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ROBERT HEINLEIN, FREEDOM FIGHTER: Perhaps because it cultivates a high-

ly individualistic readership, dis-
cussions in this periodical often ignore what would elsewhere be con-
sidered central issues and instead fasten leech-1like on to a barely sig-
nificant digression. The original issues introduced by the publication
in Xipple #4++ of Walt Willis' attack on the militarist philosophy of
Robert Heinlein were of imposing significance: viz., social Darwinisn
and its validity, the value of coooeratlon arnong human 5001et1es, the
question of whetlier it is better to be "dead! than "Red™ (or vice ver-
sa), and the undesirability of nuclear warfare. Somehow, this impressive
array of important issues did not inspire the readers of this publica-
tion to put forth their reasoned opinions en masse--possibly because no
reader could be found to play the Devil's advocate and argue in favor
of nuclear catastrophe. As a result, these important issues were large-
ly ignored in favor of the singularly trivial point of whether or not
Heinlein's fictional military utopia actually mirrored his pearsonal
preferences. Specifically, Walt Willis' offhand dismissal of a newspaper
advertisement sponsored by ileinlein and outlining his opposition to dis-
armament seems to have stirred up a hornet's nest of coanfused opinion.
Willis termed the advertisement a ‘'crackpot manifesto’’; much to the
consternation of Tom Perry and Walt Breen, whose liberal minds rebel at
offhand denunciations of honest opposition to disarmanent. The discus-
sion to date has been further confused by the fact that nearly all of
the participants either have never seen or have forgotten the exact
content of the original petition.

Your obedient servant falls into the first category of debators,
having glibly discussed the docunment for several months without ever
having seen it. When Breen pointed out that wmy criticism of the mani-
festo was based on nothing more than the opinion of Welt Willis that it
was a "ecrackpot" petition, I was understandably chagrined. Fortunately,
my acute embazrrassment resulted in Welt Willis very kindly forwarding a
copy of the original newspaper advertisement, which I serutinized with
some care. Having finally examined the manifesto, I am prepared to re-
affirm my original oninion--which was highly accurate, albeit based on
the unreliable foundation of heresay ev1donce The petition circulated
by Robert Heinlein and admitted to contain his wolitical ideas and at-
titudes is, as Willis so aptly put it, a crackpot manifesto.



Tom Perry, whose defense of Heinlein was based upon his personal
admiration for the man, may be anxious to re-examine his opinion after
he has had an opportunity to scrutinize the petition. As for Walt Breen,
who defended the manifesto with full knowledge of its coatent, I fear
that' the political diserimination ofvmy old friend is deteriorating; or
else his refusal to consider the document a "crackpot manifesto™ is due
to a quirk of memory which caused him to forget the contemptible sec-
tions of the petition and remember only the emotionally patriotic para-
graphs.

Headlined "Who Are The Heirs Of Patrick Henry? Stand Up And Be
Countedi", the inflammatory spiel is in rebuttal to an earlier full-page
advertisement procduced under the auspices of the National Committee for
a Sane Nuclear Policy. As far as I can determine from admittedly incom-
plete evidence, the SANE advertisement reminded the public of the hor-
rors of nuclear war and advised that this unproductive alternative to
disarmament not be embraced. In beginning his indictment, Robert Hein-
lein makes the pretense of exonerating his opponents from charges of
conscious disloyalty--a hollow pretense which is utilized, in one form
or another, in every so-called "respectable" right-wing jeremiad.

"Tt may well be that none of the persons whose names
are used as the 'National' comiittee Jof SANE/ are Com-
munists and we have no reason to suppose thet any of
the local people are Cormunists--possibly all of them
are loyal and merely misguided."

Having made this grudging adiission that the SANE committee-mem-
bers, though ignorant, are '"possibly" loyal (necessary corollary: they
are quite possibly disloyal), Robert Heinlein apparently considers this
concession to the traditions of courteous debate quite sufficient.
Throughout the remainder of the manifesto, Heinlein devotes his ener-
gies to enthusiastically questioning, by innuendo, the patriotism, hon-
esty, inteliigence and sanity of anyone who supports disarmament. After
establishing the "possible" patriotism of the sponsors of the SANGL dec-
laration, Heinlein nevertheless does not hesitate to state,

Wa'=othi s “manifesto. i ‘the. rankests . sort 6f Cormunist
propaganda."

He continues in this wvein throughout the body of his vehement protest:

"Khrushchev would like very rmuch to have nuclear weg-
pons ‘considered apart'_from infantry divisions 7in
disarmament negotiationg/. And he is delighted when
soft-headed Americans agree with him."

"Tt is no accident that this manifesto follows the Com-
mnist line, no coincidence thet it 'happens' to ap-
near all over the United States the very week that
Khrushchev has announced smugly that the U.S5.5.R. has
ended their tests--and demands that we give up our com-
ing, long-scheduled, and publicly-announced tests of a
weapon with minimum fall-out.™

"These proposals are not a road to world peace, they
are abject surrender to tyranny. If we fall for them,
then in weeks or months or a few years at most, 0ld
Glory will be hauled dowm for the last time and the
whole planet will be ruled by the Butchers of Budapest."



Having suitably vilified the members of SANE, Heinlein then pro-
ceeds to characterize his own beliefs--which are just about what could
have been predicted from a familiarity with the underlying philosophy
of many of his science fiction stories. He fervently proclaims his loy-
alty to the doctrine of Patrick Henry, howvever inapplicable it may be
to the current world situation. Robert Heinlein, we are told, would
rather die than risk enslavement to Communism. This is, I suppose, his
affair; I happen to believe that a man's life is his own, to dispose of
as and when he pleases. Unfortunately, Mr. Heinlein makes it abundant-
ly clear that his acceptance of suicide as a rational alternative to
Communism applies also to racial suicidej; rather than risk enslavement
to Communism, he is cheerfully willing to kill not only himself, but
also the entire human race.

"No scare talk of leukemia, mutation, or atomic holo-
caust will sway us. Is 'fall-out' dangerous? Of course
it dsl.The risk to 1life and posterity has been will-
fully distorted by these Communist-line propagandists
/he refers to these ‘'possibly" patriotic members of
SANE, of coursg7-—but if it were a hundred tTtimes as
great we would still choose it to the dead certainty
of Communist enslavenent. If atomic war comes, will it
kill off the entire human race? Possibly--almost cer-
tainly so if the Masters of the Kremlin choose to use
cobalt bombs on us."

