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Kipple is-published and edited by Ted Pauls, 1448 Meridene Drive,
' Baltimore, Maryland, 21212. Copies of this irregular but frequent
journal of opinion and commentary are available in exchange for let-
ters of comment, contributions, similar periodicals, or the cash sum
of 20¢ per issue. The number in the address box is the number of the
last issue you will receive; the letter "TI" indicates that we ex-
change publications; and the letter "S" means this is a sample copy.

This magazine is the official organ of the Greater Baltimore Commi t-
tee to elect George Wallace President (of the Congo). -WoKkl -~
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GEORGE W. PRICE :: 873 CORNELIA AVE. :: CHICAGO, ILLINOIS, 60657

I trust that I am not the kind of nationalist "who believes the
great nation-states of the Nineteenth and Twentieth centuries to be the
glorious culiiination of this trend (toward ever-larger social-govern-
mental units)..." I hope and expect that eventually there will be a world
government that can maintain civilized standards of law and order. But
I do not expect this to materialize any time soon, and in the meantime
the rights and duties of national governments will continue to be as I
described them. That is, national governments have the right and the
duty to use all necessary force to protect the legitimate rights of their
citizens, including specifically the right to life, liberty and honest-
ly-acquired property.

You say that I "may continue to support National Sovereignty and
the sort of world in which every nation has the absolute right to kick
any other nation in the teeth...but your philosophy is rapidly becoming
an anachronistic curiosity." As I pointed out, when governments restrict
themselves to defending the legitimate rights of their nationals, which
is all that national sovereignty requires, there need be no conflict
between governments. The conflicts arise when one government presumes
to interfere with the legitimate rights of the nationals of another gov-
ernment. If all peaceful remonstrance fails, then, since there is no
higher authority who can enforce justice, the aggressor has to get kick-
ed in the teeth. It would be wonderful if this were an "anachronistic
curiosity", but it is unlikely to become so while there exist so many
governments with no respect for the rights of others.

The anarchic condition of the world is not caused by lack of a
world government. The causation is the other way around. To form a de-
cent world government--not just a world-wide tyranny imposed by one pow
erful nation--requires that the subsidiary units share a certain mini-
mum community of beliefs and standards. Since no such community now ex-
ists or is likely to appear in the foreseeable future, world government
is out of the question for the time being. For example, we cannot ex-
pect that there could be estsblished a world government which would then




peacefully settle the disputes between communist and liberal nations,
precisely because the existence of communist powers (assuming they con-
tinue their present behavior) is thoroughly incompatible with the de-
velopment of the requisite community of beliefs and standards. Bo there
will be no world government until the communist powers have been ren-
dered impotent, or until the whole world has become communist. It would
be possible to have a world government under which the various nations
had widely varying forms of national government, so long as they agreed
on the basic principle that they were not to interfere with each oth-
ers' internal customs. But this is precisely the rule that the commu-
nists cannot abide by; their religion requires them to interfere with
other nations in order to establish communism. So if you want to see
world government established, bend your efforts to eliminating commu-
nist power. (£It would be possible to have a world government under which
the various nations had widely varying forms of national government pro-
vided we could eliminate the notion that the existence of other systems
of government is incompatible with the best interests of the world.
This is a vicious and narrow outlook which is currently closely identi-
fied with doctrinaire communists and American '"conservatives". Your ad-
vocacy of this viewpoint is somewhat more sophisticated that Mao Tze-
tung's, of course, in that it asserts that the major reason '"communist
power" must be eliminated is that the communists are interested in 'e-
liminating" us. But then, I suspect that a Communist theoretician could
make a good case for the view that the "imperialist" nations should be
eliminated as a matter of 'self-defense", so in practice your position
is extremely similar to that of a Marxist fanatic. It will be interest-
ing to see how the continuing evolution of Communism will affect your
viewpoint. The Soviet Union already recognizes the necessity of co-ex-
istence to the extent that it implies avoidance of a major war, and
within the next decade or two the major Communist powers will abandon
in practice (though not, for some time after, in theory) the idea that
the existence of non-Communist nations is a temporary aberration which
must be rectified. At what point will you admit that the preservation
of Western liberal democracy no longer demands the elimination of com-
munist power? And, incidentally, if you believe that the present dis-
tressing state of the world is caused by the existence of a great num-
ber of governments which fail to respect the rights of others, may I
suggest that urging your own government to adhere to the same policy is
no solution. An individual who goes on record as advocating that his
government nullify by force the results of elections in other countries
can hardly object to other governments failing to respect the rights of
smaller nations. (Well, you ggg object to it, of course, but you can't
expect to be taken seriously. One of the advantages of morality as op-
posed to expediency, you see, is that morality permits an individual or
a nation to stand for something beyond its own self-interest and to
eriticize the methods of opponents.)?) :

