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There was a great deal of heated discussion seven or
eight months ago regarding the relative value of two catch-
phrases, "Better Dead Than Red" and "Better Red Than Dead'. I
entered this discussion in an extremely small way when, in Kip-
ple :#20 (December, 1961), I commented briefly on the "Better
Dead Than Red" attitude. It would perhaps have been interesting
then to discuss the matter at length, but I decided to wait a
few months until the rabid emotionalism inspired by this gques-
tion on-both sides had abated. More pressing matters occupied
my time, however, and it was not until recently, when John
Boardnian based one of the questions in his poll on the relative
merits of these attitudes, that I remembered my intention. As-
suming that the subject is not now thoroughly out of date, I
should like to resume the discussion at this time.

I don't know at this writing what the results of John's
poll will show, although I strongly suspect a predominantly
liberal response. (This is not a tremendously impressive pre-
diction; anyone acquainted with The Pointing Vector, John's
magazine, would immediately realize that his readership would
tend to be liberal.) For my part, I cast my vote without hesi-
tation for "Better Red Than Dead™. If this revelation shocks
the conservative element of my readership, I can only hope that
they will give their attention to my reasoning hefore forming
an opinion. It should be noted, in heginning, that these
phrases are rarely used in a personal, individual context. When
one steadfastly contends "Better Red Than Dead!" or its opno-
site, one is in all likelihood referring either to the country
or the entire free world, not merely to oneself as an individ-
ual. There is a difference. If you believe that you, as an in-
dividual, would be better off dead than a communist (red), that
is your right, but I am rather less tolerant when you presume
to speak for the entire country. The donger in this attitude is
that it may comne to be possessed by the governaent, and while
they have a right to hold this (or any other) opinion, they are
unfortunately in a position to force their preference on those
wio might not otherwise choose it. At the present time, most of
those who are extreme in their opinion that we would be better
off dead than red are not in a position of power, and fortunate-
ly cannot do anything as a result of their belief. They never-
theless presume to spesk for| the country, and so it is:that
these statements are rarely encountered in an individual con-
text.

Actually, it might be of interest to question the adher-
ents of both of these nroposals in an effort to discover wheth-
er or not they apply their preference only to the country as a
wvhole or to themselves as individuals as well. A variety of an-
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swers might result: a person might personally prefer to die before be-
coming a '"red" but not suggest that the entire country would be better
off destroyed, or, conversely, an individual might be willing to become
a communist while boggling at the proposition of the entire country
falling into their hands. In my case, I would choose life under commu-
nism for the country, but as an individual I would be more likely to
choose the alternative. 'Choose™ is really a very poor term, and the
entire concept sounds more ostentatious than even my normal disserta-
tions. In addition, it appears to be an extremely cowardly statement.
There would be no choice, as such. I could no more become a communist
than a fascist; there is no room in my philosophy for such dogmatic
doctrines, and in addition I refuse to unguestioningly obey orders. So,
- if I were offered the choice of becoming a docile comrade or being
shot, it would be impossible for me to choose the former. As for the
cowardly aspect, this is not vhat it appears. I seem to be advocating a
fate for the country which I myself lack the courage to face, but I
hope to show that this fate would be only temporary.

, Personally, then, I prefer "Better Dead Than Red" as an accepta-
‘ble attitude, but the situation changes somewhat if an entire country
is considered. First, as I have previously implied, one person (or a
group of persons) has not the right to make such a decision for_the en-
tire country. But if that decision were mine to make, I would w1th9ut
‘hesitation choose "Better Red Than Dead'. What this means, to me, is
that imnediate surrender is preferable to a nuclear war which would, in
all likelihood, exterminate both sides.

This sounds, on the face of it, treasonous, and I don't doubt
that even some of the more liberal readers of this magazine are soume-
what shocked by the words “immediate surrender'". But let me attgmpt to
explain by outlining a hypothetical situation. The wo?ld situation has
become even more tense than it has occasionally been in the past, and
Russia has delivered an ultimatum: surrender or face a nuclear holo-
caust. Surrender is currently considered unthinkable, but remember that
this is purely a hypothetical situation. Officials.of our government
immediately return the message, formally surrendering. Paradgxically
enough, this alternative offers the most likely method by which to pre-

ve both our lives and our freedomn. : :

o Death is final, but a conquest can always be.offset by an insur-
rection, a revolution. (The premise that death'is.flngl depends, of 3
course, vpon my belief that there is no afterllfe. This can be debated,
but I think we would all agree that life is at least preferable to
death.) If we encage in a nuclear war, a large percentage of the popu-
lation will certainly die. We should also be able to @o a rather thor-
ough job of depopulating Russia, of course, but that is not relevant.
But what are the consequences of surrender, not only for th? United
States but for the other "Western" countries, all of whom will presum-
ably follow our lead? Well, the first objegtive in.handllng an eneny
which has surrendered is to disarm its military units, and the second
step is to occupy the territory and hold in check the 01v1liap popula-
tion. The first step is easily enough taken, assuming the_millpary sur-
enders entirely along with the civilian government, At this p01nP, it
looks as if all is lost for our American way of life. But behold: now
must come the occupation. Forgetting for a momgnt the many allied coun-
tries spread all over the world and concentrating merelyoqn the United
States, how -does Russia go about occupying it? How are 165,000,000 hos-
bitants held in check? :
b inﬁ?ter considerable thought, I have come to:the conclusion that
the task is an impossible one. In simple language, we may Ssay that hav-
e
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ing conquered this country, Russia doesn't know what the hell o do
with it. There aren't enough troops in all of Russia to safgly cgntrol
a population the size of ours, not to mention the many millions 1in al-
1ied countries. The communists are accustomed to taking control in
countries where dictatorships or semi-dictatorships .previously existed,
where the people are accustomed to such rule. But the United States
(and Great Britain, and a few other countries) poses quite another
problem. I should think that in this country alone there would be a
hundred million or so healthy civilians prepared to carry ogt guerilla
and underground operations, spread out over an immense territory. (The
larger cities would be evacuated when the war threat first becane
known, of course.) I cannot even begin to estimate the number of troops
necessary to control this mass of people; at any rate, I'm quite cer-
tain that Russia hasn't nearly enough. No Russian soldier would be safe
on the streets, lest he turn up in a back alley with his throat slit;
no precautions would prevent the poisoning of at least a portion of the
food necessary to sustain such an occupation force; assassinations of
the puppet officials set up by the communists would be the order of the
day; sabotage would run rampant; and, not the least important, the psy-
chological effect on the troops of being surrounded by millions of hos-
tile inhabitants would be consicderable.

Of course, there is a fly in the ointment: having discovered
their inability to cope with the population, the Russians might then
decide to use their nuclear weapons--as a "lesson'". But the chances of
this occuriing are extremely slim: to do so would be to destroy much-
needed agricultural resources, industrial facilities, and manpower, all
of which was technically under the control of the Russians to begin
with. It would also be very poor propaganda. (LEven if the political and
military power of the West has been destroyed, propaganda must still be
a potent consideration in major Russian action, since the 90% of their
own people who are not communists must always be given a favorable im-
pression of Mother Russia's actions.) But even if the worst occurs, the
losses would be somewhat less than they otherwise might be, since the
cities would be partially deserted and there would be no significant
concentration of people in any one spot. So, even at worst, we would be
better off.

Therefore: "Better Red Than Dead". I would rather have five--or
fifty--generations of Americans live under communist rule until an e-
ventual successful revolution than not to have those generations live
at all. People cannot forever be enslaved, and dictators must eventual-
ly topple; but death is final and irrevocable.

+ + +
+ + +

Apparently, the mysterious hex bestowed upon me by Richard Ber-
geron which prevented me from writing about stupidity in the newspapers
for two issues has now fully dissipated. If this disappoints Sir
Richard, he should be further disappointed (not to mention stupified)
by the fact that at least half of the letter writers of recent months
pointed out that they were saddened by my omission. Now I shall return
in grand style to the old tradition. In the mass of material which has
accumulated since last I delved into my fabled Files, there must be at
least a half-dozen items about which I can become properly incensed.

The single most important subject of the past few weeks 1is so
widely discussed that material devoted to it occupies a file-folder of
its very own, facetiously headed "The Invasion of Mississippi'. Ordin-
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still.be

arily, in beginning such a subject, I would briefly summarize the e- v
vents concerned for the benefit of those readers who hadn't already ac-
quired the information. In this case, however, the matter is so import-
ant that I cannot seriously consider the possibility of anyone being
unaware of it; if you do not know what I'm takling about, I suggest you
notify your next of kin that you shuffled off this mortal coil some
weeks ago and have since been waiting for someone to discover the fact.

Since the historical resume is unnecessary, I shall proceed im-
mediately to the opinionating. There are several basic positions taken
against the actions of the federal government in Mississippi. First, of
course, there are those people who oppose integration in any form, the
white supremacists. (There is also a certain body of opinion which ad-
vocates the immediate lynching of all Negroes and Jews, but I doubt
that I need to dwell upon this particular form of idiocy.) Fortunately,
the segregationists are being defeated (albeit gradually in some ca§es)
by sanity, and I gather from some of their comments that Mississippi
and its state university were considered one of the Last Stands of
their particular attitude. More common are those who ostensibly support
integration (and who prove this by mouthing variations of "Some of my
best friends are Hegroes"), but who cannot bring themselves to support
federal intervention in such a case. Their battle cry is "State Sover-
eigntyi"

i The first position need not be considered at any great length; iE
have been discussing integration in one form or another since t@e third
issue of this magazine, and anyone who remains unmoved is not likely tTO
be converted by another similar attempt.

The second position is slightly more worthy of.comment. Whenever
I see someone stoutly proclaiming the-4brlin. prind er an pe?son) the'
case for the sovereignty of the states, I begin to wonder if I didn't
overlook something quite significant in my admittedly sketghy study of
this country and its history. I was under the apgare@tly mistaken im=-
pression that the United States of America, despite its name, was a
country, but these pillars of States' Righps have an entirely dlfferggt
picture; in their eyes, the United States is a loose federation thfl -
ty individual areas which will remain together JuSF SO long as ;uc b
union is mutwally advantageous, but where each.ind1v1dual area has te
power to disregard the will of the duly authorlzgd central'governﬁen
whenever it wishes. This seems a strikingly foolish concept of af %ggn-
try", but it is precisely what is suggested by the sovereignty of 1 g
states so repetitively advocated by thgse Southern officials who wish a
free hand to treat a percentage of their people as slaves.

The individual state, as far as I am_concerned, has no sovezj
eignty as such, other than in such-;nsigniflgant areas as thetcreaeégn
of speed laws, marriage laws, etc. The lpd;V1du§l state.cango ggg =
from this country simply because its officials do not wish to ablide Dy
kL fedigaée%zxzé of states' rights, the Tenth Amendment tg the Consti-
tution is often cited: "The powers not Qelegated to the United Stateg
by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the Statgg? are resgrve.
to the States respectively, or to the people.".The powpous, over eartng
advocates of State Sovereignty, completely oblivious to logic or facts,
read this amendment faithfully whenever challenged. ; am not yet anEi
noyed enough to observe that it may be the only section of the Cong -
tution with which they are familiar, but I fegl t@at someone shgult _
point out to them that if they read the Constl?utlon in its entlgi Vs
they would find the rights of the states cu?palled sbarply when ey
interfere; as in the case of segregation, with the rights of the peo-
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le. first paragraph of Section 2, Article IV of the Constitution
g%gpezhztates: gThegCigizens of each State_shall be eptitled’tg a}l
Privileses and Immunities of Citizens in the several oStates.” 1o me,
this means that when a Federal Court rules that seg?egatlon is uncon-
stitutional--thus delineating the rights of a certain gyoup.of people
in the country (i'the several States")--this ruling applies o the peo-
e of Mississippi (or Georgia, or Alabama), despite the fact that the
sovernment and laws of the state disagree with the ruling. ;n this 4
specific case, it means that when the Supreme Court rulesﬁtnat_the fe-
sroes of this country are entitled to attend the school of Fhelr .
choice, this "Privilege...of Citigzens in the several States™ applies as
well to the citizens of any one state.

