily
affected by education, the fact that people with good educations tend to be people
from the upper and middle dasses will produce a built-in bias in the results. And
people who have served their country in some sufficiently tough way (as Heinlein
proposed) are hardly likely. to be any more interested in tle country's welfare than
anyone else -- that system would si. ply weed out people who are not sufficiently
interested in personal power to run the gauntles of government service,

A1l these elitist theories (9) have a common misunderstanding of the way demo-
cracy works, Democracy works quite well in this country and even better in places
like Britain and Scandinavia; yet in none of those countries is the average voter
very well infommed, (10) He votes, typically, the way the leaders of his group
"suggest". What is wrong with this? It works® quite well in quite a few countries
and the secret ballot and other provisions can ensure that the group leaders' "sug-
gestiors don't turn into coercion; the only failing this system seems to have is that
it does not © rrespord to the ideal of the "intelligent voter!", an ideal, let it be
noted, which is almost certainly unattainable.

Besides, why should we expect everyone to be interested in and informed about
government? Specialization works well; we have physicians and auto-mechanics; why
not governmental experts? For the group leader is as much as specialist as the
auto-mechanic, after all. (12)

As for why democracy works, this is an interesting problem I can only outline
here, Some points are, first, the group leaders tend to be intelligent (else tkey
wouldn't be leaders!) and thus are able to see that they can 't have the entire pie
for themselves., Second, most of the coutnries where democracy works have a tradi-
tion of compramise and cooperation and a desire to adjust differences without vio-
lence. (13) Third, the natural desire of the group leaders to extend their influence
beyond the narrow confines of their own groups leads them to attempt to justify their
actions in terms of the national interest, and even to modify actions when they will
seem overly acquisitive. And fourth, for various reasons the groups tend to balance
each other out fairly well; in the United Stat es since World VWar II neither business
nor labor hor agriailture can be said to have daminated the government under any of
the three administrations we have had, (This is not true of state and local govern-
ments, which are rarely so well balanced). The other interest groups can fairly be
termed "minor", I think: the intelligentsia, consumer organizations, Negro groups,
the medical profession, etc. It is my own wish -- a value judgment, let it be
noted -- that agriculture be replaced by consumer interests as the third major
interest group in the country, since agriculture is a special interest like the
medical profession and should not wield the power it does,

The fourth point -- about groups balancing each other out -- has the result that
whenever the Goverrmment performs an important action, nobody is hurt very much. This
is even lagrely true of the "minor" groups I mentioned a@above, The recent steel action

¥Under favorable conditions -- and that's a hitch! Democracy tends to fail in
countries with very low standards of living, with large intransigent minorities or
other social problems, a nd when introduced from the outside. There are counter-
examples of all of these, of course: India (standard of living), Canda and Belgium
(large minorities), the Netherlands, Switzerland, and Canada again (social problems),
and Japan (introduced from the outside). Nevertheless, democracy needs favorable
conditions, The experiement in Pakistan hopefully will show that democracy can be
radically modified to meet some very difficult conditions and still work. (1)
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by President Kennedy does stand out, because it was directed against one interest
group, for one thing; but it is not an exception, for it resulted in a rather ccmplex
way from a labor-management settlement in which the government had stepped in to

balance the interests of labor and me nagement against the rational interests -- without
hurting either very much, Which only exemplifies my point, .
Whether this result -- that nobody is ever hurt very much -- is good or not 1is

a matter of values. It seems to m: that it is obviously better than continuously
taking away from one group for everyone else's benefit, or taking away from all except
one group for the one group's benefit (the first exemplified by ancient Athens, with
the slaves being the one suffering group, and the second by modern South Africa, with
the Boers being the one benefi‘*~g group).

This situation, this balancing act, is certainly not very comfortable for those
who want a radical solution to the world's problems, whether the solution be a return
to nineteenth centruy American idedls or an uprising by the workers who should take
over the factories, But it is part of a liberal's faith that what is wrom with the
world cannot and should not be got rid of by revalutionary changes, but by evolution-
ary changes; that before everything ek e, the rights of individuals and groups shoul
be protected; and that the actions of a few should never be allowed to bring harm to
the country or any of its people. Given these ideals, the balancing act is the only
possible solution,

The other points raised by the definition of representative democracy given abore
can be met more quieckly. We have at length tried to justify the principle of uni-
versality; the arguments for it are in large part the arguments for the concamitant
principle of equality. (1) In the narrow sense, this is voter equality; in the
wider Sense, Soclal equality, which will be discussed in part two, The principle of
voter equality is that each voter's vote should have the same weight. The same ar-
guments about one group's being deprived of a vote also applies to a group's being
deprived of part of its vote (by misapportionment or by vote-weighting). For if
a group beccmes aware of its partial loss of voice, it «7ill resent it and cause
trouble, This is happening right now, in Georgia and Tennessee and Michigan. And
maybe a dogen other states by the time you read this. These states practice vote
weighting on the basis of geography; they argue that a farmer, because he owns a
large chunk of the state's land, should have more say in the state government. He has
a larger "stake" in the government (there are other forms of this "stake" argument,
including one based on income), (15) This is simply silly; the man who has the lar=
gest stake in the government is the city-dweller who depends on the actions of the
government for his health and safety and security to a much larger extent than does
the farmer. The liberal believes that people should be represented, not cows or dirt,