I asserted that morality is long-term expediency, whose ultimate
end is the survival and well-being of the human race. You say that mo-
rality is something more than expediency: "Morality assumes the exist-
ence and validity (intuitively perceived, in the final analysis) of cer-
tain basic premises, and regulates conduct in such a way as to respect
these premises even when it is clearly expedient to act contrary to
them."

First let me say that I am highly suspicious of any "basic prem-
ises" which must be "intuitively perceived" without being backed up by
either reason or experience. I just don't have all that much faith in
intuition. The history books are crammed with the hideous consequences
of countless "intuitively perceived" madnesses. Second, you seem to mis-
understand what I meant by "long-term" expediency. I meant--as I thought
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I made clear by referring to "the survival and well-being of the human
race as ultimate ends--that what is expedient is to be judged in terms
of the full experience of the race, not just over a few years or even
over one lifetime. "Morality" is the codification of this experience,
though possibly wrongly interpreted in many aspects. (&¢My parenthetical
reference to the "intuitively perceived" validity of basic premises was
the result of my recollection of a philosophical argument in these pages
several years ago, which ended up demonstrating only that all philo-
sophical systems are founded on one or more assumptions which cannot be
conclusively proved. In practice, this is usually not very important,
because the assumptions are so obvious that no one seriously questions
them, but in an abstract argument it can be extremely embarrassing to
discover that your ethical code is based upon ideas which you have al-
ways taken for granted but cannot prove. Your own concept of morality
as long-term expediency is not free from this defect, you know. If the
ultimate ends of ‘morality are the survival and well-being of the human
race, as you say, then you have assumed that the survival of the human
race is desirable., But can you prove this? Anyone who wished to play
the devil's advocate could make a good case for the viewpoint that the
most notable accomplishments of the human race have been the extermina-
tion of other life forms, the pollution of the air and water, and the
causing of great misery to its own members. Of course, I do not dispute
the assumption that the survival of the human race is desirable, but I
do contend that the validity of the assumption cannot be conclusively
demonstrated and is therefore intuitively perceived. As to your second
point, I understand perfectly what you meant by long-term expediency,
but viewing this innocent-seeming abstraction in the context of some of

"My name is Nguyen Don Vuong. I was, until recently, a
Deputy Foreign Minister of the Democratic Republic of
Vietnam."
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"A disagreement about foreign policy with President Ho Chi ( )
Minh resulted in my dismissal from that office, and I was ( == )
compelled to flee the country in order to avoid being shot ( )
for treason." ( )

( ) "It was my belief that, instead of pursuing the present
g == g policy with respect to the United States, the Democratic
( )

u Republic of Vietnam should declare war on the imperial-
( =) ist U.S.A. and then immediately capitulate."
"President Ho was inclined to look upon this as a treason- (*°%%%)
ous suggestion, but I maintain, on the contrary, that it (=%)
actually demonstrates great patriotism and a sincere con- o ! g
cern for the welfare of my country." (¢ =))

( )

(=3 ) "After all, Germany and Japan have become prosperous by
S g losing wars to the United States; why shouldn't we?"
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your more remarkable practical suggestions rather dims its altruistic
luster. Convince me, please, that the survival and well-being of the hu-
man race requires the United States to bomb North Vietnam, support an-
ti-popular regimes, overthrow governments which Washington disapproves
of, and invade the territory of nations with whom we are not at war.3)