But does this justify federal intervention? The use of ?roopg? 1
yill freely agree that the use of troops and federal marshals in this
situation was unfortunate, but I think it obvious that such action was
necessary and easily justified. When the fifth U.5. Circult Court of
Appeals directed that James Meredith, being intellectually and physi-
cally qualified, be admitted to the University of Mississippi, the
sroper body to carry out this order would have been the Mississippi
State Police, acting under orders of the governor, Ross Barnett. How-
ever, the governor, other state officials, and the state police not on-
1y refused this task, but placed themselves on the other side of the
fence; the state police were ordered to prevent the admission of Mere-
dith to the University of Mississippi.

Those who are so intensely concerned with the injustice of fed-
eral intervention into state matters would presumably have dropned the
matter at this point. This would have set an interesting precedent: it
would have shown that state officials need not obey any federal law or
court order they didn't happen to like, and could back up their defi-
ance with the armed night of their own police. Fortunately, saner minds
were directing the federal actions, and this dangerous situation was
not allowed to long delay the implementing of federal law. As of Sep-
tember 15, newspapers reported that the Justice Department was "consid-
ering the use of federal marshals if the state defies a federal court
order to admit James Meredith." Despite the emotional rabble-rousing of
Ross Barnett, the United States did not then rush the Arny into the
situation, strewing vioclence in its path. On three separate occasions,
a contingent of unarmed U.S. marshals attempted to take Meredith onto
the campus of Ole Miss; on each occasion, they were "politely refused"
by unarmed police officers acting under Barnett's orders, and not so
politely heckled by the demonstrating citizenry. Finally, on the even-
ing of September 30, after tvo weeks of peaceful and futile negotiation,
a large number of marshals, armed with billyclubs and teargas boimbs,
entered the campus with Meredith. Rioting erupted, and at the height of
this rioting 43 carloads of state police left the scene, leaving the
marshals to the care of several thousand rioters, both students and
outsiders. Tinally, as a last resort, the Army was called in to restore
order. -

This was, as I admitted, unfortunate, but there was plainly no
other workable solution. A federal court had given an order, the order
was blatantly disregarded, and the police officers who should have car-
ried out that order refused to do so. Moreover, they refused to assist
when duly authorized officials of the United States government were at-
tacked by a mob and left the scene to further increase the ferocity of
the rioting, during which two persons were murdered.

I submit that there is no issue here of states! rights or the
injustice of federal intervention with troops; certain segments of the
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state of Mississippi staged a revolution, no less real t :
period}cally shatter the calm of various,South and antrginAgggigaxhiCh
counprles,-and.such an insurrection must be put down by whatever means
p9351b1e. P?e51dent Kennedy neatly summarized this point during a bril-
liant television address being delivered at the height of the riots:

"If this country should ever reach the point where any
man or group of men by force or threat of force could
lqng defy the commands of our courts and our Constitu-
plon, then no law would stand free from doubt, no
judge would be sure of his writ, and no citizen would
be safe from his neighbors,"

_It is traditional in these articles to end with some of the less .
intelligent reactions culled from letters to the editor of the local
newspapers, and the conservative side of my personality cowers at the
thought of disregarding tradition. Ience: _ '

"We are seeing very much of a demonstration of what

some legal scholars have long said; namely, that some

so-called constitutional 1law is not law at all, but
b pelitics,"

n"Governor Barnett is not being emotional. He is simply
trying to preserve the way of life wnich his ancestors
and mine (but not President Kennedy's--they weren't
here) created in this country. He is resisting the at-
tempts of federal newcomers, such as the Kennedys, to
destroy it. Pride should prevent MNegroes from trying
to destroy our social structure by forcing their way
into white schools and into white neighborhoods, until
they are ready for acceptance. Such an attempt can on-
ly be prompted by an overweening inferiority complex."

"And so, in Misslssippi, another nail is being driven
into the coffin of American democracy."

"Kennedy has made much of the 11awful right' he has to
force a state to its knees...to do his hidding, no
matter how odious it may be." i

We have taken another step in the right direction; unfortunate-
1y, the greatest actual effect of this historic situation will probably
be to gain 50,000 new adherents for the various neo-Fascist organiza-
tions across the country. Despite precedent, I imagine that a second
Negro applicant would have nearly as much difficulty gaining admittance
to the University of Mississippl.

- ' + -
s + -

"In the whole business of education, there 1s nothing like to be
Jess hearkened to, or harder to be well observed, than what I am now
going to say; and that is, that children should, from their first be-
ginning to talk, have some discreet, sober, nay, wise person about
them, whose care it should be to fashion them aright, and keep theim
from all 111, especially the infection of bad company. I think thiEs
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"Miss Becles testified everything about the festival
was rigged in favor of a pro-Soviet line, even pupnet
shows.

"Quinlan estimated that one fifth of the Americgn del-
ggation was anti-Communist, two £¥fths “Paclfist and
two fifths definitely pro-Communist.'

Passing for a moment over the question of whether a_branch of
the legislative body of the government is empowered to enlist the aid
of spies on foreign soil, I should like to specifically questign_the
validity of this report. In doing so, T assume a dangerous position,
since I know relatively little of the affair other than what I have
read; and of this, the only really favorable report has been_that of
Midge West (see Kipple #29, letter coluimn), a delegate from England. My
refusal to accept the report of these HUAC witnesses stems from a more
general concept, and one which at least superficially resembles gul}t—
by-association. To state it as concisely as possible, I do not consider
objectively valid the testimony of anyone who, with full cognizance of
its aims and tactics, would freely consent to testify before HUAC.

This view is dependent upon a simple premise. HUAC is supported
by two groups of people: those who are unaware of its inner workings,
and those who favor them. The former group is roughly composed of those
average Americans who know nothing of HUAC except that it opposes com-
munism. If HUAC did only this, then I too would support it. But what
the average American does not realize is that HUAC proposes the uncon-
stitutional premise that all "defendants" before it are guilty until
proven innocent, that one who has a communist for a friend becomes a
communist, and that anyone who supports an idea (say, disarmament) also
supported by the Comiunist Party is, per se, a comrmunist. Added to
these basic principles are the working tactics: distortion, half-truth,
guilt-by-association, et al. We now see that HUAC becomes rather more
than a body which opposes communism; it is also a body which opposes,
ferociously, any disagreement with its own principles. Of such stuff
freedom is not made. But our average American does not realize this,
and upon seeing HUAC identified as "anti-communist" is willing to drop
the matter at that point, trusting implicitly in HUAC's non-existent
Rightness.

The second group consists of those individuals who are intelli-
gent enough to realize the existence of these evils, but who, in fanat-
ical hatred of anything "liberal" or "left", are able to accept them.
Since delegates to the Youth Festival could hardly be considered as
members of the first group, I can only conclude that they belong to the
second.

In short, then, I feel that anyone who would volunteer to testi-
fy before HUAC, knowing fully what it stands for, must necessarily be
prejudiced against liberalism to begin with, and would therefore not be
an objective, impartial observer,

The most important matter to be found in newspapers at this
writing is one which makes the first section of this "Quotes & Notes"
ironically appropriate: the Cuban situation, so-called. Little else has
been discussed, in or out of the newspapers, since President Kennedy
addressed the nation two days ago at this writing, announcing that a
blockecade of Cuba would be undertaken. My opinions on this matter are
not yet fully formed, and are of course subject to change in the light
of future developments. Basically, I feel that the clandestine metamor-
phosis of Cuba into an offensive military site once and for all proves
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that the Soviet Union has no intention of striving for peace, except
yhgn it suits their purposes to do so. I think it obvious that the
United States reaction was entirely justified from the viewpoint of
tpls government. However, I cannot in all conscience support this move,
since it endangers as never before the lives of each one of WS,y sand sthe
continuance of civilization itself. The blockcade is ostensibly a tac-
tical move; however, it appears painfully clear to me that a large part
of the motivation concerns not a strategic necessity, but rather the
urge to display the vaunted American courage. Twenty years ago, the
presence of air bases of a potential enemy within ninety miles of one's
shores would have been a matter of the highest urgency, but in these
days of submarine-launched missiles and ICBM's, the existence of Rus-
sian missiles in. Cuba is not of great tactical import., Missiles launch-
iq from Siberia can accomplish the same objectives in slightly more

ime.

Furthermore, despite Adlai Stevenson's attempts to convince .the
United Nations Security Council otherwise, I doubt that the Russian
bases in Cuba are any more threatening to us than are those of the
United States in Turkey and elsewhere in the Mediterranean area to the
Russians. True, our bases were not installed under cover of secrecy,
and they are intended for defense and retaliation, not attacl. But this
does not mean that they could not just as easily be used for attack, if
we were to wish it. Would the United States be likely to look open-
mindedly on a "quarantine" of Turkey or Greece (or England, for that
matter) by the Russians? _

The only sane comments I have heard on this situation have been
those of the indefatigable Lord Bertrand Russell, who, in telegrams to
President Kennedy and Fremier Khrushchev, pleaded "End this madness"
and called the:actions of the United States 'unjustified®". "Civilized .
man condemns it," he said. "We will not have man murdered. Ultimatums
mean war. I do not speak for power but plead for civilized man.'" This
is not a particularly popular opinion at this time, but the fact re-
mains that the current actions of the United States are stubborn dis-
plays of deadly courage over "safety'" and '"rights" more apparent than
real. ; ‘ ‘ 42

To turn to matters of less urgency, Harry Warner forwarded a
copy of the Hagerstoim Morning Herald containing a story on the tr}al
of the two school teachers who brutally beat and caused to be hospital-
ized one of their students. (See Kipvle 5#28, pages 9-10.) Both female
teachers were found guilty of .assault on eight—year-old_Allen Ruck? and
sentencing was deferred. Judge D. Kenneth McLaughlin pointed out, in an
understatement of impressive proportions, that_”qut educators would
say you aren't qualified to teach this type of child." Allen 1is mental-
ly retarded. ;. : : :

The most notable element of the testimony as recorded by the
Herald was the infuriatingly pious attitude of the teachers. Part of
the testimony of one of them, Sara E. Hose, was reported as follows:

BUE. FEoddshim ¥ Loved Wim, ' andy I do. lowe lbmy! - "Miss
Hose - said. 'He had understanding of why he was pad-
dled.'

"iyje don't paddle hard or fast at the school. The.Lqrd
helped me. I prayed with Allen. It was my.responsibil-
ity "to help Allen and to see that he must obey. I
wasn't angry.' : .
14
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"The teacher said that the boy was told to lie across
o chair for the paddling. When he jumped and kicked,
she instructed Miss Gregory to hold his feet still.
She said that they did not hold him down.

"1yhen the punishment had been administered, Allen and
I prayed,' she continued. 'Allen was a happy 1little
boy. He did not cry. Allen hugged me before we left
the supply room.'"

T could forgive a person or persons who had assaulted an eight-
vear-old child in a moment of anger, and later regretted the action.
But there is no compassion in my heart for someone who commits such an
atrocity and firmly believes herself to have done an admirable deed.
"The Lord helped me.”" It is my firm opinion that these women are con-
pletely unfit to have even nominal control of any children vhatever,
and even more unfit to have placed in their charge a mentally retarded
child. If this society of ours were Weivilized", as some people contin-
ually insist, they would probably be incarcerated in a mental institu-
tion: however, in view of the normal degree of lunacy in our society,
the best that can be hoped for is that they will never again be placead
in a position where they may exert their will over any child. Even this
may be asking too much. ‘

The remaining clippinigs on the stack this month are of such a
nature as to appear quite absurd without any lengthy comments from this
quarter being necessary. For example, a clipping from the Baltimore Sun
notes that during a fracas at a lunch counter in Augusta, Georgia, Wil-
lie Didley, a ilegro, was stabbed by Dillen Kewsome. The presiding judge
at the hearing was kind enough to dismiss the charges against both men,
commenting that by being stabbed by the white man, Didley had been pun-
ished sufficiently. The judge apparently felt that Newsome had been
punished sufficiently simply by appearing in courty since the case a=
gainst him was promptly dismissed...