Probably there will be complete agreement amongst my readers that the voters!
choice should be real (not handpicked from above) and free in regular and frequent
electiors . (By regular I don't mean to imply criticism of the British system =--
the requirement there is simply in the form of an "at least" instead of an levery"),

Now, it will be immediately obvious that the United Stat es does not live up to
the ideal of democracy in any complete fashion, nor does any other country. There are
three rather sore points that always crop up when democracy in the United States is
discussed: political parties, the President and the Administration, and the Supreme
Court, .

I will dismiss political parties quickly. (16) Their function inthe United States
is to serve as a channel for competing interest groups to make their wishes effective
in Washington; as a point around which groups with different but not sharply contra-
dictory desires can coalesce; and (in any two-party or few-party system) a way to
simplify voter choice. And, in the United States particularly, the parties provide
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a uniting influence in the Government (when the rresi
dency and Congress are held by the same parties) that
helps avoid the complete immobility that the checks &
balances system which is written into the Constitution
tends to induce. The liberal is not afraid of politi-
cal parties; he believes they are meant to be used, not
to be fought in the name of nonpartisanship.¥

How democratic is the office of the President? Is
too much policy made by the bureaucrats of the admini- -
stration instead of the Congress? (17)

The way in which the President is elected is nearly 1
democratic in effect. The electoral college nowadays -
has a slight bias in favor of liberals and of city voters ) )
in contrast with the bias towards rural voters and
conservatives in the House, Americans seem to prefer Ll\—/// CE%;)
it that way, judging from the way they vote -- they
tend to favor liberal Presidents and conservative
Representatives and state officials., I personally
would prefer a popularly-elected President, but not
without also reforming the House districts to make
them evenly balanced -- I won't stand for giving up the liberal bias in the FElectoral
College without dalsogiving up the conservative bias in the House!l

Hence the fact that the President is as important a policy-maker as the Congress
is is not too important; similarly, since the Administration's bureaucrats are respon-
sible to the President I'm not worried about them either, The President is quite
effectively responsible to the people -- even more so, same think, than Congress, since
Congress has many districts which return the same man year after year, in effect
making him irresponsible (in the technical sense of "“irresponsible", namely, not res-
ponsible to the people).

And it's a good thing that I'm not worried because it is absolutely unavoidable
that the President and his administration make policy; the Congress as it is presently
constituted could not possibly exercise the day-to~day control over the affairs of

the country that the administration can, and which needs to be exercised.

Then there is That Issue: The Supreme Court. Let it be knowm here and now that
the fact that the Supreme Court is currently liberal in composition has given many a
liberal an acute attack of conscience., For the Court is, after all is said and done,
irresponsible, and yet it is a policy-maker. (18)

Of course, the Court is not ultimately irresponsible, The Congress can remove
most of its jurisdiction any time it wants to by a simple law -- the Judiciary Act
of 1789 is what makes it the last court of appeals for state trials, not the Consti=-
tution,. And Court-packing (the addition of judges amenable to the Congress and the
President) is still possible, although the climate of opinion in the country is cur-
rently deadset against it.

And its policy-making powers are rather peculiar, It makes minor, nit-picking
types of policy every week through its term, but very occasionally it turns the
country upside down with an earth-shaking decision such the 195 segregation decision
or this year's reapportionment decision (unless the Court hedges the latter in with
restrictions).

These major decisions literally change the framework of American life. There
indeed probably should be some way of vetoing the actions of a governmental body which
has that kind of power without resorting to the drastic remedy of removing the Court's

*1 am referring to the national government here. There is much to be said for non-
partisan local elections, although they too are in disfavor with many liberals,



jurisdiction or violating the principle of judicial independence by adding to the num-
ber of jJustices. Of course, there is the amending process, which is extremely diff-
icult; perhaps simplifying that process could be the answer, -

Finally, a liber2l will point out that the last two major decisions -- the segre-
gation and reapportionment decisions -- accomplished something which a clear majority
of the people wanted accomplished, but which could not be done because of certain
Congressional procedures which allow a minority to frustrate the desires of a definite
majority in certain instances. It is obvious that the segregation decision was the
will of the people in some sense; if it had not been, we would not have made the pro-
gress we have. This is, I am aware, a weak argument; the sensible arrangement would
be one where the will of the people -- or at least of the people's representatives --
could be accomplished directly.