You cite Churchill's refusal to seize Irish ports, even though
this would have greatly aided the campaign against the U-boats. Church-
ill said, "No! That is the very thing we are fighting against!" Does
this show the difference between morality and expediency? It was moral
to thus respect the rights of a neutral, and it was certainly not expe-
dient in the short rup. But I equated morality with long-term expedi-
ency. As Churchill realized, to invade Ireland would have negated the
purpose of the war, by making England no different from Nazi Germany.
Surely it is inexpedient to adopt the very kind of government you are
fighting a war to avoid having imposed on you. However, I wonder how
Churchill would have decided if it had seemed to him that British fail-
ure to seize bases in Ireland would have meant certain victory for the
Nazis, instead of merely making Allied victory more costly. I suspect--
indeed, I am mighty damn certain--that he would have concluded that in-
vading the rights of a neutral would be a lesser immorality than per-
mitting the Nazis to win. (¢I thought it was clear that in the closing
months of 1940 the situation was so desperate that a few ships one way
or the other might have meant the difference between victory and defeat
for Great Britain. Exercising the advantages of our twenty-five-year
perspective, we may doubt that the situation was this serious, but this
doesn't alter the fact that Churchill believed that the Irish ports
were vitally important to Great Britain's ability to continue to resist
Nazi Germany but refused to seize them in violation of Irish neutrali-
ty. Your assertion that it is "inexpedient to adopt the very kind of
government you are fighting a war to avoid having imposed on you" puz-
zles me. You reason that adopting the methods of Nazi Germany would have
"negated the purpose of the war" and would have been "inexpedient"” (im-
moral). Very well; let us accept this line of thought and see where it
leads us. If adopting the tactics of your opponent is equivalent to a-
dopting "the very kind of government you are fighting a war to avoid
having imposed on you" and thus negates the purpose of the war by mak-
ing Nation A "no different from" Nation B, would you please explain why
you have consistently advocated that the United States utilize the tac-
tics of the Communists? Do you realize that your argument that a nation,
by adopting the methods of its enemy, negates the purpose of the strug-
gle against that enemy, is precisely the argument I have been attempting
(unsuccessfully) to make you accept?)})

If, as your argument implies, morality is not based on long-ternm
expediency, how does one choose when two moral rules conflict, such as
when respecting the rights of a neutral might mean letting immoral mon-
sters like the Nazis prevail? If moral rules are absolutes, it is im-
possible to establish an order of precedence among them. But if they are
considered as long-term expedients, it becomes possible to try to es-
tablish which is the more expedient over the longer term. (éAn order of
precedence among moral laws is established by the idea that we should
endeavor to minimize human injury and suffering, which is itself a mo-
ral rule. When two (or more) moral rules are in conflict, we should fol-
low the course which causes the least suffering.})

To my contention that we should teach "the virtues of economic
freedom" to underdeveloped countries, you suggest that a "socialist from
an underdeveloped country would reply that 'economic freedom' generally
refers to the freedom of a small minority to grow fat off the labor of
the masses, and as such is a ' freedom! which can be readily dispensed -
with in this day and age." Yes, that's probably just vhat he would say,
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and it is in large part because he and many of his countrymen believe
such taradiddle that his country is and will continue to be "underdevel-
oped".-To be sure, they equate '"economic freedom" not with the free
market, but with the various monopolistic systems imposed in the past
by imperialist powers. Such systems were usually quite incompatible with
a true free market, which may be briefly (and by no means exhaustively)
defined as a system in which all buying and selling, of both goods and
services, is done by the uncoerced agreement of both buyer and seller,
and the role of government is to maintain this freedom. The "underde-
veloped" nations will begin to enjoy rapid development when they adopt
something approaching a free market, and stop behaving as if profitable
private businesses were either insults to the working class or cows to
be milked by the politicians.