Let me repeat that final statement, in the unlikely event that
anyone failed to grasp its significance: Robert Heinlein freely admits
that an atomic war may destroy the human race, but nevertheless prefers
such an eventuality as an acceptable alternative to concilliation with
the Communists. You will forgive my redundancy if I assert once again
that the term "crackpot" is resoundingly appropriate when applied to
this declaration of faneticism. I am, admittedly, biased. If a situa-
tion were to arise where only two alternatives were offered, I would
without hesitation choose to be "Red" rather than 'dead". I am unalter-
ably opposed to the Communist system of government for a number of rea-
sons (better reasons, possibly, than the average American conservative
possesses, for his vehement anti-Communism prevents nim from learning
very much about the system); I have no doubt that life under Comrmnist
domination would be exceedingly unpleasant, not only for me, but for
the majority of Americans. But I have encountered no rational basis for
the assumption that life under Communism is that legendary fate worse
than death from which movie heroines are forever escaping. The people
behind the Iron Curtain eat, drink, make love, work, laugh, cry and die
in much the same way as those of the "free" world. They are subjected
to limitations on their freedom and material possessions; but men have
endured worse in every epoch of history without mass suicides occurring.
And wvhat Heinlein calmly contemnlstes is far worse than simple mass su-
icide: it is the end of a proud line which began when the first ape-
like man climbed down out of the trees and stood erect. In short, I
consider the doctrine that suicide is an acceptable alternative to Com-
munism for an entire race to be the irrational mouthings of an arch-
fanatic, a hideous proposal born of an illicit marriage between ignoble
chauvinism and deep-seated hatefulness.

There is likely to be considerable difference of opinion with
respect to this attitude, but at least one thing ought to be settled by
this treatise: apologists for Heinlein may no longer complain of the
injustice of imputing to Robert Heinlein the philosophies espoused by
his fictional heroes. It is painfully clear that when Heinlein has a



xenophiac character in one of his stories advocate wiping out those
sneaky Alpha Centaurians, the philosophy thereby illustrated is not
merely an invention on the part of the writer, but an adantation of his
personal beliefs to a wider theatre.

There is, to be sure, honest opposition to disarmament proposals
in this nation--but Heinlein's barbsric declaration of his willingness
to engage in genocide is no prover part of this honest opposition. It
ouzht to be classified--and was so classified by Welt Willis--in the
proper category: as a fanatical litany of irrational hatred, deserving
nothing more than contempt.

THE RELUCTANT CANDIDATE (INSTALLMENT THREE): Whatever else Barry Gold-

water may be, he is a val-
uable asset to liberal rhetoricians. Whenever a proiiinent liberal spokes-
man wishes to engage in a display of verbal pyrotechnics in defense of
his political beliefs and cannot locate a subject worthy of his time
and talent, he has only to read a brace of Senator Goldwater's recent
speeches and react accordingly. Barry's conservative harangues act as
the catalyst and at the same time furnish a suscentible target for 1lib-
eral arguments. My own dossier on Goldwater grovs so swiftly that this
"Reluctant Candidate!" section of "Jottings'" may 1rell become a regular
feature.

The proposed sale of immense guantities of American wheat to the
Soviet Union apnears to have particularly irritated the zealous solon
from Arizona. In Coronado, Czlifornia, on October 3rd, Goldwater vehe-
mently attacked tlie tentative agreement as part of a "Soviet-American
rmitual aid society". He accused President Xennedy of '"bailing out the
highly vaunted Soviet farm collective with what I'm willing to bet will
be tons of free American wheat." Of course, I'm certain that Barry Gold-
water, as a legislator orivy to reasonably complete information about
government transactions, realized as well as we ignorant citizens tha
the issue at hand was the sale (not gift) of wheat to the Russians. The
Administration has not suggezted providing millions of tons of wheat to

he. Soviet Union out of charity, but rather in return for hard cash.
Goldwater's pursuit of this red herring is probably best explained by
the fact that those persons to whom ixis speeches are primarily direct-
ed are a good deal more likely to becoime infuriated with the Denocratic
Administration if they believe thiat we are feeding our 'enenies” with-
out payment.

Pressing his advantage with a no doubt receptive audience, Barry
then pointed out that when he considered the provosed wheat sale along
with the recently concluded nuclear test-ban agreement and President
Kennedy's overtures toward joint space exploration with the Russians,
he was reminded of the maxim, "If you can't lick them, join them." BEx-
trapolating this into the assumntion that the Xennedy Administration
was promoting a program of spineless obelsance to the international
Communist conspiracy, Barry defiantly vowed, '"But I for one am not quite
ready to lay dovn and play rover to Xremlin tunes.’ The implication
that one's political opnonents are unentimsiastic in their oprosition
to Communism is practically indispensable to any campaign in this day
and age, but Senator Goldwater has recently introduced a new dimension
of sophistry into such exercises.

Tinally, having thoroughly excoriated the ¥ennedy Administration
as a result of its willingness to convert useless surpluses of grain
into badly needed currency, Goldwater puts fortin wiat he fondly believes
to he a superior alternative. Basically, he proposes to gain a peliti-
cal advantage as a result of the Soviet Union's agricultural mi sfortune.
He is willing to sell quantities of wheat to the Rwussians, but he de-
mands that the sale be made conditional upon a Soviet concession in the



political arena--viz., the withdrawal of remaining Russian troops from
Cuba and/or the tearing down of the Berlin wall. You may remember that
nmuch the same proposal was advanced by Goldwater several months ago,
when he advised that our ratification of the nuclear test-ban agreement
be made contingent upon the same concessions. Whereas the proposal was
totally indefensible at that time--since the matter at hand was far too
important to our continued well-being to be burdened with gimmicks and
conditions--it is now merely foolish. The fact that the Russians would
not consider accenting such terms does not apparently faze Barry Gold-
water, for he does not particularly like the idea of feeding the Commu-
nists anyway. The net effect of the imposition of his conditions would
be a Soviet refusal to consummcte the agreement, followed by considera-
ble hardship on the part of the Russian people and the continued growth
of grain surpluses at great expense to the American people. Even if the
first result doesn't bother Barry Goldwater, the second surely ought to.

In San Antonio, Texas, on October 11th, Barry decided to devote
his attention to the KXennedy Administration's Tforeign policy, particu-
larly as it concerns Latin America. The highlight of his speech was an
observation to the effect that he personally favored the overthrow of
democraticallv-elected governments by military juntas (specifically, in
the Dominican Republic and Honduras). "The Administration," he stated,
curses the juntas who understand the Comimunist curse." The fact that
the two governments in question were popularly elected and enjoyed pon-
ular support is anparently irrelevant to Barry Goldwater--after all,
what is important is not that the peoples of Latin America be ruled by
a government of their choosing, but rather that they be ruled by a go-
vernment which professes the proper degree of anti-Communist sentiment.

A few days later in San Bernadino, Calif ornia, Senator Goldwater
expounded his own suggestions for a wvalid foreign alid program. He urged
a "pifle approach' to: foreign ass1stance, clannellnc the aid where it
would have the greatest effect in assisting the West in its fight a-
gainst Communism (as opposed to the quite separate goal of aiding the
population). He proposed, that is to say, that foreign aid be distrib-
uted only where it can be utilized to buy friends for tihe United States.

By October 17th, the strain of a cross-country speaking tour must
have been taking its toll of the senator's energies, for he was unable
to devise any original criticisms when he spoke in Boston on that day.
iis most notable comment was the statement that, "Zven the liberals
have to recognize that what we have now in Vashington is a would-be
king and a want-to-be dynasty.' This comment would have been more im-
pressive had it not been so repetitious of what has been said by every
politiecian and night-club ocomedisn in the country.