These then are the reasons the liberal supports the concept of representative
democracy. My argument has been aimed at the manner in which the government makes
policy; the next section will deal with the question of what policy the government
should make,

PART TWO
THE LIBEh.L PROGRAM

One of the striking similarities between the left-wing radical and the right-
wing radical is their common desire to use governmental power to wipe out what they
consider deep-rooted evils in American society. This occurs simulaneously with their
noisy support of freedom and seems to indicate a certain have-your-cake-and-eat-it-too
philosophy which often leads to the accusation against both varieties of extremist
that they are guilty of wishful thinking,

There are differences between them, of course, The left winger wants the govern-
ment to take drastic action in an attempt to establish social justice by fiat; it is.
typical of the left-winger that he cannot understand why, after eight years, the 195h
Supreme Court decision on segregation has not resulted in complete integration of the
public schools in the south. . The reason he cannot understand this is that he does
not understand the concept of the rule of law in a democracy, the foundation of both
the moderate liberal and the moderate conservative viewpoints,

On the other hand, the radical right-winger is concerned about what seems to him
to be a wholesale desertion of fundamental American values and the adoption of a form
of welfare-sta tism to which he has violent objection on both philosophical and prag-
natic grounds., He wants to root this evil out o American society -- an evil which,
typically, he associates with Communism -~ using any method he can command., It is
more important for him that one Communist be caught, whether or not the reputations
and 1livelihoods of six other people have been hurt, than that the principle of Ameri-
can law be preserved, His argument is simple: "The court ry is in danger -- principles
be dsmned." The left winger, on the other hard, would say samething like, "Injust ce
must be rooted out -~ your 'principles' are merely didtory tactics."

This pattern holds fairly generally, whether the right winger is fighting social-
ism or Playboy nudes or fluoridation, whether the left-winger is fighting segregation
or the House Committee on Un-American Activities or atomic testing, Their aims differ
widely, but their tactics are the same: direct action, and damn the consequences.

¥Well, their tactics are almost the same. The type of governmental action advocated
by the right-winger tends to run to suppression: censorship, restrictions on radical
political parties, and strike-breaking. The left-winger seems to prefer coercion, in-
sofar as tle t can be distinguished from suppression; he is trying to force people to

do things, whereas the right-winger is trying to keep them from doing things. But
don't take this generalization too literally,
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In this context the moderate
liberal takes a much calmer stand.
He is two things -- moderate, and
liberal,

The Moderate, including under
the capital M both liberals and
conservatives, is interesting in
preserving order, preserving liberty
and defending his country -- usually
in reverse order! He desires many
and various changes in present poli-
cies, depending on his views; he
is dissatisfied with the current
situation in many ways; he has
decidedly idealistic goals which he
rarely expects to see all s ccom-
plished in his own lifetime. He is
not committed to preserving the
status quo at all costs...a man who
wishes to do that is not a moderate
of any stripe; he is a fool, No,
the reason the moderate calls him-
self "moderate" is that he wants
his changes to take place in an
orderly fashion, after full public
debate, with the full realization
that he will see many of his pro-
grams modified beyond recognition
if not defeated entirely. He wants
reforms introduced, but he wants the
consent of the people when introdu-
cing them; to this end his main

; energies are devoted to publicly
arguing his views (he writes long articles in fanzines) instead of trying to get them
adopted by power-plays and behind-the-scenes maneuvering. He abhors coercion and
suppression as instruments suited only to extreme emergency. Given two ways to ap-
proach the same goal, he will prefer the way that preserves the rule of law to the
way of fiat; he will prefer the way, if their is a choice, that provides the least
dislocation and the least suffering. He is flexible, ard tries very hard to support
realistic solutions to real problems, (19)

He also does not exist.

Practically ‘everyone is immoderate about something, even if it is only about not
"rocking the boat". Moderation is an ideal just like democracy; it is rarely attained
in most things, and never in all, You will probably find that in some of the ideas
discussed in this article I occasionally take an immoderate position, but I think that
in most areas I am, however liberal, also moderate. If you think not in some specific
area, say so; 1if you do not touch too violently on some hidden prejudice of mire I
might even back up a little and allow for a more reasonable approach to the problem,

Generally speaking, my ideas about moderation will appeal to a lot more people
than my ideal about liberalism, which is why they only take up a page. In my dual
function as writer angd editor, I am twice over interested in stirring up controversy
and not in putting my reader to sleep with agreeable words like unto honey or whatever.
So what makes a liberal a liberal amd not a conservative?