At this writing it is too soon to see what the effects will be
of the recent American escalation of the Vietnam war. To me, the criti-
cal and so far unanswerable question is to what extent the Government
of North Vietnam can control the Viet Cong. If it lies in the power of
Papa Ho to call off the VC, then it is right for us to persuade him to
do so, by forcibly demonstrating that continued support of the VC will
mean the wrecking of North Vietnam. On presently available evidence,
such as enumerated in the recent White Paper, and from a general know-
ledge of Corumnist methods and discipline, I think it is worth a good
try. At the very least, it is ludicrous for North Vietnam to claim any
of the rights of neutrals.

The American strikes against targets in North Vietnam are no
longer being explained as tit for tat "retaliation™ for VC attacks on
U.S. installations. That is at least an advance in honesty, since it was
absurd to claim that U.S. bases in South Vietnam should be respected by
the Viet Cong. The fact is that we are making war upon the Communists
in Vietnam (both North and South), and we can hardly expect them to
grant our bases "privileged sanctuary". Only we indulge in that kind of
idiocy.
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"Cremation and urn burial was sanitary and neat and much less
barbarian than our present practice., For myself, when I am dead, I would
nrefer to be a skeleton than the most nicely embalmed cadaver and I
would sooner be ashes than either. Early man believed in the continua-
tion of life in association with the buried body, as primitive people
do yet, but he nrogressed from binding spirit and body together to burn-
ing the flesh to set the spirit free. We who say we believe in immortal
souls should stand by our conviction and give wings to the spirit in-
stead of making shrouds of lead and canopies of granite. We are more
earth-bound in some ways than our ancestors." --N. J. Berrill, in "Man's
Emerging Mind".
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FRED LERNER :: 926 FURNALD HALL, COLUMBTA COLLEGE :: NEW YORK 27, N.XY.
Re "The Problem of Power": If I fall into either of your cate-
gories of Conservative, it is the first. I have a vested interest in
seeing that power accumulates in the hands of the individual. I realize
that I live in a society where many of my views and enjoyments are not
approved of by most people, and I want to see that '"most people" cannot
tell me, and cannot force me, to stop believing and doing these things.
To be more specific: I want to be able to buy a Polish ham, sell furni-
ture on-Sunday, drink beer, be an atheist, refuse to sell property to
Negroes, make my own provisions for insurance, educate my children (who,
I hope, are hypothetical) as I see fit, and read "extremist" magazines
like Kipnle. I want to be free not to segregate my customers by race or




sex, pay tax money to support religious displays, tell a stranger where
T live, answer questions about my politics, and wear pants. And there
is somewhere in this country, in each of these cases, where some gov-
ernmental official has the legal right to stick a gun in my back if I
do or don't do one of these things against someone else's wishes.

I agree with you that the Federal Government--or more properly,
the National Government--is generally more honest, more efficient, and
just plain better than the state and local governments. But perhaps
this is largely due to the preeminence of the National Government, draw-
ing attention away from the other levels of government. After all, when
almost all the big decisions are made in Washington, who is going to
watch Albany, or Trenton, or Annapolis, or Pierre or Podunk? Besides,
who can take New Jersey (or any other state so conceived, so dedicated,
and so geographically/economically situated) seriously? If states'
rights are obsolete, it is because the states are obsolete! Let us re-
form the states, and make inter-state cooperation on regional affairs
easier, and e will have better state governments, because we will have
more meaningful state governments.,
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"Communism is a classless social system with one form of public
ownership of the means of production and full social equality of all
members of society; under it, the all-round development of people will
be accompanied by the growth of the productive forces through continu-
ous progress in science and technology; all the springs of cooperative
wealth will flovw more abundantly, and the great principle "From each ac-
cording to his ability, to each according to his needs" will be imple-
mented. Communism is a highly organized society of free, socially con-
scious working people in which public self-government will be establish-
ed, a society in which labor for the good of society will become the
oprime vital recuirement of everyone, a necessity recognized by one and
all, and the ability of each person will be employed to the greatest
benefit of the people." --Programme of the Communist Party of the Sovi-
et Union.
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JOHN BOSTON :: 816 S. FIRST ST. :: MAYFIELD, KENTUCKY, 42066