A1l things consideresd, however, this two weeks' supply of speeches
provides an excellent sampling of what is in store for the nation if
fate should be so unkind as to decree the election of Senator Barry
Goldwater to the Presidency. One cannot helo but look forward to next
November fearfully--for whatever comnon sense may dictate, I am not so
confident that the American peovple are intelligent enough to reject
this soft-spoken reactionary.

THE PURPOSE OF LAW I¥ A FRTE SOCIETY is the administration of justice.
This aim is accomplished only im-
perfectly when it is approached at all, but in the desire to reach this
ohjective rests the value of our system of jurisprudence. In certain in-
stances, however, the effect of the law can be to.iiipede justice rather
than to assist it; the power of the law can be utilized to destroy an
individual rather than to protect him. Whenever this occurs, the par-
ticular facet of the law which has been perverted to zbuse justice rath-
er than promote it must be changed, so that the abuse may not continue



to ‘oeenr':

In the early morning hours of July 21, 1961, three young iegroes
were returning home from an evening of fishing in Montgomery County,
Maryland. As they strolled through a wooded lovers lane, the three men
encountered a parked automobile containing 21-year-old Stewart Foster,
white, and his 16-year-old female companion. One of the Negroes, Joseph
Johnson, approached the window:of the automobile and reguested a ciga-
rette from Foster, a typical resident of a rural Maryland cormmunity.
For reasons which are still not entirely understood, a heated argument
broke out between the men, which quickly became a violent exchange.
During the height of the brawl, the young girl fled into the woods. She
was pursued and allegedly assaulted by Joseph Johnson and his conpan-
jons, James and John Giles. The Giles brothers and Joseph Johnson were
subsequently arrested, tried and convicted on & charge of criminal as-
sault, and the three were sentenced to die in the gas chamber. Defense
attorneys exhausted all avenues of appeal in their efforts to save the
lives of their clients, but to no avail. #inally, in response to syumpa-
thetic public opinion, Governor J. Millard Tawes granted executive
clemency and commuted the sentences of the three defendants to life im-
prisonment.

On the surface, this does not appear to be an extraordinary case.
Unfortunately, our society is not yet sufficiently civilized to the
point where the race of the accused is entirely irrelevant in a criminal
case--and any case involving the alleged rape of a white girl by three
Negroes will therefore be found on closer examination to possess extra-
ordinary aspects. Even outside the South, the average white male ex-
veriences an inordinately strong emotional reaction to the idea of a
Negro sexually assaulting a white woman, and it is difficult to believe
that this reaction has been totally absent in affecting what has becone
known as the Giles case. It is unlikely that anyone will ever discover
the precise extent to which racial prejudice influenced the outcome of
the trial, but it must certainly be considered a factor in the convic-
tion. The normal emotional reaction experienced by the white jurors was
probably amplified by the defense offered for the three attackers: at-
torneys for the defense did not contest the fact that sexual relations
had occurred bhetween at least two of the defendants and the viectim, but
they contended that the intercourse had been desired and encouraged by
the young woman. But this plea was not believable given the race of the
defendants: the average white man cannot conceive of a white girl de-
siring sexual intimacy with a Negro, since the possibility is totally
alien to everything he has been taught to believe.

But the prejudice of the jury, even if it could be proven con-
clusively to have existed, does not itself constitute sufficient cause
to doubt the validity of the conviction. Prejudiced juries will render
erroneous verdicts more often than unbiased panels of citizens, but the
fact that the jury was biased against him does not indicate whether or
not a defendant is actually guilty. In the Giles case, there are far
better reasons for supposing that justice has been thwarted by the con-
vietion of the defendants. The girl against whom the attack was purport-
edly committed had a previous history of what the law terms "immoral!
activities; she was notably promiscuous and had a record of sexual of-
fenses. Because of a tenet of Maryland law which decrees that juvenile
court records must remein confidential, the record of her past trans-
gressions was inadmissable as evidence. This provision of the law may
often serve a useful purpose in protecting miscidevous youngsters from
the stigma of an open police record, but the application of that provi-
sion to this case was criminal. Three men were convicted of a capital
crime almost solely on the testimony of a girl whose character was, to
say the least, questionable--but the defense attorneys were not allowed



to present evidence which would have tended to discredit the testimony
of the principal witness against their clients. Five members of the o-
riginal jury have stated that, had they been aware of the girl's previ-
ous history of offenses and her apparent lack of scruples, they would
have voted for acquital.

A second manner in which the law was utilized in this case to im-
pede justice has to do with an archaic rule regarding the judge's in-
structions to the jury. Only the antigquated legal codes of Maryland and
Indiama ‘aElotr+the’ judme: Bo/-inform Tlle " fury onky Jof ‘the 'pessible ver-—-
dicts they may deliver, ignoring the provisions which are contained in
the American sysitem of jurisprudence for the protection of the defend-
ant. The jury in the Giles case was not instructed by the judge that
the burden of proof in criminal cases is borne by the prosecuting at-
torney; nor did he trouble to mention that in the -event of reasonable
doubt as to their guilt, the defendants were to be found innocent. The
defense attorneys no doubt stressed these points in addressing the jury,
but a jury would be likely to regard them as of greater significance if
these fundamental concepts of law had been clearly stated by the judge.
In most states, judges are compelled to instruct the jury in this man-
ner, to make certain that the accused persons are granted the benefit
of the doubt; not so in Maryland.

Even after the conclusion of the trial the constrictive regula-
tions of Maryland's legal code owrerated to confound the defense attor-
neys. Under Maryland law, a petition for a new trial, accompanied by
new evidence of significance, must be presented within three days of
the original trial. This is a remarkably foolish regulations df all of
the evidence is not available at the trial, why should it be expected
to come to light within three days after the close of the trial? Why
not six days? Two weeks? In the Giles case, the derfense attorneys did
not acquire a reasonably conplete record of the zlleged victim's past
activities until the deadline for motions for a new trial had passed.
The records of juvenile court were still unavailable, of course, but by
this time defense attorneys had compiled testimony relating to the
girl's character from friends and acquaintances, as well as a statement
from the girl's mother to the effect that she had admitted having in-
tercourse with only two of the defendants. Since it was no longer pos-
sible to petition for a new trial through normszl channels--and since
the Court of Apneals in Maryland can review only the conduct of the o-
riginal trial and not examine new evidence--executive clemency was the
only thing that stood between the three Negroes and the gas chamber.