John Boardman forwards a clipping from an unidentified newspaper
concerning the recent suspending of a student at Cornell whose "off-
campus living accomodations,” to quote the clipping, "included a pretty
coed.”" The morality of this situation can be argued at another time;
the point I wish to make at this time is that the university has ab-
solutely no right to interfere in the off-campus activities of its stu-
dents, or to exact retribution in any form for actions not directly re-
lating to thefuniversity.itself.

And I suppose I should at least mention the "frustration room"
devised (and patented) by Harry Linsky, in which "the jangle-nerved
gentry can heave dishes, lamps, light-bulbs, small furniture pieces
with bang-up abandon! The News-Post notes that "Linsky has a stock of
slightly damaged crockery to supply frustration rooms."

--Ted Pauls
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_If a number appears to the left of this paragraph, it is the num-
2>/ per of your last issue; "TI" indicates that we trade; "C" means you
' have a contribution herein; "8" refers to this being a sample
copy; and "P" indicates your place on my permanent mailing list.

"J )



——FOUR AND TWENTY REALERS SING:

ke eHEAHG @ g .

S—

r
Jit)

o
[

L

o

—t

BILL PLOTT :: P.Q. BOX 5598 :: UNIVERSITY, ALABAMA

Re your comments on abortion and euthanasia, the Finkbine case
was indeed convenient for discussion, since the various media of the
press managed to keep the public in a state of constant awareness on
all developments of the thalidomide issue and its side effects (i.e.,
Mrs. Pinkbine). There was also a certain unigueness about her particu-
lar case. If I remember correctly, her physician (or a staff of physi-
cians) had determined beyond reasonable doubt that her baby--if allowed
to continue its growth--would indeed have been malformed.

_ Yet the issue that you proposed was actually concerned with a-
bortion and euthanasia, per se, rather than with that particular case.
1 tend to brush aside morality and religious arguments here because of
the -Catholic Church's stand on birth control. The Church admonishes the
more common methods of avoiding conception such as the various contra-
ceptives which can be purchased in any drug store. Yet it advocates the
rhythm method 6f birth control. I'rankly, I can't see that the méans
justifies the end. Birth control is birth control regardless of how it
. is practiced. (¢Frankly, I can't see that the stupidity of the Catholie
Church's position on birth control jugtifies brushing aside all moral
and religious arguments against abortion or euthanasia.;) :

That is.a slightly abstract parallel to the abortion issue, but
I tend to feel that life begins at birth with a consciousness of envi-
ronment, no matter how slight or undeveloped that awvareness may be. ]
think our abortion laws are in desperate need of review and revision.
There have been a number of cases where a physician warned a housewife
that she was not physically capable of giving birth tq another child.
Should she become pregnant she not only has her own 1life in jeopardy,
but also that of the coming child. This leaves her with two alterna-
tives: 1) A risky miscarriage attempt, or 2) ‘abortion.

In the event of the latter, she is again limited to two plans of
action. She can seelz a physician who is willing to disobey the law and
perform the. operation, or she can turn to the black market, find some
quack and probably die or become seriously infected by the unsanitary
surroundings and procedures..Yes, our abortion laws in this country are
under fire, but apparently not enough fire to cause any action as of
vet. - : '

Abortions. can be justified for other reasons besides that of the
malformed child and the mother's-health. What about pregnancies result-
ing from sexual assaults? Legally, an abortion cannot be obtained even
for that purpose. But fortunately there have been doctors who realized
the truly deplorable situation.that husband and wife were in and came
to their aid despite the possible consequences of the courts.

Futhanasia is something that I find hard to discuss. You have a
good point when you say that it omits the death of an individual who
*)
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‘might not be malformed even when snuffed out by an abortion. But this
raises an even greater question of morality. On the one hand a possible
babbling idiot is removed from society. But on the other hand, that
malformed child might turn out to be another Helen Keller if allowed to
live. I should like to conclude by quoting your concluding sentence:
"My most coherent thought at this moment is to be wildly relieved that
this decision is not mine to make."

C.R. BORSELLA :: PO BOX 443 :: TOWSON STATE COLLEGE :: TOWSON, MD.

T share in Joe Pilati's rejoicing over the fact that the Regents
Prayer is finally out of the New York schools. People tell me that it
is disrespectful to walk out of the room when the Bible is being read
but I think the real disrespect lies in the reading of the book in the
schools in the first place.

Re the morality of abortion and the "Where do we draw the line?™
there seems to be only one place where the line can possibly be drawvm.
The uniting of the sperm and the egg produces a speck of protoplasm.
The odds against any particular sperm uniting with any particular egg
are astronorical. I believe in only one miracle in life, and that is
the mathematical and genetical miracle (odds 150 trillion to one, not
counting crossing over) which makes it possible for every person to be
a completely unique organism (discounting monozygotic twins), different
from any other organism that will ever live. At the instant of concep-
tion, the genes are placed. Already, we have a creature who has a cer-
tain color of hair and eyes, certain physical characteristics, certain
intelligence. Already, we have an organism whose future behavior pat-
terns are partially established by tlie traits that he has inherited
from his parents. I feel that no mother nor no doctor has the right to
exterminate the development of this organism which is unique from any
other living form. Contraception, yes. Contraception injures no unique
organism. Abortion, no. This is just as wrongful as a mother's murder-
ing a 4- or 5-year-old kid while he sleeps, because the mother just
doesn't want the kid anymore.

I think I can partially answer John Boardman's query about
whether or not it is possible for an atheist to get married in the
state of Maryland. The fact is, that in this state one cannot be mar-
ried by a Justice of the Peace. A broad-minded minister might condes-
cend to perform the service--but the atheist night not be able to tol-
erate this. A leader of the Ethical Culture Society (this is a group of
assorted freethinkers and religious liberals, not unlike the Humanists)
is qualified to perform marriage ceremonies in Maryland.

KEVIN LANGDON :: C/0 BREEN :: 2402 GROVZ ST. :: BERKELLY 4, CALIFORNIA

Sorry for phrasing my remarks so clumsily. L was really object-
ing to the indefinite "one is said to have a 'conscience'." 5aid by
whom? If this means anything, it means said by the common man, which
leads into the difficulty I mentioned. (£Let us say, then, that one is
said to have a conscience by Ted Pauls when one reaches the logical
conclusion that it is foolish to harm others for personal gain.3)

Granted the formulation of an ethical code is a process of the
intellect, but you have not proven that the ethical code itself is a
product of the intellect. It can't be totally a product of the intel-
lect. The intellect does not give rise to your basic premises, for in
order for the intellect to function it must have »remises available to
reason with. (£This is true, of course, but I think it ought to be un-
derstood that "formulation" is a broad term in this context. The basic
premises for the formulation of an ethical code are not assimilated in
|4
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a single lump, but rather drawn piece-meal from many sources over a
period of time. The premises with which we begin are those imparted to
us by our parents and (later) our teachers. These premises (particular-
ly in the former case) may be entirely wrong and completely illogical,
but some people whose minds cease growing at this point are probably
blissfully unaware of this. Most of one's ethical premises are obtained
by reading, I would say, although a particular attitude can rarely be
traced to its source. As information and varying opinions are collected
in this fashion, one eventually begins to weigh one's own thoughts and
attitudes against this mass of material. An individual takes portions
from many different sources in order to form his own attitude, these
portions being fused and tempered by logic and compassion. Of course, I
can speak only of my own case with authority. The only instance where I
am able to trace the origins of one of my own attitudes (and even here
not to a gingle specific source) is in the matter of race relations, a
field in vhich my eventual enlightenment is directly attributable to
science fiction. (You must understand that during the early years of my
life my attitude was a carbon-copy of my parents' attitude; when they
stated unequivocally that the Negro and Jew were inherently inferior to
me, I believed them. This is not stated as an excuse, for no excuse is
sufficient, but rather as an apology to the people I must have hurt in
my childish certainty that I was inherently superior to them.) I cannot
trace the origins of my current attitudes on, say, religion and hones-
ty. I was.a depressingly norrial child, particularly in these fields. I
attended Sunday school for several years, and when at last I refused to
continue it was in no way attributable to a logical dislike of the doc-
trine being preached; I was simply too lazy to arise as early on Sunday
as I was forced to arise on weekdays. In the field of honesty (intel-
lectual and otherwise) I was regrettably abnormal in entirely the wrong
direction. I probdably told as many lies as most children of my age, but
in addition I was apprehended (though not arrested) for shoplifting at
the age of ten. This again I can in no way excuse: I stole minor items
which I could have purchased ten times over, perhaps because it made me
feel important among the crowd of toughs inhabiting the industrial-cuun-
residential neighborhood in which I lived. I could say much more about
my stupidity and lack of ethics at an early age (and, to relieve the
boredom and my ego, I could say a few words about the meagre intellec-
tual heights I acheived), but I think this is sufficient. It ought to
give Harry Warner something to think about, if he still believes that
one is either born with or without ethics and morals.3)

I'o fair, Ted Pauls! You can't expect to define "just" in terms
of "fairi and get away with it. (&Perhaps you'd be interested to know,
though, that you are the only writer to comment on this.}) Ilow define
"fair', Defining it in terms.of "just" is cheating. (£{That which is
fair gives to and takes From equally all parties concerned. A just law,.
then, is a law which respects the rights of all individuals egually,
and in addition gives equal power to the right of the individual citi-
zen as against the State; and equal power to the rights of one group as-
against another, and of one citizen against a group or one group a-
gainst an indigidual citizen.3}) _

' The important question in your discussion of abortion and eu-

thanasia is whether we should consider what the embryo or newborn in-

fant is (an animal less intelligent than the sheep, cattle, and other

animals that we routinely kill for food) or what it may become. I pre-

fer the first point of wview and thus I am in favor of abortion in the
. thalidomide cases. (£You have a right to "prefer'" the first point of

view, but would you mind explaining to us just why you prefer it?))

ot
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Ron Wilson: The only alternative to coexistence is nuclear war,
which would probably mean the destruction of all life on this planet.
Are you really in favor of this? Elsewhere in your letter, I think that
you were probably closer to your father than you realized, in view of
your statement (and making it shows a great deal of courage), "I am
trying gradually to abolish the deep loathing that I hold for the le-
groid peoples that resulted from the murder of my father.”

Ted, you say, "Knowledge is valuable because only through know-
ledge can there be progress." Okay, so why is progress valuable? (£0h,
come now. Without progress, a society stagnates and dies. All things
being in a state of change, it is obvious that change may occur in two
directions: for the better, or for the worst. You are actually asking,
in this paragraph, why change-for-the-better is valuable. The question
does not warrant an answer.j)

HARRY WARNER :: 423 SUMMIT AVE. :: HAGERSTOWN, MARYLAND

My interest in political labels like conservative vs. liberal
isn't great enough to produce extensive comments on your broadside at
John Boardman. I frankly don't know whether I'm a liberal or conserva-
tive, and I don't care very much, because the label seems as pointless
as Republican or Democrat: it's meaningful only if the individual is
active in publie life and must set himself up as one or the other to
solace the public, which otherwise might be forced to inquire into his
principles and beliefs in order to know if it should approve or disap-
prove of him. Most people are hopeless mixtures of conservative and
1iberal inclinations and I'm sure it would take someone wiser that I an
to be sure which predominates in most cases and how important one
strong liberal trend is in an individual cramned full of mild conserva-
tive leanings. (£I don't presume to be wiser than you, but perhaps my
detachment is an advantage. I would classify you as liberal with regard
to human and civil rights, moderate in most other fields, and somewhat
conservative in the occasional distrust of science you show. 3)

I see no reason why I should hesitate to kill someone attacking
me, although this involves the wild assumption that I would have enough
sense to pull a trigger with the muzzle aimed in the right direction, a
most improbable state of affairs for a person vho is as nervous around
firearms as I am. It is quite impossible for my attacker to know for
sure that he isn't going to kill me, even if he means only to slice me
up or incapacitate me, and in return I have the right to prevent the
uncertain consequences of his attack, even though I may slay him in the
process. The law says that it is not necessary for the attacked person
to strike the second blow; in fact, a recent court case saw an acquital
for a local man who had sliced open the belly of another man with a
broken beer bottle while both were drunk: all the testimony indicated
that the plaintiff had charged the defendant, fists ready to strike, in
the defendant's home, and the defendant was found not guilty by a jury
after only five minutes of deliberation, even though he was the slimi-
est-acting defendant you could imagine in the court room.