One dramatic difference -- probably the single most important difference -- is
that between the two groups' attitudes towards civil and economic freedoms. To quote
8B



from a letter which appeared recently in the Oberlin College stu@ent newspaper,
w_..Civil libertarians always claim that any action with which they

disagree is the first step towards supiression of ideas, and, hence,

a totalitarian govermment (the Review says: 'the first step towards

a formalized system of government thought control'). LThis was in
reference to an editorial on government censorship of the mails -~
ed,/ Similarly, economic conservatives view any government inter-
vention in the economy as the first step towards complete government
ovmership and, from there, a totalitarian regime (for example, the
linkage of Kennedy to Big Brother in some conservative comment on
the steel controversy).
"Both these positions have the same basic assumption: 'Give'em
an inch and they'll take a mile.' However, one rarely finds a per-
son holding both views. Iy question is 'Why?!'
"Is it, as I think likely, because these are essentially worth-
less arguments used to rationalize a position founded on other (per-
haps less appealing) grounds; or are there legitimate justifications
for holding the one position exclusively of the other?..." (20)
It is obviously true that liberals often do use as justification for opposing restric-
tiors on civid liberties the idea that erosion of those liberties leads to more ero-
sion, but I don't think that is a strong argument either for the liberals!' point of
view or for that of the conservatives on economic freedom., There are much stronger
argumentf for both,

As a matter of fact, the liberal is not implacably opnosed to any and all res-
triction on personal freedom. The rather crude old saw, "One man's liberty ends
where the other :ian's nose begins," actually illustrates fairly well the liberal's
attitude toward liberty, of both the economic and civil varieties. The difference
between the liberal and the conservative, when looked at more closely, becomes two
things, First, the liberal is rather more inclusive about what he considers injury
to the other fellow, and second, when there is a conflict between economic and civil
liberties the liberal will usually choose the civil.*

The inclusiveness of the liberal is well illustrated by the steel crisis. If we
admit for the moment that the rise in steel prices would have been inflationary, (21)
which is actually an economic question, not a political one (and is agreed to by
many conservatives as well as most liberals) -- if we admit that, was Kennedy justi-
fied in his actions? This depends for one thing on the attitude we haw toward
inflation. Is it a case of the other man's ncs e beginning? The liberal would answer
yes. Inflation reduces the buying power of a large segment of the population, it
misalloctes resources, and it results in a loss of domestic and foreign confidence
in the economy. A few people may gain extraordinary nrofits in an inflation but most
people will suffer, So, the liberal believes inflation must emphatically be- avoided,

Some people may point out that the President's action was illegal (but since
most of his action was the bringing of moral pressure to bear I think this argument
is weak) arnd perhaps that it was unwise. Instead of investigating these issues, which
are not to the point of this article, let us discuss the question, does the govern-
ment have the right to take action to avoid economic dislocation, if th~t action
results in the loss by some people of certain economic freedoms?

The weightiest argument that the conservative brings to bear here is not .that
freedoms are being violated. Few people can get worked up if a +100,000~a-year
man is denied the right tg set prices at his whim for the company he works for --
but does not own -- and, indirectly, for all the other companies in the industry.

*As an aside here, I should mention that to the liberal it often seems that the con-

servative is holding some sort of diluted version of the Catholic theory that Yerror

has no rights". lbst conservatives have the common sense to rsalize that that prin-

ciple should not be carried out comple tely, but few realize that when held in any form

it is in direct contradiction to the principles of democratic freedom. Zrror must

have precisely the same rights as truth, even when the truth is held by.all but one,
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People get a lot more worked up about the little guy with no savings and six kids who
loses his job in a recession -- which is why government intervention is usually popu-
lar, and government hands-off policy unpopular,

There is a much s tronger argument for the conservative's view, one which has a
very large element of truth in it. This is the argument from economic theory that
a free market economy in a state of what is called "pure competition" tends to seek
an equilibrium point at which profits and (if the labor market is free) wages are
maximized and resources are allocated in the best manner possible. Practically
every economist except a few Marxists and leftover greenbackers accept this prin-

ciple, and the conservative's argument is clear: if the government intervcnes, it
can only make the situation worse than it is now. (22)

I cannot go into this argument here in detail; it involves the theory of supply
and demand and is familiar to any beginning economics student in high school or
college, It is often called the "unseen hami'" theory, because it is supposed to
work automatically, without any conscious manipulation. The important point here is
to understand the conditions under which the theory will work,

In the first place, it applies equally to selling vroducts and hiring workers,
In either case, it is absolutely necessary that, first, no producer (in the case
of products -- employer in the case of workers) can alone by any action he can per-
form affect the market aprreciably, One single wheat farmer is an example, He may
get irritated and take his wheat off the market, or go crazy and sell it for half-
price, or demand double price; whatever he does, it will not noticeably affect the
national market for wheat. Second, it is necessary that each producer be interested
in maximizing his profits -- that he does not sell at a loss for some reason, or
deliberately charge prices so high that few will buy what he makes. (In the worker
market, the analogous situation is that each employer tries to hire as cheap as poss-
ible and each worker tries to get as high wages as possible). And third, full know-
ledge on the mrt of all parties and lack of prejudice on their part is presumed.

The latter is violated in many different ways: if the comsumer does not know his
ham is watered, if the worker won't work for some compnny because its owners are of
a different religion, if the employer won't hire Negroes, etc,

Of course, the most important of these because the most frequently violated is
the requirement that action by an individual producer or employer not affect the
market. There is hardly a market in the linited States that fulfills that condition
even approximately, Agriculture, outside of government supports, almost does., Steel
certainly does not, and neither does any big labor m rket.