Governor Tawes was asked to comrmte the seantences of Joseph John-
son and the Giles brothers to eighteen-months, which was the time al-
ready served in prison--or at least to consider commuting the sentences
to terms of a few years. This would have set a new precedent in Mary-
land rape cases, and could have been politically explosive. Refusing to
grant clemency at all would have been highly unusual and probably poli-
tically unhealthy., It was not therefore difficult to predict that Mil-
lard Tawes, the drab little man who inhabits tlie basement of Maryland's
Statehouse, would choose the politically "safe alternative--i.e., com-
mute the sentences of the three Negroes to life imprisonment. The Bal-
timore Sun commented on this latest example of the Governor's scrupu-
lous attention to the maintainence of his administration's mediocrity:

"Among those familiar with the rape case involving the
two Giles brothers and Joseph E: Johnson Jr., there is
little inclination today to praise Governor Tawes for
having commuted to life imprisoiment the death sentences
which had hung over the heads of the three young men.
Not in fifteen years had a death sentence been carried



out against a convicted rapist in Marylsnd. Governor
Tawes himself had previously commuted death sentences
assigned to two men. The Governor, then, did only what
has become normal in Maryland when he stayed the hand
of the. executioner in this case."

This is what is known as executive mercy--though if the defend-
ants havpen to enjoy freedom, they may question the mercy of it.

THE PHILOSOPHY OF AN AGNOSTIC: An ggnostic, according to my usually re-

liable dictionary (Webste“'s "Jew Prac-
tical™), is defined as "One who asserts the impossibility of any know-
ledge of God or of ultimate things.™ By this criterion, it would be
highly inaccurate to apply that term to an individual of my philosophi-
cal persuasion--one of the principal tenets of my particular set of be-
liefs is, after all, that knowledge of all things is ultimately acces-
sible to man. Even by the more widely recognized definition of the term
--viz., that "agnostic" refers to an individual who possesses no opin-
ion as to the existence or non-existence of a deity--I am no agnostic,
for although I cannot assert unegquivocally that there is no God, I rath-
er doubt it. Perhaps the most accurate designation for a person of my
pronounced skepticism would be "stheist”, but so long as that category
includes such zealots as Madulyn Murray (who could more appropriately
be termed an "anti-theist"), I reserve the right to refuse to be asso-
ciated with it. Besides, "atheism" is realily not an accurate designa-
tion; I am not certain that there is no Supreme Being, though I suspect
1%

Basically, I believe that even if there is a God (unlikely, hut
certainly possible), the fact is totally irrelevant to any realistic
view of the world and its problems. Despite the predictions and claims
of fervent theists, it seems improhable to me that this hypothetical
God is affecting our world in any way; none of our problems appear to
be in any immediate danger of being solved by divine intervention, just
as since his origin the problems of man have not been solved by any
force outside himself. The theist may claim, of course, that postulat-
ing a Supreme Being is the only reasonable method by which to account
for the wonders of our earth. But he does this largely, I think, because
he is ignorant of the fundamentals of science. True, postulating a de-
ity does account for the so-called ''natural wonders" of this planet.
But that is just the trouble: postulating a deity will account for any-
thing, sinece the qualities, formns and powers of a deity are by nature
unlimited. Attributing various natural phenomenon to the actions of God
is a panchreston, a 1ogica11y unacceptable way to answer all questions
without actually answering any. It would therefore seem ressonable to
exnlain phenomenon in other terms wherever possible, and, in fact, sci-
ence nhas been fulfilling this precise purpose for thouspnds 0.5~ Jears

To cite a commonly recognized example, the theist may claim that
the existence of God explains the existence of life on tihis planet. In
fact, it may well provide such an explanation. But the existence and
nerseverance of life on this planet mey also be explained by non-theo-
logical means, which are neither hypothetical nor tentative--which are,
in short, scientific facts. Religious fundamentalists may continue to
deny the fact of evolution; but what was reasonable scientific debate in
the nineteenth century becomes blatantly foolish rehashing of a patent—
1y ridiculous ortnodoxy in the twentieth century. In the year 1963,
do not bother to argue with a man who refutes natural selection or bio—
logical change--we quest*on his intelligence or, perhaps more properly,
his sanity.

This is not to say that evolution is incompatible with theism--



only that it is incompatible with certain dogmas embraced by isolated
sects. And when wvhat is fact is contradicted by what is hypothesis, the
latter--not the former--is discarded by rational individuals. Other
than this, the fact of evolution is no more a large-scale refutation of
theism than are the laws of thermodynamics: it is quite possible for a
devoutly religious person to accept evolution, as many have. He may con-
tinue to believe that God guides every small sten in the process of evo-
lution, or he may contend that a divine being created the system of evo-
lution and has allowed it to operate without intervention throughout
the history of life on this planet. Neither of these beliefs can be
postively or conclusively refuted, but both can be showm to be unneces-
sary. Given the fact of evolution as a self-regulating system utilizing
random change to promote biological improvement by means of environmen-
tally-oriented selection, divine intervention at each step becomes re-
dundant; and given the fact that evolution is a process which is the
natural and inevitable result of life conditions as we know them, di-
vine creation likewise becomes redundant. Thus, the non-believer, re-
membering Occam's Razor, asks: If it isn't necessary, why believe it?

Le= sane ieeneapt, .of - course, .applies. tosall . physieal - Laws.. M
e.g., the law of gravity is the inevitable result of matter arranged in
a certain manner, then of what purpose is it to postulate a separate
entity or conscious force to account for its existence? And if the law
of gravity is sufficient to account for gravitational phenomenon, why
is it necessary to believe that objects tend to gravitate toward the
center of the earth because God causes them to do so?

The situation is slightly different in regard to natural phenom-
enon for which science presently advances no tenable explanation. Here
the theist stands on firmer ground in attributing the phenomenon to his
deity, since no one else is able to suggest a reasonable alternative.
Nevertheless, I tend to argue against his belief that this explanation
is the only possible explanation simply because it is the only plausible
one to be suggested. We, as a race, are terribly young to expect to
know the reasons for everything that hapnens in our world--and I, for
one, do not believe that it is justifiable to bring into play. a pan-
chreston simply for the sake of explaining an otherwise inexplicable
occurrence.

On the grounds that they are unnecessary and confusing, then, I
reject most theological interpretations of events. This opposition to a
religious attitude is purely academic: I occasionally argue against
such interpretations, but I would not consider forcing anyone to dis-
card them from his own beliefs. In many areas, however, religious be-
liefs possess consequences which are dangerous to society or to the in-
dividual components thereof, and in such cases my opposition is less
vassive. To the extent that a belief in a Supreme Being or an after-
life relieves some of the misery of human existence--to the extent that
such belief satisfies an inner, psychological need in many persons--I
believe religion to be beneficial to society. But to the extent that
such a belief acts in a manner calculated to pervert or suppress truth,
and to the extent that such belief prevents society from acting to a-
chieve its own goals, re}igion is a harinful quantity.