T'm disappointed at your failure to find more convinecing reasons
why my theory about instinctive knowledge of right and wrong is base-
less. (£{The last one--that infants are selfish and remain so until
taught differently--was rather a good one, and I note that you appar-
ently canit think of a refutation, since you ignore it completely in
this letter.)) You know enough about heredity to know that your first
objection is unsound: an inherited characteristic can skip one or more
gcenerations, otherwise every child born of red-haired parents would
have red hair. The second objection isn't necessarily valid because you
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don't take into consideration the other things that can affect an in-
dividual's behavior: punishment that he may get for doing wrong as he
is growing up; economic circumstances that may reduce his desire to do
wrong when he can have what we wants through wealth and social stand-
ing; the pressure of a circle of moral friends whom he would lose if he
obeyed his amoral instincts; and many others. The third objection ig-
nores the fact that many criminals cannot be rehabilitated, the fact
that many individuals who failed to inherit this morality would be put
in insane asylums rather than jail, and the matters stated just above.
The Russian-type inherited characteristics theory, as I understand it,
is that you change a creature and its change will be reproduced in suc-
ceeding generations. I made it clear that I thought that this instinct
is :something that becomes inheritable only when influenced by experi-
ences of many, many generations. How else do instincts begin? We all
know that birds are instinctively afraid of people today, yet birds on
a desert island normally do not fear a castaway or discoverer of that
island. The birds must have acquired the man-fearing instinct as humans
spread over the earth; they didn't have it before man evolved from
whatever he came from. (£I wonder if birds are necessarily instinctive-
ly afraid of people? This past summer, several families of sparrows
frequented our back yard for a free meal of stale bread. At first, only
adult birds came, and they presumably refurned to the nest with food
for the young. But eventually these young birds were apparently large
enough to take part in the normal family feast, and we noticed that a
half dozen or so accompanied the mature specimens. On several occasions,
I unthinkingly walked out the back door while they were eating, and I
noticed an extremely interesting detail: while the young were eating,

. the full-grown sparrows would perch on the fence, alert for danger. On
two occasions when I blundered onto the scene, the parent birds (who
were sitting on a section of the fence some distance from the door) did
not immediately spot me. In these cases, the young birds simply hopped
out of my way an the cement path, making no effort to take flight. But
when the full-grown sentries.spotted me, they would set up a furious
peeping, upon which the entire assemblage fled. Later, I tried an ex-
periment. When the bread was thrown out one morning, I walked outside
and casually sat down on the back step. Although I did not make any ef-
fort to remain perfectly still, I was careful not to move suddenly.
Soon the clan of sparrows: arrived, and since the bread was extremely
close to the back step, some of the birds had to approach within arm's
length. Plainly, they saw me; a bird would stand several feet away
looking up at me, then suddenly dash in virtually under my feet, re-
trieve a piece of bread, and immediately retreat, whereupon the bird
would once again stand and look up at me, holding the bread. -Yet it was
only after I had been seen by the mature sparrows that the entire group
took flight. On another occasion, several years previously, a family of
kildeer occupied a vacant lot (where now stands an apartment house)
near this house. These are most interesting birds, particularly in the
manner in which they lead enemies away from their nest. If any fairly
large creature approaches the nest, one of the pair will suddenly ex-
tend one of its wings, bent as if it were broken, emit a series of
mournful shrieks, and hobble away from the nest, leading the creature
away from its eggs or brood, I used to delight in watching the many
people (both adults and children) who were fooled by this trick. The
supposedly wounded kildeer would match the speed of the pursuer while
leading him or her away from the nest: if a man walked slowly toward
the bird, it would hobble slowly away, but if a pursuer increased his
speed, so would the kildeer, always keeping a few feet ahead.' Then,
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when the nest was safely behind, the kildeer would cease shrieking and
vigorously fly away, leaving the pursuer with egg on hi's*face.y8inee -l
was aware of this trick, I didn't bother following the adult bird but
went instead to the nest. In this case, the kildeer would take off in-
to the air, land close to me, and go through its act again, hoping to
draw me away from the nest. Throughout this performance, the young
birds were in a state of extreme terror, flapping stubby wings useless-
1y and running around in circles. However, if I approached the nest
while the parent bird was a half-block away, detouring another curious
person, the offspring showed no fear. From this (done several times), I
concluded that the kildeer offspring were not afraid of man, per sg,
but are afraid whenever the parent goes into its act within their sight
and hearing. As for the mature birds, they certainly weren't afraid of
men--their act was extreuely dangerous, in that it allowed a man to get
close enough to heave a rock with reasonable accuracy. I saw anger in
the actions of the kildeer, yes; I saw what from a human would have
been extreme courage, yes; but I never saw fear in the mature 615 o PSR g
I hadn't already digressed for so many lines, ['d tell you a story a-
bout what hapvnens to idiot children vho climb a tree wherein Jies a
crow's nest. Suffice it to say that while I know of no crows fezring
human beings, I do know two human beings--Ted Pauls and Danny Stein--
who have a healthy respect for crovs.3)

I've never heard of this Maryland law prohibiting an atheist
from holding public office or a state job, or that court of appeals
ruling. (£The matter is covered, among other places, in an article by
Robert Bendiner which zppeared last year in the "Speaking Out" section
of the Saturday Evening Post.}) I'm quite sure that it would be held
unconstitutional, under Article Six: "INo religious test shall ever be
required as a qualification to any office or public trust under the U-
nited States." Maybe you're thinking of the former Ober act, which re-
quired school teachers and other state employes to swear loyalty, and
the fuss that followed when some fundamentalist sects refused to swear
on religious grounds involving oath-taking, not because they were dis-
loyal. Mor do I know why an atheist couldn't get married here. Possi-
bly Boardman was referring to the inability to get married in most,
meybe all, parts of Maryland without the help of a clergyman.

JOHN BOARDMAN :: APT. D-3 :: 166-25 89th AVE. :: JAMAICA 32, NEW YORK

Our differences of opinion seem, as you say, to be differences
concerning procedure rather than concerning policy. I think that this
difference depends upon the following three different perspectives that
we bring to bear upon conservative political and criminal activity:

(1) I am old enough to remember the Second World War served up
daily in the headlines, rather than as part of a history course.

(2) I lived for 1% years in a part of the South where the White
Citizens' Council exerted an effective veto over the actions and state-
ments of all public bodies. friends of mine have been jailed or beaten
there.

(3) I read regularly a large number of conservative publica-
tions, including National Review, Thunderbolt, American Hercury, Kill,
Storm, American Opinion, and Stormtrooper. Rather than reading what
other people say about conservatives, I prefer to read what the con-
gservatives themselves say about their beliefs and about what they plan
to do. This can be very enlightening, as hypocrisy is not one of their
faults. (LA few casual impressions, if I may: (1) newspaper headlines
during wartime serve exactly the same purpose as during peacetime: to
stir up emotionalismn. This was apparently quite successful in your par-
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ticular case. Personally, I prefer the detachment of an historical ac-
count. I have learned to despise the Nazi ideology and methods in this
manner every bit as much as I could learn to despise it through a tear-
ful photograph and lurid story in the Daily News. Furthermore, the "I'm
older than you and I know what the hell 1'm talking about!" attitude,
of which your first numbered paragraph is an offshoot, is a method of
argument which has never found favor in intelligent 01rcles (2) I have
lived for all of my life among a family which embraces the doctrine of
vhite supremacy. (3) I could give a list of my reading matter with a
conservative "line", but since that is not in the least relevant to
this argument, I won t bother. We are arguing here pnot whether the con-
servatives would treat us badly if they assumed confrol, but whether it
is morally proper ("appropriate" being conceded) for us to do the same
to them, And finally, I disagree with you that "hypocrisy is not one of
their faults." By assuming a double standard of action/punishment with
regard, on the one hand, to fellow conservatives, and.on the other, to
llberals, they are gullty of hypocrisy. Mo doubt you don't consider
this to be hypocrlsy, since it is what I criticized you for last issue,
but in my opinion it quaslifies nicely under that term.3})

With these considerations, it seems to me that in defending
themselves against conservatism, liberals are fighting not merely for
their principles, but for their very lives. If the ev1dence cited in
"Satyagraha, Havlaga, Treblinka" in Pointing Vector #10 didn't convince
you of -this, the Battle of Oxford should. This battle was proclaimed by
the rebel field commander, General Ldwin Walker, as a '‘conservative re-
volt", It should be evident by now that conservatives have both' the
will and the means to kill their liberal opponentso They are most like-
1y to do so in regions, such as the Séuth, where they control the ma-.
chinery of local government and can therefore act with relatlve im-
punity.

Nor are these murders merely individual scattered acts of frus-='
tration or intimidation. Conservative spokemen have made it amply clear
that murder of their opposition is part of their policy. It was no il-
literate redneck, but Judge Rromfield of Mississippi, who announced
from the state bench that if Mississippi Negroes 'follow the advice of
outside agitators", and register to vote, they will be "slaughtered
like sheep". Among the white southerners who have been'carrying this
poliey into action have been law enforcement officials, and even legis-
lators.

In the South, this violence is a continuation of the Civil War.
Conservatives are flghtlng with the same slogans, under the same flag,
and for the same principles as they did a century ago. Tnen, tco, they
called themselves "conservatives'!'. I don't know who has a better title
to this label.

I wish that, in criticizing my views on this subject as express-
ed in the Pointing Vector, you wouldn't put words into my mouth. I'd
prefer that you criticized my opinions on their own merits, or lack of
them, rather than making "logical extensions" of your own construction °
and. then accusing me of the misdeeds you think would result from such
"extensions". (£To my knowledge, everything I criticized you for was a
logical result of your quoted comments, except the comments about my
own ancestry, which.I immediately admitted to be silly.))

Northern and western conservatives cannot be separated from
their more forthright Southern brethren. Some northerners, both liber--
als and conservatives, will tell you that the southern rebels and kill-
ers are '"nmot true conservatives'. Of course they are. Just ask themn.

And, in fact, northern conservatives have supported Governor
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Barnett's actions. Barry Goldwater, "Mr. Conservative', has announced
that Barnett had a perfect right to do what he did. Robert Morris,
sometime conservative candidate for U.S. Senator from New Jersey, has
placed his legal services at the disposal of General Walker. The Con-
servative Party of New York urges '"returning the control of education
to parents and local communities." If these northern conservatives ac-
cept the same identification as southern segregationists, and excuse
their actions, they must come under the same condemnation.

Do you consider violence used to defend liberals against these
attacks morally equivalent to the violence used by the conservatives in
making the attacks? I certainly do not. (¢We agree here, but I do not
consider some of your proposals to be defensive in any manner of speak-
ing. In my original article, I stipulated that a person had the right
to defend himself when attacked--by a liberal, a conservative, or a
grizzly bear. But making '"the Worth unsafe for conservatives" (your own
words) can hardly be construed as responding to an attack.})

I think there should be no illusions about what conservatives
will deliver should they ever come to federal power. They are on record
with numerous statements on their plans. Four prominent conservatives,
including William F. Buckley Jr. and Fulton Lewis Jr., have advocated
hanging Chief Justice Warren--not impeaching him, as the John Birch
Society would do, but hanging him. (See Pointing Vector 7 A el PR I N > o
National Review, 9 September 1961, p. 143; Time, 24 November 196i.1 <p.
3ls Newsweek, & December 1961, p. 16; New York Times, 17 December
1961.) (4See also Kipple #21, p. 5. So you see, John, I am not entirely
ignorant of these matters. But regardless of what the conservatives
would do if they assumed control, this in no way makes 1t acceptable
for liberals to commit the same acts.}) And, in a speech delivered in
January 1962, Senator Goldwater said, "I have some definite plans for
Prof. Galbraith, Ed Murrow, and Arthur Schlesinger Jr. I can't reveal
these plans because if there's a leak they might get out of the country
before I'm inaugurated." How many other people would have to flee ror
1ife or liberty if conservatism takes over? (£I might be one to flee,
since I have made some notable enemies among local reactionaries, but I
will neither support nor tolerate a "liberal" program to make conserva-
tives "flee for life or liberty". If Senator Goldwater were to attack
ne, I would attempt to defend myself; but, because Goldwater advocates
creating difficulties for liberals, I do not consider that sufficient
reason to lower myself to his level by advocating the same ends for
conservatives.?