For if any group of producers -- or employers =-- group together and agree to
act in unison, they can, if big enough, control the market...,at least until a rival
group is formed, I am not accusing the steel industry of collusion -- the group that
I am referring to is the group of owners of one steel campany. They have done nothing
illegal or immoral; they have simply grouped together to be able to compete more
effectively (although of course that is not the motive many people have today when
they buy steel stock), 'ht US Steel does about prices affects the whole steel indus-
try drastically -- not to mention the country as a whole.

And in steel the situation is no longer one of pure competition; it is often
called "oligopoly". The results are not the results of pure competition; prices tend
to be administered; whereas in the competitive market the producer sells his product
for what he can get, in the steel industry -- and every other major American industry
-- the producer sets his prices, within limits, more or less where he wants them. He
is in a position of being able to increase his profit by increasing his nrice; in
pure competition, which in theory maximizes profits automatically, if the [ oducer
raises his price he will cut his profit.* It is this si tuation in American industry
which invalidates the conservative's arguwent that we should let the market alone and
optimize results that way,

Obviously, in the presence of big unions, there is no pure competition in the

¥Assuming demand remains the same, and supply has not fallen off,
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major labor markets in the United States. What is not so generally realized is that
there was no pure competition before the labor unions were organized, either., For a
labor market to be purely competitive we would have to have a situation in which
employers compete with each other to attract the best workers, and in which workers
accepted fluctustions in their wages according to the vicissitudes of the market.
NMeither of these obtain (except, as someone here pointed out, in the case of professor:
in colleges and universities) or ever have obtained in any major labor market in the
United States. In the absénce of labor unions, manufacturers have historically tended
to engage in a gentleman's agreement (at best!) hot to bid each other up on wages;
they hold sort of a collective line on wages. And workers strongly resist fluctuating
salaries; they tend to be security-conscious, (23)

I think I have sufficiently shown that pure competition does not exist in most
major United States industries and markets. It is a matter of fact that in these
markets we do not always have optimum results. Prices and wages are abnormally resis-

tant to falling and tend ® rise
given the slightest excsue, with
a resultant creeping inflation.
There are many things wrong with
the United States economy and
many of them can be laid to the
ats ence of pure competition.

So, you say, why not do
something about it? ¥hy not
bust up all the big companies
until they are small enough to
be in pure competition?

The answer to that is, I
think, obvious. The big com-
panies can produce much more
eff’ :iently than the little
companies could., (2)) If we
were to bust the big >nes up,
the inefficiency resulting would
much, much more than cancel the
gains we would get from pure
conpetition; creeping inflation
(for instance) would never cost
as much as an action like that
would,

Hence the liberal advocates
a measure of government inter-
vention in the economy to the

" extent necessary to control the
A T evils resulting from oligopoly
// b —‘\§\ and monopolistic competition
--and no more intervention than
, is necessary. His answer to
the people who say you shouldn't
: tamper with the economy, you will
9 only make it worse, is that the
/

p theory which says tampering will
e make it worse cannot be applied
/J to the present-day United States,

and that man should have no more
fear of tampering with the eco-
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nomy than he fears tampering with Nature -- and look at the riches doing the latter
has brought him, (The latter, of course, is an analogy, and the analogy breaks down
because in tampering with the economy you must of necessity tell people wlrt to do

to a certain extent -~ which js. a bitter pill, That is why the liberal believes in
keeping government intervention to a minimum, whereas he has no objection to pursuing
scientific investigatiors as far as possible.) (25)

The argument of the last few pages might be stated as a sort of fundamental
principle of the liberal attitude in econamics: Anything that affects the public is
a proper object of public control, and nothing else is. That is, of course, not to
be taken as a mandate that everything which affects the public must be controlled;
only that it may be controlled if necessary, There are two principles which might be
regarded as basic to the liberal's attitude to civil liberties: these are the prin-
ciples of Maximization of Choice ard of Uniformity of Governmental Effect,

"Maximization of Choice" mears what 1t looks like it means: & proper object of
government is to ensure that in all fields of endeavor every person has as free and
complete a choice among as many alternatives as possible. The only restrictions that
are allowed are those necessary to guarantee the public safety and welfare. (26) At
first glance this seems to conflict with the first principle I named above, that any-
thing which affects the public is a proper object of public control, But they are not
contradictory as long as '"control" is not taken to mean arbitrary restriction, For
example, the government controls advertising; it does not allow a butcher to cell
horsemeat advertised as beef, Is this a restriction on free speech (or press)? I
think it is obvious that it is not, nor is it in the classic example of a man shout-
ing "Firel" in a crowded theater.