The rirst objection is philosophical in nature, and is accepted
by only a small minority of individuals (most notably Julian Huxley and
George Gaylord Simpson). I have often commented to theists with whom I
was engaged in argument that our respective philosophies were surpris-
ingly similar: both of us venerated an immaterial quality, the sole
difference being that his God was called Jehovah or Allsh, whereas mine
was given the name Veritas. Most of my philosophical opposition to wvar-
ious premises of religion in general and specific sects in particular
centers about their foul mistreatment of my own particular deity, Veri-



tas. Whenever a church makes an assertion gx cathedra without permit-
ting free inquiry on the part of those affected by tlie assertion in an
effort to discover truth, I consider that religious sect to have com-
mitted an ethical infraction. (The same criterion applies to a govern-
ment or any other organization, of course, but only the effect of reli-
gious bodies is relevant in the context of this article.) I consider
themegation .of Erublly eo=wsetthervenrms' of theists, inherently -“immoral.
Whenever a church interdicts criticism of its allegedly immutable laws
or practical pnolicies, whenever it imposes standards which are not as-
sented to by those who are affected, whenever it attempts indoctrina-
tion as opposed to education, whenever it encourages dogmatism and pre-
judgements--then I consider that church, that doctrine to be partici-
pating in an inherently evil action. It mskes no difference what speci-
fic policies or dicta are being encouraged in this manner. Even such an
obviously reasonable injunction as "Thou shalt not kill" is wrong be-
cause it is asserted dogmatically rather than arrived at by a process
of free discussion and argument. (I am not, of course, suggesting that
the First Commandment be disobeyed because it is an ex cathedra judge-
ment. But it should not be adhered to merely because of its allegedly
divine origins--it should be oheyed because it is reasonable and proper
to do so.)

The second objection to many religious commandments should be
considered of more urgent significance by the majority of citizens: they
have in many cases conseguences which are dangerous to society as well
as to the individual. To the extent that belief in one or another reli-
gion prevents a man from participating in an attempt to solve his own
and society's problems, that belief is an evil. The most striking ex-
emple which immediately comes to mind is adhered to by only a small mi-
peRbre vl z. - the ropimion, ~exprcsset by seue pascionate True telievers,
that God will intercede to protect all honorsble Christians if nuclear
warfare ever becomes dangerously imminent. This is no doubt an extreme-
1y comforting belief, but to the extent that it prevents those individ-
uals holding it from actively working for peace and nuclear disarmament,
it is eclearly dangerous. One can imagine with some horror the conse-
quences should such an attitude ever become popular among governient or
military leaders. This, fortunately, is not the case; but despite the
fact that the Christian Bible strongly advises ageinst sitting passive-
1y and waiting for God to solve one's -problems, there are Christians
who hold such beliefs.

The Csatholic attitude with respect to M"artificial’ contraception
furnishes a somewvhat more intrusive e/ample of the same evil. The prob-
lem of over-population obviously exists and is becowming more urgent each
vear. The tenet of Catholic doctrine which prohibits artificial means
of birth control may apnear reasonable to a Catholic, and it is certain-
1y ‘a 'dogme wWhien is sincerely believed to refileet tie will 'of God; but
it is dangerous. With the spectre of imass starvation hovering on the
horizon, any tﬂeologlcql belief which prevents vast segments of the hu-
man race from utilizing the most eff c1ent huitane methods of contra-
ception is exceedingly dangerous to the conulnued well-being not only of
individuals but of entire races. (In this case, the situation is further
complicated by the fact that the Roman Catholic Church is not content
to interdict artificial contraception among its own members, but at-
temps also to utilize the mechanism of the law to enforce its particular
taboo outside the sphere of its spiritual influence--a trait of the more
militant sects of Christianity throushout history.) It is obviously ir-
relevant to claim that the Catholic Church does not really oppose con-
traception, but only certain methods; it opposes, in fact, any method
which can be considered reasonably efflclent while allowing as a '"solu-
tion" partial or total abstinence. This is a particularly fine example



of the grief caused by inflexible dicta, to believers as well as non-
believers. It is obviously painful for the majority of Catholics to en-
vision the mass starvation vhichh they may be helning to promote; indeed,
the members of the Catholic heirarchy are better acquainted with the
problem of over-population than the average atheist, and must experi-
ence a very considerable degree of mental anguish when they are con-
stantly reminded of available solutions which they are compelled to op-
pose. Yet, no matter how much they suffer on account of the misery in-
flicted by over-population, most Catholics doggedly refuse to abandon
their immutable natural law.

This attitude is wrong not only because it invites disaster in
the realm of practical application, but also, in my opinion, because it
is ethically unacceptable. The dogma is ethically bad precisely because
it is asserted unequivocally as an inflexible law wvhich must be enforced
regardless of its value in a changing world, hecause it is a dogma im-
posed from above rather than a reasonable judgement arrived at during
the free exchange of ideas.

On these grounds, then, rests my opposition to religion: first,
that in many eases. it either contradicts.what seience @iiseovers  to be
true, or needlessly complicates physical or "natural" laws by intruding
the superfluous concept of divine intervention; and second, that many
specifiec facets of religious orthiodoxy, as well as the concept of reli-
gion itself (by its uncritical acceptance of questionable premises),
perverts or suppresses truth. It should be unnecessary to add at this
point that the second (and most damning) objection applies also to athe-
ism wherever it becomes militant, as well as to meny other sectarian
ideas and ideals. But the sharing of the evil by others does not ab-
solve organized religion from its culpability.

--Ted Pauls

"Time and time again, the Communist coup d'€tat of February,

1948, in Czechoslovakia has been cited as evidence of Soviet military
aggression. Yet the facts are that there were no Soviet troops in Czech-
oslovakia at the time of the Communist take-over. The coup d'etat was
managed by the Czech Communists themselves, who constituted the largest
nolitical party and parliamentary group as a result of the free elec-
tiqn® of 14986 - Pheré.is no: doubt that the J.S5.5:R. .spurred then on  anad
gave them advice. It is true that local political arrangements begun by
the Red Army during its comparatively brief occupation of Slovakia and
part of the Czech provines toward the end of the war helped lay the
groundwork for the Cormunists' success. There were, of course, Soviet
troops on the Eastern borders of Czechoslovakia, as there were American
troops on the Western borders. But perhaps more inmportant than any of
these factors in the success of communism in Czechoslovakia was the
raumatic experience of Munich. To many non-Cormrmunist Czechs--who may
have since changed their minds--affinity with the Soviet Union was simply
preferable to affinity with the West. The bitter fruit of pre-war anti-
Soviet policies was being reaned. That a nation witih the fine democrat-
ic past and democratic possibilities of Czechoslovakia feil to commu-
nism is deplorable. But whatever it showed, it did not show evidence of
Soviet military aggression." --Prof. Fred Warner iegl, in "U.S. Foreign
Policy and the Soviet Union'.

"A demagogue, like a deity, must be all things to all men. Since
no one can actually inflame a mob by convincing them of something, the
astute demagogue must convince each indivicdual that he and they agree,
and that the sneaker is simply transleting into clear terms the philo-
sophy of the listener. Hitler did not convince a mobj; he focused it."
-~-Daniel Marbury, in "The Movers: Pericles.to Goebbels".