In the wake of recent events in Alabama and recent proclamations
by Dr. Martin Luther King, I hark back to your editorial on Dr. King in
Kipple #72. You were so right. Current tactics in Alabama smack of do-
ing brain surgery with an axe; the bombings and attempted bombings bear
witness to that. King is still using the tactics he used to get legis-
lation in the field of civil rights; he's got the legislation and he's
getting more of it, yet he unveils a masterpiece of idiocy such as his
"economic boycott" of Alabama. There will be enough hate stirred up in
the South no matter how circumspectly the civil rights workers go about
their business; this is entirely unnecessary and will do more damage to
his cause than good. In the first place, if it fails, as apparently it
will, King--and by association, the whole movenent--will lose face to a
great extent. If it succeeds, the results will be worse. The hatred and
resentment caused by such a thing would be a more effective block to
the cause of Negro equality than 211 the fulminations of Governor Wal-
lace and all the dynamite of the Ku Klux Klan., The southern people are
having a tough row to hoe as it is; they are having to give up a way of
life which has been drilled into them since birth. (I know; I lived
there for over four years.) Radical reconstruction didn't work a cen-
tury agoj similar tactics will not work now. The "economic boycott"
seems designed to punish everyone who lives within the arbitrary bounds
of a geograpiical-political institution known as Alabamaj; this includes




Governor Wallacec, the Alabama Klansmen, Sheriff Clark, and the white
moderates and Negroes of Alabama. It will not succeed in breaking the
mental and emotional habits of a hundred years; if anything, it will
aggravate them., As I remarked above, the southern people are having to
make a tremendous transition; the fact that their original position is
so completely indefensible doesn't ease the transition one bit. The
cause of civil rights will proceed with much greater speed and much less
bloodshed and bitterness if southerners are at least given the impres-
sion that they are cooperating rather than having something thrust down
their throats-with a ramrod. Dr. King would do well to consider a state-
ment which he, as a Protestant minister, has no doubt encountered: '"For-
give them, Lord, for they know not what they do." The southern bigot
has been guilty of forgetting or ignoring individual human worth; Dr.
King and his followers have no reason to follow suit. They have a just
cause, and should go about achieving it in a just fashion. The integra-
tionists have the laws and they have the support of the federal govern-
ment and an increasing number of intelligent southerners; Attorney Gen-
eral Katzenbach had the right idea when he said, "Let's get this thing
of f the streets and into the courts where it belongs." (4The editorial
to which John refers suggested that Dr. King retire from active leader-
ship of the civil rights movement. This was not one of my more brilliant
suggestions. However, I agree that the proposed economic boycott of Ala-
bama is an extremely unintelligent move. A boycott of Alabama is objec-
tionable for the same reasons that a boycott of Cuba is objectionable:
(1) it is not selective, in that it injures the innocent along with the
suilty; (2) it will not be effective; and (3) it will have the effect
of increasing the hostility of the intended targets.3)

Is there a Christian in the house? Eric Blake? Marty Helgesen?
The idea of free will is that it would be a greater evil for God to in-
terfere in the material world and try to alleviate man's suffering, thus
turning him into a will-less puppet, than to allow man to go ahead and
blow himself to hell by the exercise of his free will. Right?
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"T do not believe that a decay of dogmatic belief can do any-
thing but good. I admit at once that new systems of dogma, such as those
of the Nazis and the Communists, are even worse than the old systems,
but they could never have acquired a hold over men's minds if orthodox
dogmatic habits had not been instilled in youth. Stalin's language is
full of reminiscences of the theological seminary in which he received
his training. What the world needs is not dogma, but an attitude of sci-
entific inquiry, combined with a belief that the torture of millions is
not desirable, whether inflicted by Stalin or by a Deity imagined in
the likeness of the believer." --Lord Bertrand Russell, in "Human Soci-
eby ‘in Ethics-and Poiities".
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VIC RYAN :: BOX 403, 2309 SHERIDAN RD. :: EVANSTON, ILLINOIS

Re "The Chaplain's Bombshell®: What amazes me about the Rev,
Wood's speech is his adding the tag "fun'" to the sexual experience. Not
because it's an inaccurate one, but simply because clergy in general,
and in-particular when speaking to a youthful group, emphasize the
beauty, not the hedonism. (There's a whole generation of Americans be-
ing raised, not only-as Mort Sahl said, believing that women have sta-
ples in their navels, but also feeling sex, while esthetic, is some-
thing of a duty, like introduction to art and creative writing courses
in college.)