But although maximization of choice and public control are not fundamentally in
conflict, they do produce problems in individual cases. In each question the con-
scientious lawmaker (or judge) must decide the question, "iill the controlling of this
action further liberty and the public welfare or hinder it?" Clearly, one should
stop people from shouting 'Fire!" in crowded theaters, and just as clearly one should
not stop people from proselytizing for some oddball religion,..including Communism,
But there are cases in the middle, like the guestion of whether the snakehandling culte
should be allowed to handle snakes, which can be exceedingly nasty to decide one way
or the other, Iiberals will differ on such questions
just as conservatives do., But the existence of
borderline cases, far from invalidating the prin-
ciples involved, simply illustrate the need of
policymakers responsible to the people. And they
exemplify the fact that no principle can be relied
on exclusively; there muSt always be adjustments
and compromises.

The third principle, the principle of Unifor-
mity of Governmental Effect, is fundamental not only
to liberalism, but to democracy itself, I find it
difficult to state succinctly, but I am sure you will
recognize it once I describe it, This is the prin-
ciple that no governmental action should be discri- _
minatory in its effect between people, or classes J/’,/f/”""“‘;:ib
of people. Or to put it another way a governmental
action should equally affect people in equal cir-
cumstances, This does not mean that the government's actions should affect all people
identically. It is perfectly proper for the government to require people to be a
certain age before they are allowed to drive, to be of a certain minimum intelligence
before they can become policement, to pay pensions to people over a certain age. Fol-
lowing this through, there are times when it is perfectly proper for the government tp
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distinguish between people on the basis of race -- as for instance if the US Amy
picks a select group of people to be a guerilla force in the Congo, it may properly
allow only Negroes in because they would look more like the natives., This is based
on the obvious physical differences between Negroes and whites. There are statis-
tical differences in things like intelligence, too; the liberal answer to this is that
if you need to distinguish between levels of intelligence for some proper governmental
purpose, you should do it on the basis of intelligence tests given directly to the
people concerned, not on the basis of some sort of statistical correlation between
race and intelligence. (Some people point out that the statistical difference in
intelligence is probably due to social class or envivonment or some such; this argu-
ment holds no water with me because even if Negroes were demonstrably less intelligent
on the average than whites I would still retain the attitude that they should be treate
Just as other people -- since it is also demonstrably true, for instance, that some
Negroes are more intelligent than most whites).

Carrying the principle of equality of governmental effect further, we see that
it is improper to give people special privileges if they have high incames or are
born into certain families, it is improper to hang the Negro who rapes the white woman
but only fine the white man who rapes the Negro woman, it is improper to cater to
conscientious objectors who believe in God while forcing those who don't to serve
in the military, and so on ad infinitum,

A very controversial attitude of the liberal is that these principles should,
when practical, be extended to cover any action affecting the public, whether the
action be performed by private individuals, private groups, or the government. The
discussion above was lIimited to the govermment's actions. Now, the liberal says, if
a private individual or group does something which substantially affects the public,
he should follow the same principles of maximization of choice and uniformity of
governmental effect. (27) It is on this basis that the liberals in state legislatures
try to get fair employment practices laws passed, trying to outlaw discrimination in
public restaurants, movie houses, etc., even though they are not governmentdlly run,
Note that the liberal does not say that discrimination by a public restaur is




unconstitutional; he is merely advocating the passage of laws making it illegal.

The rationale behind this extension is clear: if no fair employment practices
act (for instance) is passed, then it is a fact that Megroes will be discriminated
against and will not be able to get many jobs that they would want., This conflicts
with the principle of maximization of choice. The liberal believes that not only
must the government refrain from doing things which restrict the choices available,
it also had the duty to do positive things which widen the choice available to people.
(The restaurant case is important, too, particulaTly when, as so often happens in the
South, no restaurants at all are open to the Negro). To the objection that this
restricts the employer's (or restaurateur's) right to do as he pleases, the liberal
answers: the Negro's nose begins here! If you are going to serve the public, you
must serve all the public, If your hiring practices can affect the livelihoods of
a whole group of people, then your hiring practices are the proper object of govern-
ment control,

Another area in which these principles operate is that of labor relations. The
objection some conservatives raise (more in the past than lately) to the liberal
support of unionism is that it is an illegitimate seizure of power by the workers
from the employers. That is, unions reduce or eliminate the power the employers have
to set wages as they please and determine working
conditions as they wish; hence, so the ar-
gument goes, the employers' rights are being
violated...in particular, their rights over
their own property (the business). One won-
ders at this point what possible justifica-
tion there is for saying that a group of
people have the right to band together to
form a corporation that will hire people,
but that the people hired have no right to
band together to try to get the first group

to give them more wages, Any such idea runs
directly counter the principle of uniformi- /
ty of governmental effect., (28) é /

The conservatives sometimes raise the
point that the frre market will solve all
the workers' problems, If the employer (i
allows working conditions to get too bad,
for example, or cuts wages too much, the
workers will quit and go to work for some
other company with better conditions or wages,