Among conservative groups, I consider the National States Rights
Party to be the most dangerous. Unlike many conservative groups, it is
not a one-man operation for egoboo, but commands iuch support over sev-
eral southern states. It is an appeal to an endemic American racism,
rather than an attempt to import and graft Nazism. Those wvho are fur-
ther curious about it should write to NSRP, Box 783, Birmingham, Ala-
bama, and ask for the latest issue of their publication, Thunderbolt.
Then turn to page 417 of the 1962 World Almanac.

At present I feel that it may be more effective to deal with
conservatives violently only in response to their own violence. But, if
they continue a state of open warfare against Negroes, Jews, liberals,
and (often) innocent bystanders in the South, a counterattack in the
North would be no less appropriate than the offensive which Sherman
opened in Georgia in 1864 to talke the pressure off Grant in Virginia.
This is entirely a tactical matter. (4You seem to use the word "appro-
priate" an awful lot, don't you? As I have admitted several times, ac-
tions of this sort are quite appropriate--if we use the ethical code of
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the neo-Fascists. I, for one, refuse to embrace that code. If you wish
to, that is your business, but don't complain when someone identifies
it for what it is:})

Nazis, now, are another matter. My reasons for taking this posi-
tion-have been expounded at least twice in the Pointing Vector. In
1941, the German Reich declared against the United States a state of
war which is still in effect. MNazi troops which did not honor the sur-
render agreement of 1945 are still in a state of war with the Allies,
and are under law guerillas. This seems to be the legal status of the
American Nazi Party. Of course, if some district attorney wanted to
press for an indictment against thernn for conspiracy to commit murder,
he'd find ample justification for such an indi.ctnent in their own 1i-
terature and public statements. This also holds for their local off-
shoot, the American National Party.

I hate to disillusion you, but when I advocated "knocking Nazis
on the head and throwing them into the gutter" I did mean killing then.
I can recall a time when it was accounted a preiseworthy deed to kill
Nazis. A great proportion of the national energies of America was dedi-
cated towards this end. Mazism has not changed since then. I would not
l1ike to think that America has changed. (&It was once congidered a
praiseworthy deed to kill pre-Wazi Germans; before that Spaniards; be-
fore that Indians; before that southerners; before that English sol-
diers; and before that "witches" and other heretics. But, goddamnit
man, that does not make it rightis) '

To follow up "The Heckler", I am happy to report that Stephen
L'eandes has been inconspicuous ever since he was pasted on the jaw
when he tried to break up a meeting of the American Jewish Congress.
I've seen him twice since then, once at a distance at a peace meeting
in St. Nicholds Arena, and once when he interviewed me for some rural
Mississippi papers while I was on a picket line in front of a conserva-
tive rally. Both times he behaved like a little gentleman.

I overstepped the legitimate bounds of criticism in my remarks
on Betty Xujawa. Four years'of residence in Syracuse, where Polish and
Ukrainian emigre groups are vocal, had given me a pOOT perspective on
refugees from those regions. One -tends to forget that, for centuries,
the overwhelming majority of political and racial refugees who have
come to America have become faithful citizens of this country, and have
not tried to influence their adopted country to revenge real or fancied
wrongs which they have suffered in the ‘'old country'. However, these
refugees are no where near as vocal as the "professional refugees" who
will cheerfully risk sending the world up in smoke if their chances of
getting back into power are in any way enhanced, or if they see a
chance of revenge upon their supplanters. For examnple: a little group
of professional refugees called "The Assenmbly of Captive FEuropean Na-
tions® pressured Congress three years ago into passing a resolution for
the partition of the Soviet Union. I'11 repeat that in case you missed.
its significance. The Congress of the United States of America is now
unaimously on record as favoring the par titien o fithe Soviet Union into
some two dozen specifically listed entities. e are indeed fortunate
that the Soviet Union did not choose to regard this belligerent provo-
cation as an act of war. Can you imagine the furor that would be caused
in this country if the Supreme Soviet or the Presidium announced as
part of Soviet national policy the partition of the U.S.A.%7 -

Among the divisions into which the USSR would be carved by this
grandiose plan are such things as #7del-Ural", "Cossackia'", and “"White
Ruthenia". "Cossackia" sounds as if it would be a separate country for
the Cossacks, which would make about as much sense as a separate coun-

o




“try for the U.S. Marines. And can anyone out there identify "Idel-Ural"
and "White Ruthenia"? (Mo "Black Ruthenia"? Are they a bunch of segre-
gationists?) The ACEN's role in passing this resolution is an insult to
the many millions of immigrants from Eastern Europe and their descen-
dants, who have made a new life here rather than worrying about the
wrongs done to the feudal dictatorships which held power in most of
Zastern Europe before they were replaced first by Nazi and then by Com-
munist dictatorships.

There is some connection between my interpretation of Fred
Thompson's statement on his sex life, and the conservatives' statement
on their political plans. The pronouncements of some conservatives are
treated in the press as if they really didn't mean them; you see such
phrases as '"so-called Nazis" and "self-styled Mazis'. >imilarly, you
feel that no credance should be placed in Thompson's statement that the
only reason he molested girls was because he couldn't attract a woman.
T subscribe to a school of psychology that is in eclipse right now, but
I think will someday be discovered and hailed as the last birth of
time. I believe that people perform the actions that they do for the
reasons that they think they have in performing them. This is just as
oversimplified as Freudian psychology, but it's a lot easier to under-
stand, and probably no less inaccurate.

BETTY KUJAWA :: 2819 CAROLINE ST. :: SOUTH BEND 1%, INDIANA

I was naturally pleased, moved and touched to find an exception
to my rule, "Liberals are only liberal to their very own". I thank you
for risking the sneers of your peers by defending a Conservative. I
hope the skin color, racial origin, and religious beliefs of your fami-
1y will not be 'used', as was mine and that of my husband, against you.

Thank you, Ted Pauls, for being a liberal in the grand tradition
and in the finest sense of the word.

In the past we used the term "McCarthyism" for guilt by associa-
tion and for this kind of smear tactics. Since the late and yery un-
lamented Senator never did me and mine harm directly I'll prefer from
now on to deem this style of in-fighting 'Poardmanism' or 'Boardman-
ship .

When all this came to pass I stated formally to my husband and,
via tape, to Wrai Ballard and, I believe, Boyd Raeburn, that for each
and every fan-friend who came to my defense in the next two issues of
Kipple I would give ten dollars in each name to either the NAACP or the
United Negro College Fund. I have done so in, alas, only one name--
yours. As there are many amid your readers who know of the years,
money, and effort I have spent for Hegro causes I had hopes of giving
far more:; but instead, my contention about the liberality of our liber-
als in fandom was borne home to me in a personal and, frankly, sadden-
ing way.

But then perhaps they too have families/spouses whom they didn't
care to have dragged in and called names? I feel I should warn all that
there is no protection against Boardmanship. In my case, I hadn't known
the man at all, nor did he know me or my husband. All I did was mention
in G2 that I was a conservative. Now it might be wise for fans to de-
clare that they are bachelors/spinsters and orphans with no knowledge
of their racial stock; that misht help.

It wasn't that I showed no inclination to defend myself and my
non-fan bystander husband, Ted. My husband pointed out to me, and wise-
ly, that I couldn't possible 'fight' this, or tvwin' anything when I had
to deal with a person who uses these tactics; nor could I hope to ex-
plain or change his opinion.

I.rf‘/ \-ﬁ}
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Foolishly perhaps I chose to still have hope, so I waited until
the Chicon where, during the Willis/Lindsay Reception, I attempted to
give some facts and truths to Mr. Boardman. Since a goodly amount of
time has passed since then I can only surmise that no retraction on me
and mine is forthcoming. I am now sorry I didn't heed Gene, and I apol-
ogize to John Boardman for bothering him with the actual facts of the
case. It was very thoughtless of me.

I therefore return to my husband's way of thinking: that I can't
possibly defend myself against John's public statements. I don't and
won't play 'dirty' myself. I do hope (if they can bear risking it) that
perhaps Walter Breen and others whom I've grotched at in the past will
testify that I have always based my gripes on the actual deeds they did
and not, repeat pot, upon their race, color, and creed, nor that of
their families or in-laws. Since I play the game this way I am ill e-
quipped to handle a Boardman. Even George C. Willick attacked me only
for my over-gooey letters-of-comment and not because he once knew a
Pole somewhere whom he didn't like. Ergo, there is something of the-
good in all of us. Mayhap in the future I'll find some in John; hope .
springs eternal from my conservative breast.

To reiterate my work for Negro causes; to state again (for the
umpteenth time) how upon my death some 90% of my estate will be put in
trust at the University of Michigan (Ann Arbor) to be used in perpetu-
ity as scholarships for Negro men and women (the other 10% goes to med-
ical research on children's diseases); to give a lengthy, exhaustive
lecture in basic American history on Indiana, New iEngland, the Union,
etc. in the Civil War, pointing out that it was my Republican Party and
my direct ancestors who supported, fought, bled, and died for the abo-
1ition of slavery (and who helped immeasurably here in town to keep the
Underground Railroad in operation, thereby creating a fine and exem-
plary mainly-Negro village of Cassopolis, Michigan to the North of us);
to bore you all telling of my Whitehall family's tradition of the
rights of all Americans since we got here in the middle-late 1700's; to
tell again of the physical beating my husband endured through Roman
Catholie Parochial School for sassing back nuns who flatly taught that
Negroes were not only 'inferior' but not to be considered 'human'; to
give a lecture in Sociology on the Immigrants of South Bend, Indiana,
Polish Division (sométhing I am far, far more qualifiéd to do than Mr.
Boardman by any standards); to say that in these devoutly UAW/CIO Demo-
cratic-voting homes the Holy Trinity consists of The Father (F.D. A
Roosevelt), The Son (J.F. Kennedy) and The Holy Ghost (Walter Reuther);
well, Ted, all this would only clutter up John's keen all-knowing mind,
and by my experiences with his tactics in the past not do me nor Gene
any good at all. . :

Those who know me will give me the benefit of the doubt after
reading John's letter--at least I hope they still will. Those who want
to believe the worst of Betty Kujawa (and her husband with that odd
name) will not be moved or swayed at all by any protests on my part and
perhaps will commend John for taking a conservative femme-fan down a
peg or two. : :

I choose to think that when anyone stoops down and scoops up
filth and flings in willy-nilly at another (and at the other's unin-
volved, unsuspecting kin) instead of basing his or her arguments on
past deeds, he will end up with most of the ammunition/filth adhering
to his own hands and to his own name. A thought to console the two Ku-
jawas if, God forbid, this becomes a new fannish fashion.

Again we thank you personally for your consideration and your -
fairness. I will continue to hope secretly that you are not a minority
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of one among the liberals in fandom. I like this in-group of ours., I

like most fans and violently adore some. Henceforth, I hope to be ad-
mired and grotched at for myself and for wy actions, not for any acci-
dent of birth or for my inherent American rights of belief/philosophy.

-

T vill continue to do the same for others.

VIC RYAN :: RM 308, LINDGREN HALL :: 2309 SHERIDAN RD. :: EVANSTOMN,ILL.