A similar sermon led to dismissal, of course; viz,.,, Profes-
sor Kochts letter in the University of Illinois daily newspaper. At




Northwestern, a popular philosophy instructor named Arthur Lessing has
been asked to leave, partly for these reasons. The nominal excuse is
that he is unable to properly instruct graduate students, which is true
to the extent that most graduate students would find it difficult to
follow what gnyone had to say about anything sexual. Mostly, though,
Lessing talks about love and sexual expression; he is a standard liber-
al in most aspects of this, but he has some new, revelatory things to
say about the privacy of love affairs and the charming idiocy of pillow
talk.

"There is undoubtedly an important element in China today, both
in the communes and in the urban areas, which is opposed to the present
regime. The government admits this and talks constantly about the ne-
cessity of continuing its struggle against the "reactionary bourgeois
elements". I am strongly of the opinion, however, that the younger gen-
eration and many of the older people are enthusiastic supporters of the
present regime, just as in the case of the U.S.5.R. I should not be sur-
prised if a majority of the young adults, who know nothing of the bene-
fits which are enjoyed by those living under a different system, would,
if a free election took place--an impossibility under Communism--vote
preponderantly for a continuation of their present system of government.
As I see it, China's government today is one of the most durable and
stable in the world, and I do not foresee any circumstances, either ex-
ternal or internal, in the next ten years or so which are likely to
cause its overthrow." --James S. Duncan, in The Prosressive, April 1965.
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MARTY HELGESEN :: 11 LAWRENCE AVE. :: MALVERNE, NEW YORK, 11569

I agree that capital punishment has no place in modern society,
but I think that its abolition must be part of a major revision of our
whole penal system which will make a better effort to rehabilitate all
criminals and which will protect society from them until this rehabili-
tation has been accomplished.

In relation to this, I would like to pick out an incidental re-
mark you made to Harry Warner. I believe that prisons should have cot-
tages or other facilities where married prisoners may have private vis-
its with wives. This would not only aid in rehabilitation, but, by re-
lieving sexual tensions, would aid in maintaining discipline and order
within the prisons. To anyone who would claim that depriving a prisoner
of the opportunity of exercising his sexual rights is part of the pun-
ishment of inmprisonment, I will point out that you are also unjustly de-
priving the innocent wife of the sexual companionship of her husband.

Eric Blake: You compare integration to water flowing uphill, im-
plying thereby that integration is impossible without force. The analogy
is faulty because water will not flow uphill without force anywhere in
the world, while-multi-racial societies do exist in other parts of the
world. There are, of course, other countries with racial problems, but
I believe that the only country in the world beside the United States
with the absurd stigma of anti-miscegenation laws is the Union of South
Africa. (£0ffhand, I would guess that Angola, Mozambique and Southern
Rhodesia have similar prohibitions against inter-racial marriage.3)

I think the reason Les Sample was misunderstood is that usually
the "problem of evil" is stated by itself, without being introduced by
reference to the fact that God created man in his image and likeness.
The basic problem is how can we reconcile the existence .of evil in the
world with the existence of an all good, all powerful God. I can't an-
swer that question; neither can anyone else. I can, though, make a few
observations which might prove useful.