But the liberal simply points out that in

fact this did not happen; before the advent

of uniors and of governmental regulation of

working conditions (which was brought on, I

believe, largely through the electoral power

of the unions) and minimum wage laws, con-

ditions were terrible and wages were ridicu-~

lously low. The reason was that wage con

tition did not exist; the companies were few enough and big enough to resist wage in-
creases and improvements in working ~onditions, much as the steel industry today can
control the price level of it s products, If you are going to hold to the principle
of a free market economy, you cannot simultaneously say that it is proper for one group
to control the market -- whether that group is business, labor, or govermment. (29)

It is clear what the government should do: it should try to control the excesses
of both employers s d unions. It should outlaw collusion amongst businessmen (which
it does with vigor) and amongst labor leaders (which it does, not with anti-trust laws
which are after all designed for business, not labor, but with laws that forbid sym-
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pathy strikes, secondary boycotts, and the like,) It should ensure that both business
and labor are run democratically and honestly” armd that neither ore has such a @repon-
derance of power over the other that the competitive balance is destroyed. (30)

A special w rd about union shops. These are companies in which new employees
must join the union within two weeks after being hired. They are nd the same as
closed shops, which require that a person must be a union member to be hired. The
latter are outlawed everywhere in the United States, on the grounds that it gives the
unions an illegitimate power over the livelihood of the peonle whose work is in union-
ized areas. In 2 union shop, the company hires anyone it wants to, and the employee
must then join the union (usually after two weeks) or quit., In those states which
have, under the Taft-Hartley Act, outlawed union shop, even this is forbidden; a com-
pany cannot require that its employees join the union,

The usual. justification for the union shop is that without it, non-union workers
would enjoy all the benefits of higher wages and better conditions that the unions have
made considerable sacrifice to gain, without having to make the sacrifices the union
members have made, On this basis, I would be quite content with a right-to-work law
which stated that non-union employees must be paid at a rate equivalent to the rate
paid employees in similar positions in the company before the company was unionized
(adjusted for the falling value of the dollar), It seems to me that is the only fair
weY to have a mixed union aml non-union shop. Free-loaders violate ore's sense of
fair play -- whether they are free-loading off the unions or the Government welfare
programs., (31)

Now, that I have mentioned them, let me say a word about welfare, Social insuranc
is a perfectly valid way of stabilizing the eonomy and providing for neople who are
in need through no fault of their owm., The Government can do it much more cheaply
than private enterpnrise can (as Social Security proves) and more fairly. Anyone who
has humane feelings must admit that we cannot simply let those people starve or die
of TB or whatever trouble they are in; they are our resnonsibility. The only two
ways it could be done are through govermment and throusgh private insurance companies.
Government is more efficient and fairer, and unless ore his same sort of metaphysical
reason for distrusting the govemment I see no reason for not letting the government
do it and every reason for allowing it to do it.

But this does not mean I am in favor of welfare freeloaders, which is a problem
that I am fully aware of. Iy stand is simply that their existence is no argument
against welfare programs, it is merely an argument for improving the welfare programs.

Freedom of speech, press, and religion are less controversial, (32). The liberal
stand on these matters is fairly well known and I suspect nearly everyone reading this
will agree with it in general, if not in all specific cases. A point I would like to
make is that the greatest danger to these freedoms today is not from the govermment,
bgt from social pressure. It used to be that a person with unpopular opinions was
x}mply burned at the stake or hanged or driven out of town, Nowadays, being more
c1v11}zed (?) what usually happens is that he is ridiculed, that newspapers camnot
refralg from_repo?tlng his views flinpantly, that newscaster's voices rise querulously
when discussing him; that his friends desert him (but they don't take any overt action

"Some liberals have a curious argument against the ner laws requiring democratic pro-
cedures in the labor unions -- they say the effect will ultimately be inflationary
because the rank and file members of the unions tend to be more demandirg than their
leaders, who are more exverienced and realistic about what ther can get. Hence, thy
say, the introduction of democracy will result in a more radical labor movement. All
I can say is that this may be true, but it is beside the point, The members' rights
are more important thah the economic effect of their exercising their rights, It is
very dangerous to advocate restricting rights in order to accomplish a goal ---thether
the goal be controlling Communism in the United States or keeping the unions from mak-
ing inflationary demands. If necessary, I would prefer the (nevertheless unpalatable)
arrangement of wage-setting by a Government agency to any mrt of ax rangement which
does not maximize the members' control of the labor movement,




--oh no, that rould be undemo-
cratic) and everybne merely
fgnores him. Kow, all this
may be desirable -- in extrae
Cases, But it is part of the
liberal faith to tolerate dis-
sent in a radical way; the
liberdal should not ridicule any
opinion he disagrees with, any
more than he should try to sup-
press it; he must be a respectful
listener to a person's opinions and
enter his disgent disnassionately
ar® in the light of reason, not with
ridicule or name-calling or ostracism.
This is the liberal ideal; it cannot
of course be reached but it should be
a goal kept clearly in mind., It is not
in the area of govermmental action -- I
am not proposing that we outlaw ridicule!l
-~ but in the area of »nrivate action that
this ideal applies; but it should especially o
apply to those in g vernment, for they have ;/ \'j
great power which warrants particularly & T
judicious use.