You apparently are looking far too deep into this character
Thompson's psyche. Naturally his motives for assaulting the little girl
go beyond age and poverty, but not that far beyond. Pedophiliacs are
notoriously "inferior" people, at least to themselves. The general
philosophy seems to be that a little girl is naive, and easier to se-
duce; she can't complain on the grounds of her attacker's inadequacy;
and she has no frame of reference in which the attacker might be judged
inferior. He's afraid of being rejected, so he takes the fewmale too
young to actively resist, and too inexperienced to fathom his inabili-
ties, if they do exist. (4In this case, then, the man would be even
less likely to search out a prostitute, since it would occur to him
that she would have abnormally broad frames of reference in which to
guage his inferiority.3)

As long as we're on psychology, we might as well deal with Harry
Warner's letter. I hope he isn't laboring undering the misconception
that a "psychiatrist" is necessarily a practitioner of "psychoanalysis",
since this very definitely isn't the case. "Long-distance psychoanaly-
sis" probably isn't behind the disrepute of Freud in this day and age;
it's just that a sSexually sophlsticated people find the Freudian typo-
logy rather ridiculous; even assuming that sexual experiences are all-
important in personality formation, categorizing people into a mere six
categories (the areas in which their individual libidos may become fix-
ated) is rather pointless. (Incidentally, Freud isn't completely im-
mersed in ill-repute; he's -still fashionable at cocktail parties, and a
few really worthwhile notions, such as ambivalence or the importance of
childhood experiences, negate all the cross-cultural disproofs of the
Oedipus situation, and so on.)

Of course, I1'll have to agree in part with what Joe Pilati says
on my medicare comments, but I wish he'd bear in mind something called
"gatirical license", and the fact that I admitted not knowing which
bill was defeated in the Genate--at least, I thought I did, but you may
have cut the reference. (£Sorry, but I pass the buck back to you--your
comnments re medicare in 28 were printed verbatim. })

I'm temnted to answer the '"few more months" argument anent
"mercy killing®" with a snide "It hasn't happened yet," but that's prob-
ably too snide an answer for even the stupidest of euphemisms. Simply;
knowledge of medical breakthroughs doesn't come overnight; the original,
nopeful results in most areas of medical research see print in the med-
ical journals, where competent people can follow their progress. It's
obvious why such things aren't widely publicized; it's toq large a po-
tential area for the fiy-by-night quack. In such a case, if the patient
is suffering from a disease in which the physician believes there is
some chance for an "immediate" breakthrough, perhaps the prolongation
of 1ife in pain is justifiable. Otherwvise, it seems less the duty to a
vague oath than the reluctance to make a definitive decision, and, per-
haps, as Larry McCombs has suggested, for personal financial gain as
well.

From curliosity, I'd wonder what Tom Armistead wants in the way
of "proof" for the validity of the evolutionary scheme? I suppose it's
2 matter of being conclusively proven for those who want to believe 3 £
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and being impossible to prove to those who care not to be convinced. If
the Bible is interpreted liberally, not literally, Adam and Eve might be
conceptualized as the first Homo sapiens that could thoroughly and ir-
revocably be classified as "human"; but if we're to assume them to be
pristine life-forms, the same in configuration as present man (they
were created in the image of God; supposedly man still retains this im-
age; ergo, modern man resembles Adam) that just doesn't seem to follow.
Remnants of such as the Java Homo sapiens indicate that this particular
fellow had some distinctively human institutions and characteristics, -
yet he looks no more like modern man than does the orang-utan. :

' Still, I have to admire Tom Armistead's calm and collected let-
ter; some of the views may not be mine, but he certainly evidences a
considerable degree of maturity, unlike some others that often enter
into the argument. _ :

RON WILSON :: BM 119, GOLDSWORTHY HALL :: PULLMAI, WASHINGTON

It is evident from the letter column in Xipple #29 that my ar-
ticle on cybernetics produced the reaction that I wanted. Since it be-
gan as a term paper for a composition class and was printed-as nothing
more, I do not see where I gave the impression that I was informed to
any great degree on the subject. S

T tackled the question in the first place because I didn't know
all the answers and wanted to view the various current arguments and
form a fairly intelligent opinion of my own. Few of those who commented
seem to have read my opening statement, "This article is a correlation’
ete. I obtained all the facts that I presented from such sources as
Science Digest, New York Times Magazine, and even from ‘the fact sec-
tions of a few science fiction magazines. Jrat: BkS. T

So in effect,, the "experts" represented in 329 . wére not contra-
dicting me, but rather other experts in the field. I can claim only as
mine (in the total sense of the word) the last section where I put down
my own personal reactions. The fact that the construction may have been
a bit clumsy was due exclusively to my own correlation. But now to
specifics: _ : M ; .

Larry McCombs: The points you raised were very stimulating and,
of course, my own conclusions about complexity were based on.my own da-
ta base. The example on page 14 was an error and I spotted it soon aft-
er glancing over the section. Now the way I learned logic, either.

' When I spoke of Wally Weber, I wasn't referring to the statis-
tics about the man. It would have been better for me to use the example
of a controversial writer or artist, because I was attempting to ex-
pound the fact that likes or dislikes do not characterize the unpro-
grammed computer. No one could argue that a computer couldn't relate
all its programmed data on a given subject, but could it form an opin-~
ion because of like or dislike without processing?

: T don't believe that the number of people you know who can't re-
call memories at a hundredth-of-a-second would be adequate enough to
1abel the statement a falsehood. If you wish to argne with the person
responsible for the remark, then I will 1ook him up. I have quoted the.
piece correctly. : PR : e :

If hundredth-of-a-second accdess to one-hundred trillion memory
cells is slow for machines, then why don't the experts as well as ever-
yone else consider the machines of greater memory potential than. the
human brain? That is all the human brain is supposed to be capable of.

~ The arguments about "an immortal soul", ESP, etc. are not my ar-:
guments, nor are they those of the author of World of Mathematics from
which they are taken. They are simply popular sentiments on the ques-
s :
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tion, whether right or wrong.

You think that machines can think abstractly. I understand "ab-
stract" to be things apart from material entities. Could you explain
now to convey the symbol "wine" to a machine without material objects
of some kind? But if we are to consider electrical impulses as being
tangible, then the answer is apparent, for impulses constitute the man-
ner in which the human brain receives such symbols. Do you consider the
separation of symbols as "abstract! thinking? 1 would like to know the
depth of your thinking on this point.

As I have stated, these are my personal thoughts. I took the
matter to Dr. Theodore A. Van Wormer in the Computing Center here at
Washington State University and he pointed out that even the experts
find little to rest complete agreement on. The fact that he seemed in
varying opinion with most of your opinions concerning subjective time
illustrated this. About the only thing that practically all the experts
can sanction is the Turing Test, which to a large extent borders on
the hypothetical in regards to the significance of its application.

Roy Frank: I don't consider the analysis of observations and
consequences that leads to new hypotheses completely nonrational. Often
times, new hypotheses seem to come from nowhere. The fact that the hu-
man brain cannot list logically the steps from its origin is not neces-
sarily sufficient to say that these hypotheses were born of irration-
ality.

Kevin Langdon: By thinking, I was not referring to the lethargi-
cal intellect, actively engaged in erotic sex fantasies or whatever
else constitutes "letting pleasant thoughts drift through our i @it AT
vas using thinking in the sense of ratiocination that Mr. Webster saw
fit to define as, "To exercise the powers of judgment, conception, or
inference; to reflect for the purpose of reaching a conclusion; rea-
son." You may think of the human brain as a machine, but machine nor-
mally (to me, at least) implies the transmission of force and motion.

The article may have been poorly thought out and poorly written,
but such criticism carries little weight coming from a person who na-
ively asserts that a sane man must be a man of considerable intelli-
gence (Quantifier #1). If the question of sanity is to be judged on
whether or not the individual possesses considerable intelligence or
not, then many people will be in an unfortunate position; that is, un-
less they have a machine for a brain vhich can "think" without reason-
ing, as you imply.

Thanks to Mike Deckinger for pointing out the inconsistency of
my thoughts. The fact that the comments appeared in two different let-
ters and on two trains of thought may account for the error. I should
have referred to the hating of the Negroid peoples that I once possess-
ed. The impressions of a small boy are not generally founded in logic.
Since there was (according to human nature) grounds for resentment,
such hatred was more or less "the thing to do". This could not last for
long, however, because any degree of intelligent thinking would show
that it is foolish to show animosity towards an entire race of people
simply for one incident. I must admit that any hatred I did have as a
child had to have been hollow, as I explained earlier in the letter.

DAVE LOCKZ :: P.O. BOX 339 :: INDIAN LAKS, NEW YORX
The Lord's Prayer, or Regents' Prayer, or whatever the hell it
is, was never a notable or gala occasion at the high school when I was
going there. Few of us paid any attention to this voice, of whatever
truly honored student received the task, coming over the loud-speaker.
But then, Indian Lake is a damned odd comnmunity anyhow. It's almost
A




solid Republican and conservative, yet there are a hell of a lot of ag-
nostics and atheists in it (all of whom are Republican and conserva-
tive, except me).

I've discovered another way in which liberalism is superior to
conservatism. As a beautiful transition from the above paragraph to
this one, let us take a school and use it for an example in order to
let you in on this great discovery. Without naming names (which is a
generally bad thing, unless you have money or a brilliant lawyer), the
point is simply this: Very conservative schools--that is, schools with
a very conservative faculty, politically and religiously--won't stand.
much for any liberal ideas or practices in the school itself. I know a
school, and I'm sure that there are handbaskets full of them, which
manages in one way or another to get rid of teachers who voice any such
liberal ideas or try to execute any such liberal practices. Liberal
schools, however, generally allow a great many conservative practices
by conservative teachers (wvho are hired in not-negligible numbers). In
other words, the moral is this: The difference between liberalism and
conservatism could seem to be (pardon the qualifiers, but back doors
are always nice to-have around) a frame of mind; open-mindedness or the
general lack of it, and toleration in a certain sense of the word. Not
that liberals and conservatives tolerate each other very much through
the written word. They don't. The toleration and intoleration I'm
thinking of are relative to the kinds shown in the above two examples
about schools. Agree or disagree? : :

F. M. BUSBY :: 2852 i4th AVE., WEST :: SEATTLE 99, WASHINGTON

T'm far behind on fanzine reading but I did skim gKipple #30 and
I am pleased to see you picking up after Boardman who had left a dis-
cernible trail of fugg on several topics, particularly the matter of
the political opinions of Betty Xujawa versus some refugee of Board-
man's acquaintance: as you point out, this was a fine rare specimen of
fuggheadedness the like of which it is hard to match without a lot of -
effort. -

JOE PILATI :: 111 S. HIGHLAND AVE. :: PEARL RIVER, NEW YORK

Congratulations on the first six pages of Quotes & Notes. I,
too, find myself on the John Boardman side of 90% of the mundane sub-
jects discussed in fanzines, but I have also been genuinely appalled at
some of John's writings such as you quoted. It disturbs me greatly to
see Such ripe and juicy dinconsistency in the liberalism of one I re-
spect highly. In my opinion, the only honest answer John could provide
would be, "You're right, Ted Pauls." :

. 'Regarding your quotation from the Hardin book, it may interest
you to know that actually, the world is 8000 years old. That is the
figure given me by a girl of my acquaintance, who transferred from a
Lutheran private school to Pearl River High School. At said private -
school, the statement that the world is 8000 years old is drummed into
the pupils' craniums, or so I am led to believe. The girl, incidental-
1y, still believes it implicitly. "Joyce," I say to her now and then
(for that be her Christian name), "do you still think the world is 8000
years 0ld?" "Yes," she answers piously. Touching.