DAVE HULAN 17417 VANOWEN ST., APT. #1 VAN NUYS, CALIF.
Re your comments on intelligence: I disagree. Of
course, it's a matter of semantics--if you want to define "in-
telligence" as you say, it's your privilege, but if you do so
then you are not using the word as it is used by most people.
Granting that broadly speaking an intelligent person is more
likely to be broad-minded than an unintelligent one (a prem-

ise I consider probable), the correlztion is certainly not
1:1. You admit yourself that intelligent people sometimes are
narrow-minded in some ways; equally, unintelligent people can
be surprisingly broad-minded at times. Any characteristic of
this sort, while a subject worthy of study, cannot be used as
a defining characteristic. An analogy: lMost people who use
malteup are worlen, and most women use makeup. But can one
thereby define "woman" as "a person who uses makeup"? One can
--but one is going to confuse others in talking about women.
A defining characteristic must be nossessed universally by
the in-group and not at all by the out-group; otherwise it is
inadequate. I can name a large number of quite narrow-minded
men who are nevertheless generally considered intelligent--
for instance, S8t. Paul, Ignatius Loyola, John Calvin, Oliver
Cromwell, John C. Calhoun... I could go on, but that should
be enough. For that matter, Isaac MNewton--certainly one of
the half-dozen greatest scientific minds in history--was re-
markably narrow-minded about some things. You may, if you
like, define these men out of the class of thie intelligent--
but you'll be defining a new concept, "intellizence/Ted Pauls",
not giving elucidation to the meaning usually attached to the
word.

Bill Christian starts off making good sense, but loses
his bearings about midway tuarough his third paragraph. His
difficulty lies mostly in failing to understand the South--a
not uncommon failing among people who have never lived there,
or even some who have. He generalizes far too readily about
"the southern white'--an individual no more uniform in such
ways than '"the Negro" who is also a subject of stereotypes on
both sides of the political fence. Relatively few southern
whites outside of Mississippi and the "Black Belts" of Ala-
bama, Georgia and Louisiana have any such sense of the right-
eousness of segregation as he iinutes to them. The majority
favor segregation, yes--but for specific, personzl, iore or
less selfish reasons, not because they think it's right. Bill
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says passive resistance won't work--but it has worked, in Nashville,
Memphis, Atlanta, Huntsville and numerous other southern cities. You
seldom read about such cities, because peaceful integration isn't '"news",
but it's happened and it's hapnening more and more. Iven in Birmingham
the violence has been due to a very small number of violent racists;
there have been no mobs or race riots, as would seem inevitable if the
opposition were as strong and widespread as Bill says it is.

No, I may differ with certain particular actions, as I have done
and doubtless will do again, but I feel that by and large the integra-
tion movement is proceeding at about the right pace, now. Things went
too slowly from 1954 until 1960 or 1961, but since then they have been
going about as fast as they can be pushed without provoking more vio-
lence than is justifiable--which I consider good pacing. Within ten
years there will be only isolated pockets in the South that are any
worse than the North is now, and in sorme areas things may even be bet-
ter. Racial prejudice will die =z hard death if it ever dies 'at all; e-
quality by law should be achieved rather soon.

What, incidentally, is your opinion regarding the CORE protests
in Los Angeles (and elsewhere) about de facto segregation? My opinion
is that they're silly. Certainly school district lines should not be
drawn with racial ideas in mind, nor should the schools in a predomi-
nantly Negro neighborhood be physically or educationally worse than
those in white areas, but to say that a school with over 50% MNegroes is
de facto segregated and that students should be transported miles if
necessary to "correct racisl imbalance" is to my way of thinking just
as racist as de jure segregation. Do you defend these demands? And if
so, how? I've never heard what I consider a sensible argument for them.
(£The problem of de facto segregation is simply a facet of the discrim-
ination against Hegroes in employment and housing which exists in large
northern cities. As long as there are Negro ghettos, there will be pre-
dominantly ilegro schools; as long as there are "white only" neighbor-
hoods, there will be predominantly white schools. It is unreasonable to
expect the public schools to correct what are, in fact, injustices out-
side the schools, particularly when doing so requires the expensive
transportation of students across school district lines. CORE should
concentrate on fair employment practices and egual opportunity in hous-
ing; when these problems are fully solved, de facto school segregation
will no longer be a significant factor. In Baltiizore the problem is
slightly different, and the complaints are, in this instance, justified.
In Baltimore, over-crowded schools are '"solving" the problem by adopt-
ing half-day sessions, so that one group of children attend school in
the morning, another in the afternoon. As a result of the inevitable
clustering of Wegroes in the center of the city and the gravitation of
middle-class whites to the outskirts, most of the decrenit, over-
crowded schools are predominsntly Negro, whereas the modern and spa-
cious institutions are predominantly white. This, in effect, discrimin-
ates against Negroes--the majority of ifegro children attend school for
half a day, while the majority of white children attend classes the en-
tire day. In this particular cass, I believe that the demands of the
protesting integration organizations are justified: transporting a few
thousand children from the center of the city to the outskirts will
cause a more even distribution of students, hence making the most effi-
cient use of available facilities. The fact that the children being
transported are Negroes doesn't affect this, though it opens the way
flox aggusations of forcible integration against the school authori-
ties.

Odd--most of my school history texts rather praised the Amerinds
and were somewhat caustic toward Custer and the treaty-breaking habits
of the United States. I wonder if part of the reason might be that I



went to high school in the South, and most of the "heroes" of the Indi-
an Wars were previously Union officers--who were hardly glorified in
textbooks prepared by southern universities.

In response to Breen--it seems interesting to note that, although
numerous tribes manage to survive without benefit of war or oppression,
they all seem to do so by occupying an environment which is unappealing
to the average man, and that their numbers are inevitably small--as are
their average life-spans. Perhaps there is something about the human
organism which requires the stimulus of war and/or oppression before it
can make progress. I'm not asserting this--I'm presenting it as a pos-
sibility to be considered. It seems to be a favorite habit of anthro-
pologists to hold that, say, the Adamanese and the Yiestern Europeans
are both "successful'" because both cultures exist, and to ignore the
question of which is more successful.

I make an assertion: the successfulness of a culture is measured
by its capacity for survival. It has nothing to do with the welfare of
the individuals living under it, necessarily. The most successful pos-
sible culture mey be an absolute monarchy, or anarchy, or syndicalism,
or any of a variety of other alternatives. o gne can tell now. Bventu-
ally either the earth will be blown up--which will prove thet no human
culture was ultimately successful--or one culture (with local varia-
tions) will dominate the earth. And that will be the most successful
type of culture, because it was the most successful type. Western &uro-,
nean civilization seemed well on its way to-proving itself best until
recently; now there are indications that the hybrid Western-Byzantine
culture of the Soviet Union may come out on top, or the hybrid Western-
Chinese culture of Soviet China. It seems inevitable, however, that
there will be strong elements of the Western FEuropean culture in any
future society. Conversely, I doubt that it will owe ruch to the Dski-
mos, Camaiura Indians, Polynesians, or Australian aborigines. Thus,
while war and combativeness in general may not be inevitable because of
human nature, it appears likely that because of the nature of things-
as-they-are, a culture without them will never be of importance except
to anthropologists or as examples for pacifists to point to. and say,
"See? It can be done!" (£The statement that the most successful type of
culture will dominate the earth is just as much a tautology as is 'sur-
vival of the fittest" (i.e., survival of those best fit to survive) .
The question still remains, what are the qualities which caused this
dominant culture to he so very successful? As for the unimportance of
lesser cultures: it is true, in a very real sense, that no comparison
is possible between the Adamanese and Western Turopean peoples beyond
the statement that they are both successful to the extent that they are
able to survive. Anthropologists do not assert this egalitarian view of
cultures because thev're broad-minded fellows, but rather because they
recognize that a point-by-noint conparison of cultures occupying radi-
caliy different environments can only be unfair. To the extent that the
Western Furopean and Adamanese cultures have progressed within the lim-
itations of their respective environments, both cultures may be con-
sidered to be equally progressive. Any further qualitative compzarison
must take account of the zreater opportunity of the one culture as on-
posed to the restricted horizons of the other. There is obviously a
qualitative distinction between the two cultures in gquestion; but both
are equally progressive, inasmuch as both have progressed about as far
as they could have given their differing environments. )