2erhaps the area in which ridicule
is most Justified as a weapon is when it
is used against someone bent on destroying
our liberties. It has the unique qurlity
of being an effective weapon which never-
theless does not pervert the liberty we are
trying to defend, For example, ridiciile of
MeCarthy -- which played a great part in his
downfall --was probably justified. If those
opposed to him had tried to suppress him, to
keep his remarks from being printed or for-
bid him to appear on the radio or confiscate
his publications, they would not be serving
the cause of liberty, But ridicule was effect-
ive without compromising liberty, and herein
is its proper use.

There are many other areas of controverys
between the conservative and the liberal. I
cannot cover them all in one article -- that
would take a book, In prticular, for com-
pleteness! sake there should be another entire
section to this article -- Part III, the liberal's attitude to foreien policy. But
for reasons of space adn lack of knowledge, I have not gone into that question at all.

I hope, nevertheless, that I have shown the bare bones, the skeleton, of the
liberal position, ILiberalism has g rationale; it is not a collection of softheaded
opinions inherited from one's Depression-embittered ancestors. I most particularly
hope that I have shown that the moderate liberal position is an honest one; that
moderate liberals are neither communists nor hopelessly compromised squares, If I
have shown that, then I am satisfied, --Charles Wells
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_B, third whole paragraph: Read "Now that
" have mentioned it" for "Now, that I have

nio~tioned them,"  First line of following
i ‘raph: Read "vsho constitute" for "which
5 Same page, fourth to last line of
Iy sext: Insert '"people" between "Nowa-
a and "being". rage 3B, end of second
line of last whole paragraph: Read "...in’ ‘sently; that they..." for %,,.intelli-
gently they...". There are undoubtedly ni : ~us other errors; I will appreciate
the readers calling my attention to any th g e -=CW.
«s.a8n irrational rassion f spassionate rationality.
MEMO TO cause lurches, especiall
G. WADSWORTH PAGEFELLOW,.. . in the éatigg seasgﬁ
i (assuming you intend the fe
Gunk, zZut . male of the species
lest we forget to remember... to be likewise. however,
what strange beast lurches since this beast also
on six legs? why, to be + rhymes with Grulzak, you
perfectly Zmay=
honest just be thinking of a poet
speckled spine spikes v heh, " - )
--Rog FEbert
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The extended delay between last issue and this makes it impossible even to 1list all
the fanzines I received, much less review them. Herewith are reviews of a few of
the most recently received fanzines. One of these days maybe I'll solve.the problem
of How To Do a review column in a Small Irregular Fanzine., ...You will note that
this time they are reviews, as well as comments, I have made no attempt to separate
the two; I will simply say about each what I feel like saying, and no nore.

XERO #8, May, 1962; contributors & limited trade; no subs; Pat & Dick Iupoff, 210
East 73rd Street, New York 21, NY: FEye-blinding cover that I must remember to use
next time I want to hypnotize scmeone. That's on the ¥ero side; Xero comics is

bound bak -to-back with it. Xero is one of the great fanzines, with an unqualified
Noreat" -- for any time, for any kind of fannish weltanschauung; it is hus in a class
with Skvh~ok and Warhoon and the thirtieth issue of Qopsla!, and very few damn others.
And yet, I cannot consider it a Very Great Pity that it has only two issues to go.
Certainly I regret it; certainly one would like such fanzines to continue forever

and forever -- just as one would like universal health, happiness & peace to descend
on the world all of a Sudden tomorrow. But it cannot be, and I believe the Iupoffs
are wiser to announce a time for it to stop rather than letting us wait indefinitely
for the last issue that never cames, as has happened with some of the other colossi,
Perhaps it will result in more issues being published than otherwise: now, they have
a goal to work for, rather than an indefinite series of purse- and back-breaking
dazzlers to dread-having to give birth to. ...At any rate, there will come alorg

and her fanzine to take its place. JIndeed, we have been fortunate in having Xero an
Warhoon simultaneously (whatever happened to Habakkuk?). Someday, some fanzine like
Bane will grow into Xero's shoes, if the editor happens to retain his interest and
find himself on the absolutely necessary sound financial footing for such projects.
Meanwhile, Xero has two more issues to go, and who am I to complain?

DISCORD #7, iarch, 1962; 1LOC, trade, or 154 each; Redd Boggs & lMarion Z. Bradley,
Boggs at 2209 Highlarnd Place NE, Minneapolis 21, Minn.: Reviewers of late have not
been pointing out, as they should, that Discord's letter column is one of the best
around, The reasons are obvious: excellence attracts excellence, aid regularity
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