Loftus Becker Jr.: The Republic of San Marino elected a Commu-
nist government--wvhether the election was honest or not I have no idea
--but the government was overthirown subsequently. Also, I believe a few
small towns and cities in Italy have elected municipal Communist gov-
ernments. I presume these elected Communists campaigned mainly on local
issues and presented their organization as mostly a radical reform
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group. Well, anyway, there have been "honestly elected! communists,
else how could they have at least token representation in legislative
bodies of most of the countries of Western Europe? I cannot share Lof-
tus'! "disturbance" at the fact that "200,000 people are stupid enough
to vote for the States' Rights Party." The key word Loftus used was
Wstupid". I doubt very much whether a well-financed, well-run campaigh
by States Rightists or similar political neanderthals would signifi-
cantly increase their popularity. About all they can count uonon is the
"stupid" vote, and with that particular minority group happily dimin-
ishing, I don't consider the SRP much of a threat. Zven Barry Goldwater
has to hide behind his conservative "respectability"--I saw a televi-
sion interview in which Goldwater had to state that James Meredith had
a right to attend the U. of Mississippi; Barry merely abhorred the fed-
eral troops and the "coercion" of the federal government (but didn't
indicate what else could have been done to uphold the 14th Amendment).

Where Ben Orlove says "how can people think without a brain?" he
says something basic--of course, Clarence Darrow's agnosticism was bas-
ed on almost precisely the same foundations. Darrow said that physical
death was incompatible with the persistence of memory. His autobio-
graphy is one of the main reasons I can't accept organized religion, so
there, Jack Chalker.

Goldwater may think that there is a tremendous conservative
groundswell, but I would wager that if he is ever elected (God help us)
someone like Hubert Humphrey or EBugene McCarthy will almost immediately
start bellowing about a liberal groundswell. It's the simple principle
of the "outs" being more vigorous than the "ins", although as a liberal
I am progressively convincing myself that "we" aren't really in after
all, and that Jack is just Ike with more hair and a good-looking wife.
Tke himself succeeded so completely in being politically neuter that
most political activity outside the great middle-of-the-road was psy-
chologically squelched.

Yes, Derek Nelson, Barry doesn't consider the John Birch Society
radical. But he does consider Robert Welch radical. Bill Buckley wants
us to believe that this is a great spurt of frankness on Barry's part.
T feel awfully sorry for Welch, disgusting as he is, because the New
Young Right had to select him to be the scapegoat for thelr own naivete
and idiocy.

BRUCE PELZ :: 738 'S.. MARIPOSA, APT. 107 :: LOS ANGELES 5, CALIFORNIA

Tor further commentary on rights of unlikeable individuals, see
if you can borrow a file of CULT magazines for the last six months or
so--the Rockwell-slugging incident in San Diego has brought up the sub-
ject, and commentary is still going on. My opinion: someone preaching
the abrogation of the rights of others deserves to have his own cut
short. Sort of practicing what they preach. (£Ah, what wondrous vicious
circles we weave, when first we practice hypocrisy. In stating this,
you are preaching the abrogation of others' rights, and thus, by your
own splendid reasoning, deserve to have your own "eut short." Lapsus
calami?})

BEN ORLOVE :: 825 E. 13th STREET :: BROOKLYN 30, NEW YORK

The situation where one person is attempting to kill the other
is a him-or-me situation. Somebody is going to die; in our society, if
the attacker kills the other, both will die. This is assuming, of
course, that the attacker can't be stopped by a means other than death.
(LOne of vour comments suggests an interesting parallel which hadn't
previously occurred to me. It was once the custom, when one man killed
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another, for the family of the victim to avenge his death by seeking
out and executing the murderer. At this point, the family of the second
victim would seek to avenge his murder, and thus the feud would contin-
ue. This custom was particularly prevalent in the last century in the
western and in the south-eastern sections of this country, where it
would occasionally develop into a continuing war between two super-fam-
ilies which would end only when one clan was completely exterminated.
In an earlier time, this practice was justified under the name of duel-
ing, with rigid rules assigned to the physical process of committing
the murders. Primitive peoples alsoc have a self-perpetuating revenge
system, but in this case the warring factions are usually tribes in-
stead of families. Your phrases "in our society, if the attacker kills
the other, both will die" point out that we, in a high state of civili-
gation (self-proclaimed), are not very far from what are now considered
barbarous practices. The only real difference is that our system is not
self-perpetuating: the killer, instead of being sought out and executed
by the family of the victim, is executed by the state; and since the
killer's family cennot murder the state in revenge, the matter ends
there instead of being prolonged. But I'm not so sure I'm proud of that
vague distinction in systems...})

Tom Armistead: Bvolution can't have much direct evidence backing
it up; we can't go back in time to watch organisms evolve. There are
fossil remains of the horse, for example, from a primitive state to
what it is now. There are a few examples of organisms which have been
watched evolving. One is the peppered moth, Biston betularia, which,
very briefly, was white before the Industrial Revolution polluted many
forests and is now mostly dark, due to natural selection. (Light moths
are more readily seen; birds eat them; they don't produce offspring.)
({¢Since you introduced this subject, Ben, I'll quote a few lines from
"Some of My Best Friends Are Lepidoptera," a long article/short book-
which I've been engaged in writing since last spring: "There is, how-
ever, one form of protective coloration which was induced by modern
civilization: melanism in industrial areas. Melanics are mutants, a
dark-colored member of a light species, which have always exlsted to
some extent. Whenever one or more of these mutated moths (highly prized
by collectors) is born, the mutation does not usually survive for long,
its descendants (if any) becoming less and less with each generation
simply because it is easily spotted by enemies. In the woods, the dark
coloration is a selective disadvantage. However, there are strains of
melanics which do not die out, but propogate freely, because of the
smoke and soot of a cosl town or some other heavily industrialized cen-
ter. In these surroundings, the melanics possess a selective advantage,
since t?§y are much more -difficult to see than the lighter 'normal’
moths." el

Contraception is a much better solution to the population prob-
lem than abortion. Under certain circumstances, however, legalized a-
bortion is a workable solution to the problem: witness Japan. Sometimes
it is necessary to prevent the coming-into-sentience of human beings
for the good of the majority. ;

MIKE DECKINGER :: 31 CARR PLACE :: FORDS, NEW JIRSEY .
T'11 agree with your stand that legalized prostitution probably
would have done little to deter the sort of motivations that compelled
Fred J. Thompson to murder Edith Kiecorius, but at the same time I won-
der just what sort of good, if any, it would accomplish. Several-coun-
tries have maintained this profession on a legalized and inspected ba-.
sis, and it usually consisted of girls reporting to a health clinic




once a month, where they underwent a hurried examination for any traces
of v.d. Cards were issued to them certifying whether or not any signs
existed and prospective clients usually demanded to see these cards be-
fore availing themselves of the girls' services. Mexico, for a long
time, has used the more widespread method of having numerous "doctors"
1living in and around the brothels who would administer dosages of pen-
icillin to the men as soon as they left  the girls. Either way, its a
somewhat more efficient system than a quick moment with a sidewalk
pick-up.

Prostitutes in Hew York can still be found, of course, though
legalization would permit them to advertise their services in more
widespread locations. Most of the ones that I've scen, primarily in the
Times Square/W42nd Street district, looked pretty dumpy and unattractive
to me. Lvery few years a few more trysting places are located and shut
down, and immediately a dozen more will spring up in other locations.

One of the requirements of existing in a basically democratic
nation is that we are hindered in using force to emphasize the deter-
mination we may hold for or against some subject. Rockwell and his
goons are free to use beatings, blackmailing, and burnings to support
their beliefs, insane though they may be, yet by the same token you
feel that his opponents should restrict their opposition to kid gloved
protests. ({Rockwell and Co. are free to use these tactics only insofar
as they can do so without being apprehended by the law enforcement a-
gencies.}) It's aluiost as ridiculous as the world situation where the
U.S. seems to have lost all effectiveness as a tough nation, and feels
its strongest method of reteliation is to bounce a strong protest note
to some country. It may as well be understood that the days of the cod-
dling, kid-gloves treatments are done with. These jokers are playing
for keeps; they will not be affected and they will not be intimidated
by a few harsh warnings to the effect that if you don't stop that we
may do something drastic. (£I'm playing for keeps, too, only I have a
set of rules to follow, one of which is that you don't practiecei !'liber-
alism" by going out and killing a fellow who disagrees with you. I anm
Ltterly astounded that I am unable to convince a small minority of
Kipnle's readers that you don't fight fascists by adopting the rules
and tactics of fascists. There are two ways, neither the less certain,
for liberals to lose this "battle" (if I may use John Boardman's ter-
minology): we may lose it by physical defeat, or we may lose it by the
metamorohosis of our ideals to those of the opposition. BLoth means of
defeat are equally devastating, and the latter is iniadditdon thebess
honorable.)) Drastic measures are required now. And I note that while
you seem to feel that Rockwell and his Goon Squad should have permis-
sion to preach whatever they feel like in public, this same permission
was granted to Rockwell's 3British counterpart in England; and as soon
as he opened his tirade he was bitterly attacked and forced to flee by
an angry crowd of incensed observers. (£0bviously, then, the "angry
crowd of incensed observers" were at fault. Regardless of my personal
dislike of Sir Oswald Mosley's oninions, the fact remains that the mo-
ment we interfere with his right to practice freedom of speech, we low-
er ourselves to his own abysmal level, and in doing so divest ourselves
of any dignity and honor we, as Uliberals’, might have possessed.z)

It's a difficult thing to say when force should be advocated and
when it shouldn't; but there are limits to the endurance of the public
to accept hate-mongers and racists when they are given full advantage
to exploit their misguided aims. Certzinly the majority of the observ-
ers won't be stirred to join their ranks, but when disgust and hatred
materialized as mob action against such a speaker, then sthi s - 1's an'sine:
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dication of the public expressing their strong disagreement with the
subject. The racists and hate-speakers are fully aware of the attitude
the crowds will show to them; they are deliberately putting their lives
in peril by their preachings, and have no one to blame but themselves
if they are injured in a mob clash.

In your reply to Tom Armistead's letter, you stated that the
fuggheaded reply you had expected didn't come, Didn't it?

I'd like to know on what the Maryland Court of Appeals bases its
claim that the lack of belief in God renders a person incompetent.
Aren't they aware that some of the fanatic church-goers are among the
most incompetent people in the nation? Here you may have an individual
who wastes vast quantities of time which could be put to good use pros-
trating himself before some unseen being to beg for good health and an
end to troubles for him and his family, without doing anything really
constructive to meet these ends. It's a case where unquestioning reli-
ance is placed on faith, and what could be more incompetent than that?

BERNIE MORRIS :: 420 MEMORIAL DR. :: CAMBRIDGE 39, MASS.

While it is true that using the tactics of the Ku Klux Klan
pulls you down to their level, there is also the other extreme. You say
that, "As for L'eandes, he is simply exercising the right of free
speech in attempting to out-shout the speakers.! This is a self-contra-
diction: "free speech" does not involve shouting down the recognized
speaker any more than "freedom to assemble" means the right to riot.
Otherwise I agree with you, especially on the thing about 'the Nazi
that is knocked on the head today will not command a concentration camp
tomorrow." Even if you can forget the dubious morality of '"getting him
before he can get you" (I cannot), the statement is flatly wrong. If
Germany in 1918 wasn't "knocked on the head and pitched into the gut-
ter," then nobody ever was. And look at the results.

It is very interesting to see that there is dintegrated prayer in
public schools. The complete segregation in Southern churches has al-
ways seemed to me to be the crowning example of Christian hypocrisy.
 They can find some obscure passage in the Bible which: justifies their
roing to Wall Street and stepping on all who can't move gquickly enough.
The doctrine of Predestination has been interpreted as:'God favors the
rich, or they wouldn't be rich' by some of the local God Squaders. (The
God Squad, as it's affectionately known, is officially called. the Unit-
ed Christian Fellowship. Their chief activity consists of -converting
the ?eathen, i.e., all non-God Squaders. In arguments they're lots of
fun., '

Ben Orlove: Your arguments against an after-life on a scientific
basis are ridiculous. The basic Christian doctrine is "I believe it be-
cause it is absurd." All the. "scientific” proof in the world won't
change this a bit. It is just as ignorant to say that God (or the after
1ife) does not exist because I don't believe it, as it is to affirm a
"pelief without evidence in what is told by one who speaks without
knowledge, of things without parallel." (This is Ambrose Bierce's defi-
nition of faith.) And let me remind everyone that secience doesn't have
all 'the answers, and if one claims it does, he can only be compared
with Richard Shaver or John W. Campbell, Jr.