Regarding abortion: I don't recall the specific instance which
started the discussion, but I might as well give my ideas. Basiloa ki, L
am against abortion. I recognize one justification: if competent medi-
cal evidence indicates that continuation of oregnancy is dangerous to
the mother's life, or as a minimum is likely to result in permanent



physical damage to her, then I will say that an abortion is justifiable.
Towever, most states do permit abortion on such grounds. (£{Suppose that
in the opinion of competent psychiatrists continuation of pregnancy
would result in serious mental or emotional consequences to the pro-
spective mother? Would you allow abortion under those circumstances?))
Otherwise, I disagree with a contention that abortion should be legal-
ized so that women won't die from being butchered by cguacks. This is
like saying murder should be legalized so that it can be placed in the
hands of efficient professionals instead of clumsy amateurs. It is one
thing to choose abortion as the lesser of evils when it is a guestion
of saving a 1life; it is another to advocate legalizing something which
is basically wrong so that those who want to do it can do it without
fear of punishment.

Those women--did they seek abortion because they really needed
one, or just because they didn't want the baby? If the latier, then I
say they died not because of bad laws, but because they wished to do a
dangerous act which the law properly pronibits. Peonle who violate
speed laws sometimes die; not because of the law--because they did some-
thing foolish. (£Your analogy is questionable because one would have
exactly the same chance of being killed by speeding even if there were
no speed lawsj; this does not apoly in the case of abortions. An abor-
tion, performed properly, is among the safest of medical operations.})
There is no more necessity for people to get an abortion (except as I
have indicated) than there is to drive 90-mph. Peonle who do such things
have to take their chances.

There is no certain evidence that a foetus is a person--as you
say, it is debatable. For this reason, where there is a clear and pres-
ent danger to an acknowledged person (the mother), abortion is justifi-
able. But it -is equally uncertain that the foetus is got a person. Com-
pare, please, the number of deaths from botched abortions in the U.S.
per capita to the total number of abortions in Japan per capita--are
you willing to lay odds that long that a foetus isn't human? I'm not. I
doubt there's much hope of convincing you, but equally there's little
of convincing me. A cuestion such as the probabhility of a foetus being
human is something one must decide for himself, and no one is likely to
change anyone's mind about it. (£Actually, the nrospect of converting
me to an anti-abortion position is not so bleak as you might think. My
original advocacy of abortion was stated with customary gusto. which
may have obscured the fact that it was an extremely tentative position.
I still believe that the school teacher whose case inspired this dis-
cussion was justified in obtaining an abortion, and should not have been
restricted by law from retaining competent medical assistance. I think
that your concent of what constitutes justifiable cause for terminating
a pregnancy is too narrow--it fails to include the destruction of a
teacher's social position and career, it fails to include prevention of
congenital deformity of gross proportions (the thalidomide cases), and,
most damning of all, it apparently fails to consider emotional damage,
which is often more injurious than the "permenent physical damage™ which
in your view justifies abortion. On the other hand, I am willing to
concede that the abortion laws of Japan, et al., are too liberal. Also,
I will now admit that inability to properly care for a child (as in the
case of the widow whose demise was also considered in the original ar-
ticle) is not sufficient justification for undertaking an abortion,
since §%nancial and other aid is readily available in this semi-welfare
state.

"Divine law /is/ not obeyed on the strength of its holy origin,
but rather because it is believed to be right." This statement is dubi-
ous when applied as generally as that. Certainly it is true for many
people. On the other hand, there is the phenomenon of conversion; it



frequently happens (especially in the early days of a religion) that a
person is converted to the religion and then changes his ideas of what
is richt because of the teachings of the religion. And in most cases
the two are indistinguishable--a chicken-or-egg argument--because from
the beginning “"divine law” and "what is right” are equated in his train-
ing. ({It seems to make a good deal more sense to say that a person is
converted from one religion to another because his ideas of what is
right have changed, not vice versa. If a Methodist becomes converted to
Catholicism, it is because his faith in Methodist doctrine has been re-
placed by a belief in Catholic dogma; a man doesn't first shift his al-
legiance and then gradually change his ideas to conform to his new la-
bel. And if "divine law" is equated in childhood training with "what is
right", it is done in order to justify faith in the divine decree by
aligni?g it with ethical rightness--which supports my original conten-
tien.

T don't particularly like Kennedy, but I like Goldwater even
less. Unfortunately, there is no one in sight whom I like very much bet-
ter. Lyndon Joimson is probably the man prominent in politics who would
make the best President; unfortunately, his southern origin makes his
nomination or election quite unlikely even after J.F.K. has served his
constitutional two terms.

I sit back to watch Si Stricklen get mauled by your readers. Ac-
tually, what he says is quite hypothetical and most of it I could say
myself--but I bet he doesn't get away with it. Not with that Georgia
address...

"That patriotism may degenerate into a vice is showvm by the in-
vention of a nare for the vice: chauvinism. It is a name for boastful
and truculent group self-assertion. It overrules personal judgement and
character, and puts the whole group at the mercy of the clique which is
ruling at the moment. It produces the dominance of watchwords and
phrases which take the place of reason and conscience in determining
conduct. The patriotic bias is a recognized perversion of thought and
judgement against which our education should guard us." --William Graham
Sumner, in "Folkways'.
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FRED LERNER :: 926 FURNALD HALL, COLUMBIA COLLEGE :: NEW YORK 27, N.X.

The feature of Kipple which I like the most is the attention
paid by you and your correspondents to science fiection, in the context
of a general debate on matters political, religious, philosophical and
moral. I have always been especially interested in the role of science
fiction as prophecy, not of what will come, but of what should or could
come. Feinlein's stories on religion ("Stranger in a Strange Land", "The
Day After Tomorrow/Sixth Column", "If This Goes On..."), the many sto-
ries in Analog about the military and about politics, and some of the
"mood" pieces in The Magazine of Fantasy and Science Fiction are exam-
ples of this. The relationship, if any, between a person's actual be-
1liefs and those which he appears to hold in a story have been oft-times
discussed, especially in tie case of Heinlein, where the subject is of
the greatest importance. I have heard a lot about deinlein's politics,
and now that this subject has gotten into Kipple, isn't it about time
that somebody summed up the whole matter for the benefit of newcomers?
T should like to know the whole story of G.M. Carr's "clipping”, of
"Teinlein and the Patrick ilenry League, ktp. I should also like to know
just why Iarry Warner warned Tom Perry not to gquote from Heinlein's
letter. Just what is this 211 about?