Tom Armistead: I'1l tell you why I don't believe in the All-
Powerful, Benevolent God of the Christians. The main.reason is 4000
years of bloody murder which we are pleased to call history. As for
your disregarding the facts on evolution), in "1934" O'Brien, the In-
quisitor, says, 4But we can change History. History is on records and
in the minds of the people; we control both.! And then he proceeds to
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prove that four equals five. If you aren't going to believe proven
facts, I can't do much about it. On your sticking to your guns, good
for you. I've faced a whole crowd of God Squaders on occasion and I
know it isn't easy to disagree with everyone when you have no support
save your wits. (Don't interpret this last as a change in my views, I'm
merely admiring your facing up to the Monster of an Evil Atheistic
Modern Age, i.e., most intelligent people who haven't been forced into
any beliefs from the time they could toddle off to church.)

CARL LAZARUS :: C/0 BEN ORLOVE :: 825 EAST 13th ST. :: BROOKLYN 30, N.Y.

In Kipple #30 you professed to have begun an attempt to be less
prejudiced toward the liberal side. T use the word "attempt! because
vou were still not very fair by skipping many important points of John
Boardman's attacks on conservatism. (£It should be appreciated that the
comment in Kipple 30 to which you refer was of a facetious nature. 1
am not, to my knowledge, prejudiced against conservatives, nor against
conservative ideas. I am, indeed, opposed to most conservative thought,
but I like to think that this was a conclusion reached only after con-
siderable reflection, not a pre-judgement. But the reason I failed to
comment on some of John's proposals was simply the problem of space;
Xipple #30 was only a oli-page issue, and my disagreement with John con-
sumed over five pages of that total.)) At heart, you seem to agree with
the tenet that conservatives are basically "bad®:; you merely think that
they should be tolerated, while John does not. (£That impression, while
untrue, is unfortunately the inevitable conclusion to be drawn from my
comments, a fact I realized when first I read them in print. John used
the term "conservative" rather broadly, encompassing everyone from Bar-
ry Goldwater to George Rockwell. I would make distinctions between
them, but I failed to do so last issue, instead simply using the term
in a similar context to Boardman's and assuning that this would be
obvious to the readers. Those vhom I dislike but nevertheless tolerate
are best described as neo-fascists, the lunatic fringe of the far right.
John apparently includes in this category anyone right of center, but 1
do not. Of course, I strongly disagree with the "conservatives'" (such
ss Goldwater, Buckley, etc.), but I respect their opinions; I hold only
contempt for the Rockwell/Walker/Welch faction. When I use the word
"conservative! in an argument with Boardman, I am using it in the con-
text introduced by John, that of radical-right fanatic. This does not
include the real conservatives previously mention, and I apologize for
confusing anyone.}) Kipple #28 contains the allegation that conserva-
tism "has a strong racist flavor", which is certainly wrong, although
vou did not comment about it. John's opinions show that he does not
recognize the distinction between southern fanatics and genuine con-
servatives; if he did, his views might change. (£Aren't there any nor-
thern fanatics, Carl? John will probably reply that indeed there are,
and that I referred to them as “"real conservatives" above. But in an-
ticipation of such a comment, I should at least partially substantiate
the distinction made earlier. William F. Buckley, a conservative,
specifically damned Ross Barnett, a fanatic, for bigotry and cowardice
recently (National Review, Oct. 23, 0.304), a condemnation which should
force even Jonn Boardman to admit that a distinction exists.3)

T have noticed that most people dislike conservatives, although
they know little about them. When asked about Barry Goldwater, most
neople assert that he is a iput! or at least is not accustomed to the
20th century. The liberals in politics are very much to blame for this
because they have not submitted their political creed for all to see,
but have instead indoctrinated the public with meaningless phrases such




as "we must move forward", “you should elect a man who understands the
twentieth century', "the Democratic Party is for the common man, not
for big business". Unfortunately, liberals have tried to confuse the
issue, not to clarify it.

I disagree with Ben Orlove's stand on abortion. If we are to
place such wide limits on the definition of human life, we might as
well not eat fish or many other animals, because humans reseimble them
very closely in the fetal stage. Besides, the only thing which raises
man above the rest of the animal kingdom is his brain, so the distin-
guishing characteristics of human life should be thinking capacity and
awareness. On this basis, infanticide is wrong, but abortion is not be-
cause the fetus is not aware and does not think. (&Ben's point--and it
was a very perceptive one, despite the fact that I challenged it--was
that the fetus will become aware, and thus it is wrong to destroy it.
What this has to do with lower animals which "resemble" man in the fe-
tal stage I'm sure I don't know.3)

On the school prayer issue, I agree with you, Ben, and probably
the vast majority of Kipple's readers. Religion is hypocrisy when it is
shoved down someone's throat. Anyone who has faith in his religion '
should also have faith that others will accept the "truth" without hav-
ing it forced on them. (£{My own attitude toward the Regents Prayer was
rather casual, until Larry McCombs, Viec Ryan, and a few others recently
convinced me that any such prayer in public schools.should be opposed.
But I doubt:-that there is sufficient reason to believe that people will
accept the "truth" preached by theists without it being pushed down
their throats; people never have accepted any other "truth" so easily..
Evolution had to be shoved down the throats of the collective masses
before it was accepted, and even now it is by no means accepted by all.
lor would people believe that the world was round, until that truth was
forced on them. The validity of blood tests in determining non-parent-
hood has long been concretely proven, but apparently the masses have .
not yet totally accepted it..(In one famous case, for example, a young
woman named Joan Barry sued Charlie Chaplain for the support of her
child, and although blood tests showed that it would have been utterly
impossible for Chaplain to have fathered the child, the stupidity. of
the jury caused him nevertheless to lose the case.)?) : .
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I'm afraid Tom Armistead's last letter impresses me even less
than his first did. Typewritten shouting is one thing; typewritten sélf-"
pity is even worse. I do rather wish that he had given some sort of
backing to his "imperfect and unproved by scientific study" statement
other than the obvious one that nothing is perfect and nothing in the
real world can be completely proven. And Tom didn't even make that ar-
gument. o ) { _

I think there is perhaps more rationale to the grilling of Amer-
ican communists . on the Hungarian revolt than there is to grilling north-
ern conservatives for the murders committed by their "fellow-conserva-
tives" in the South. The argument here would go that the American con-
munists are accepting direction from, and arguing for the policies of,
the Russian Communist Party; hut 'conservative” is a far more general
term than "communist", and unless a northern conservative is supporting
lynch-law policies in the south, or unless he is trying to claim that
the idiot down south is indeed a 'fellow conservative', he has no more
responsibility for lynchings in the south than does any American in the
north. What John seems to be doing is just reversing the usual mistake
of the far right--they are unable to see any distinctions among the
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"HEDONISM - The doctrine that pleasure is the sole or chief good
in 1ife and that moral duty is fulfilled in the gratification of pleas-
ure-seeking instincts and dispositions." (Webster's New Collegiate Dic-
tionary, 1959 edition)

One is inclined to think of hedonism as a sort of Sybarite phi-
losophy, of creature comforts and uninhibited licentiousness. For some
this would undoubtedly be true, but in a deeper sense hedonism is a
philosophy which gives a more accurate picture of the way the world is
set up than any other that I have found.

What is the purpose of life? In this essay I am going to adopt
an agnostic point of view, because the majority of my readers will be
agnostics and arguments from religious premises will not be accepted.
This means that when I speak of the purpose of life I speak of it in re-
lation to the being living it, not in relation to a possible super-be-
ing who has his own purpose for the living being. So, what is the pur-
pose of your life, to you? Why should you go on living?

Is there any other reasonable answer than to enjoy life, the
things that it brings, to the utmost limit? Other answers have been
given, but I will attempt to show in this essay that either they are
simply ways of stating what brings pleasure to the individual giving
the answer, or have fallacies vhen we compare them to the way that hu-
mans in fact react. Let us look, then, at some of these answers.

Ask the average man in the street what his goal in life is, and
he will most likely say "To become a success,'" or something to that
general effect. He may state it in strictly materialistic terms, "to
make a million', "to become President", or something of that nature. He
may put it more abstractly; something to the effect of '"to ‘have securi-
ty in my old age’. All of these boil down to the same thing in the long
run: he wants pleasure. In the majority of cases the kind of pleasure
desired is freedom from worry, the pleasure of sitting back and not
having to think or do anything. Whether, if he achieves his goal, he
will in fact have this pleasure is not to the point; the fact is that
he thinks he will.

Ts there any other reason for wanting "success'"? What is sl f
it is not enjoyed? There is no abstract measure of success; the only
valid measure is whether the person who has achieved it is satisfied
that he has achieved his goal. If he is not so satisfied, then he has
not achieved '"success'--if he is (rare birdi), then you will find that
he is enjoying it.

' A more enlightened person may say that he feels that he has a
rission to help humanity, to leave the world a better place than he
found it. This sounds laudable indeed, especially when compared to my
expressed view that my goal is to enjoy life. But let's look at this
thing a bit more closely...

In the first place, how can anyone know whether what he does
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will help or harm humanity in the long run? Oh, there are a few possi-
ble examples where one can be reasonably sure that overall harm was
done--as when someone kills a large number of people (though even here
you never know--perhaps one of those killed might have had a descendant
who would have destroyed the human race had he lived). But it is very
difficult to be sure that any action is for ultimate good. Lr, " Toryses
stance, Hitler had received a wound during World War I, and a doctor
had treated him and saved his life--would it have been for the good of
humanity as a whole? When atomic energy was discovered--was it for the
good of humanity as a whole? I confess, I don't know--but equally,
neither does anyone else know. The .point I an trying to make is that
your opinion is the only thing that determines whether you think an ac-
tion is for the good of humanity or not. You can't be sure that anyone
else will agree with you. You put yourself in the position of the self-
righteous--and there is no one more dangerous than a self-righteous
person, because no consideration will prevent him from doing what he

knows is right--even when it's wrongi (Thank you, JWC Jr.)

However, this argument will not sway everyone--Ssome of you will
say, "Yes, but some actions have a great probability of being good, and
others a great probability of causing ultimate harm. I want to take the
action with the greatest probability of having good results for human-
ity." Aside from the fact that they are claiming an ability to distin=-
guish something which is seldom so clear-cut as they pretend, is there
any other reason to distrust this philosophy? :

Here I speak from my personal feelings, less objectively than 1
try to be elsewhere. What do I owe humanity-as-a-whole? Why should I
care what happens to humanity-as-a-whole? I will try to help, as best I
can, anyone who asks my help, because it gives me pleasure to do so. 1
will also help my wife and family, because I have assumed responsibili-
ty for them and it gives me pleasure to fulfill my responsibilities.
And, in the absence of other more directly responsible persons, I will~
help children and mental incompetents because it is in my nature to do
so--i.e., it gives me pleasure. But I can think of no good reason for
telling someone that it should give him pleasure too--that he ought to:
feel the way I do about these things. : '

In my teenage days I had an ambition to be a dance-band leader
(needless to say, this was back in the early 50's when people still
danced to music). However, any time I'd mention that this was what I'd
really like to do I was told that I had much too good a mind to go into
a field requiring no more intelligence than that; that I owed it to hu-
manity to make something of myself, preferably a scientist or a teacher
of some sort. So, I went through four years of college and a year of
graduate school, majoring in physics and math, and not caring a curse _
for either subject, even though I did make good grades. Finally, though,
it got to the point where the dislike 1 had for the subjects I was tak-
ing exceeded the pleasure I got from pleasing my relatives and their
friends, and I quit school and went to work teaching dancing for Arthur
Murray. Nice job, that--I stayed broke all the time, but it was one
helluva lot more fun than going to school. I couldnit try a job like
that now, though--with a wife and child, you need to have a pretty good
idea where the next paycheck is coming from, and some weeks I didn't
make 520 at Murray's, though some I made over $00. Either doesn't ap-
proach what I can make with no problems as a physicist or mathemati-
cian, though, so I'll undoubtedly go back to work in one of those
fields if the international situation will relax enough to let me out
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