Re public schools, parochial schools, and aid therefor: How about




abolishing the public schools altogether, and leaving education to pri-
vate and parochial schools? I'm not being facetious--though I don't
claim it would work right now But in a few years, say, ten or twenty,
it would be feasible. This way the various denominations would estab-
lish schools, and there would be four or five systems across the na-
tion: Roman Catholic, Baptist, "High Protestant!" (Presbyterian-Method-
ist-Episcopalian~Lutheran), Jewish, and "Liberal" (Reform Jewish, Uni-
tarian Universalist, Humanist, Ethical Culture), as well as private
schools within and without these religious groupings. This would pretty
much destroy the "neighborhood school! concept, and substitute reli-
gious separation for racial discrimination. True, tie "melting pot" as-
pect of public schools would disapnpear--but how rwuch of it really ex-
ists these days anyway, especially in the suburbs? This way parents
would be able to bring up their children within a certain ethical/mor-
al/religious framework, without facing competition from a school system
whose outlook is different. I know that this jeopardizes the child's
free choice, but my feeling is this: I'm going To bring up my children
in the way I thint is right, and will indoctrinate them with the Ideals
I think are right. I want my children to attend a school based on simi-
lar principies.

"Those who_call scientific contraceptjon "ertificial” call the
repressive mode /total or partial abstinencg% Inatiural. The logicaaf:
this position comes in an unbroken line of descent from Tertullian, a
Roman ecclesiastical lawyer of the third century A.D. Tertullian de-
fined as "unnatural', end hence as morally wrong, bthe practice of. eir-
cumcision, acting in plays, shaving the face, and the wearing of dyed
fabrics. The last proscription gives the show away. Did lertullian sup-
pose that undved fabrics grew on trees? The only consistency in seven-
teen centuries of polemics against the ‘unnatursl'" is the identifica-
tion of recent technological advances as uanatural. One suspects that
there was a time in the prehistory of msn when the nilking of cows for
human food was looked upon as utterly abhorrent. Indeed: to those who
have the imagination to see the entire sequence of acts as if it had
never been seen before, there is something decidedly "unnatural® in a
man's manipulating a cow's mammary glands and then drinking the exudzate,
which was undeniably intended by nature for a suckling calf, and not
for a grown man... But then, it is dangerous to think logically." --Gar-
rett Hardin, in "Hdature and Man's fate'l.
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TOM PERRY :: P.0. BOX 128 :: OMAHA, MEBRASKA

Thanks for sending me the copy of Heinlein's newspaper adver-
tisement:. My own efforts to obtsin a ¢opy-of it failed:; I wrote The Free
Press in Colorado Springs, describing the ad and telling them it was
run sometime in 1958 by Heinlein, and they sent back a picture of an ad
placed by the Wational Comuittee for a Sane Wuclesr rPolicy! That is ap-
parently the plea to which ileinlein's ad was a renly.

Having seen it, 1'm afraid I continue to disagree with both you
and Walt Willis as to the nature of it. It scems more to me like a creed
than a screed. Though you say it "is no proper part of any rational op-
position to disarmament", I think Heinlein mentions a number of argu-
ments that ought to be considered in any serious evaluation of the
question. You will notice that he doecs not oppose all disarmament: he
specifically opnoses abandoning a nuclear deterrent separately from
"conventional" weapons, and stopping nuclear tests without safeguards
that the Russians would also cease testing. Both these things were sup-
ported by the previous ad and both, it seems to me, are at least gues-




tionable. (£I had operated under the assumption that your initial hesi-
tancy to credit Walt's criticisms of Heinlein was due to your admira-
tion for the man. I must admit that I am scandalized by your continued
defense of Heinlein's maniresto, now that you have had the opportunity
to read it. His petition is clearly in opposition to the principle of
disarmament as well as to the specific proposals of SANE (he stops just
short of bluntly stating, "I oppose all disarmament"), and consists
largely of a call to arms against compromise. His willingness to risk
racial suicide (which even he admits is "almost certain" if Russia were
to use high-yield nuclear weapons) is stated explicitly, and cannot be
misunderstood even if a conscientious effort is made to do so. Perhaps
your persistent refusal to condemn deinlein's flag-weving display of
narrow-mindedness is an exercise in tolerance, but if so, a2llowme to sug-
gest that tolerance is not alw=ys appropriate. Ilo one seeks to defend
in the name of tolerance George Lincoln Rockwell's racisi as rational
opposition to integration; likewise, it is a misapplication of toler-
ance to defend !ieinlein's chauvinism as rational opvposition to disarma-
ment.})

It's true that the appeal is an emotional one--since the desire
to survive and to be free are emotions--but wnether it is, as you say,
"emotionalistic® (i.e., unduly emotional) is something best left to in-
dividual judgement. I do not happen to think so.

Concerning what you refer to as U3 nasty little job of character
assassination!, it seems to me that Heinlein has clearly rejected the
common Bircher reasoning that anyone who happens To agree with the Com-
munists on an issue perforce is one. You must assume that readers will
infer the oppnosite, but if they do, they are being stupider than anyone
has any business supnosing. ({Despite my reputation for being notably
tactless, I have no wish to antagonize a2 new reader of Kipple by ques-
tioning his comprehension of a cdocument written in clear English. How-
ever, it seems quite apparent that unless we are discussing two dis-
tinctly different petitions (and you acknowledge receipt of the one I
mailed), something of the sort must be complicating this argument. The
manifesto which you describe rejects the common John Birch Society rea-
soning that one who agrees with a Communist position is a Cormunist;
the petition I read speaks of "possibly" loyal members of SANE, who are
"Communist-line propagandists" circulating '"the rankest sort of Commu-
nist propaganda" and as a result delighting Premier Khrushchev. Hein-
lein does not even allow the possibility that the signers of the SAINE
netition are coincidentally supporting a Coimmunist position: "It is,"
he states, "po accident that this manifesto follows the Communist line'
(my underlining). This masterpiece of innuendo incorporated into the
document indicates to me that, far from rejecting the John Birch Soci-
ety reasoning, the petition utilizes it with a vengeance. It may be a
shade more subtle than the averasge Robert Welch harangue, but it dif-
fers in no other significant particular.j)

Whatever I think of this document, however, I must say that T
respeet Willis' right to hold his own opinion of it, and yours, and
anyone else's. I hove I can ask the same ol jou.

This brings up something I've been meaning to comment on--the
inereasing difficulty that "conservatives® and "liberals" in this coun-
try experience in discussing their disagreements. Bcth these groups, T
think, are developing an <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>