Whenever anyone makes this objection, he is saying in effect
that if he had the infinite power of a creator god he would run the u-
niverse differently. Well, maybe he would. However, if he had God's in-
finite power, he would be God, with God's infinite knowledge and infi-
nite wisdom. (You can't break the set.) With this knowledge and wisdom
he could see and understand all of his creation, all of the universe
and all of its significance, in a way which is impossible to our finite
human intellects. Under these circumstances, the whole question might
look a little different. Related to this is the fact that our life on
earth is not an end in itself. It is preliminary to an everlasting life
after death. This provides ample opportunity for apparent inequities to
be evened out. Another point is that God created us with free will. Why
he did so, or even why he created us at all, I don't know, but he did.
This freedom includes the fundamental freedom to choose or reject him.
In order for freedom of choice to be real and not just a two-headed cain
which only seeims honest, the consequences of each choice must be per-
mitted to follow from it. Since God is completely good, the natural con-
sequence of choosing anything other than God is evil, and all evil in
the world is the result of people making the wrong choice when faced
with this basic decision. ((Perhaps these observations explain the ex-
istence of evil attributable to human sin ("people making the wrong
choice"), but what about evil not caused by human beings, such as de-
structive floods and earthquakes? It is possible to argue, of course,
that these upheavals are the result of the laws of nature, and are con-
sequently morally neutral rather than "evil" in the accepted sense, but
the fact remains that, according to your philosophy, God decreed these
laws  of nature which produce great misery in a non-selective manner--
i.e., affecting not only those who have rejected God but also those who
are devoutly religious. Also, by propounding the thesis that natural
calamities are properly considered neutral rather than "evil", you have
established a rather special definition of '"evil", according to which
the term applies only to humanly directed acts. But if this is so, then
it appears that an act can be considered evil only if the perpetrator
recognizes that he has made the wrong choice. An act committed by an in-
dividual who is unaware of its nature is in the same category as a vio-
lent thunderstorm, no matter how much suffering it causes.?})

In reference to Alma Hill's quest for a name for modern Dylan-
style "folk msic", I wonder if some of it might not be termed apocalyp-
so music.
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"Man is a gregarious animal, and much more so in his mind than
in his body. He may like to go alone for a walk, but he hates to stand
alone in his opinions." --George Santayana.

ANDY ZERBE :: P. Q0. BOX 6206 :: MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA, 36106

I am enclosing a newspaper clipping explaining what was supposed
to have happened on the Sunday in Selma when the state troopers waded
in with clubs and broke up the attempted march to Montgomery. Bob In-
gram, who wrote it, is the regular expose columnist with the paper. His
job is to expose something wrong with the state government every Sunday.

Unfortunately, I missed most of Governor Wallace's appearance on
"Face the Nation". From what I did hear, I saw that he was doing his
usual good job. Even when I disagree with most of what he says, I must
admit that he does it convincingly. (£Mr. Ingram, in the column in ques-
tion, acts in the capacity of an apologist for Governor Wallace and
nominates Al Lingo, commander of the state troopers, as a scapegoat. I
imagine that the attempt to blame a disobedient subordinate for the vi-




olence is an integral part of Governor Wallace's vigorous efforts to
improve his "image", in order to further his political aspirations (it
has been suggested that he may run for President in 1968). Another as-
vect of this effort was visible when Mr. Wallace cancelled a trip in
order to visit the site of a bombing in Birmingham, during which he of-
fered the fantastic observation that, while other states might be ac-
customed to this sort of thing, the people of Alabama were not (fantas-
tic because Alabama has recorded more and solved fewer bombings than
any other state). I am appalled at the willingness of otherwise sensi-
ble individuals to accept Governor Wallace's assertion that he is op-
posed to violence and profess admiration for the man. This vicious hypo-
crite has done more than any other living man to foster the atmosphere
of violence which persists in many areas of the South. He is, to be
sure, personally charming and as convincing as a snake oil peddler, bhut
these qualities do not at all mitigate his heinous moral crimes. Yet he
is embraced by even moderate southerners as a symbol of southern charac-
ter and spirit. If the South is ever to truly rejoin the Union, the
good people of the region (a majority, I am certain) will have to drive
such demagogues from power and give their admiration and allegiance to
politicians who deserve it-~e.g., Governor Carl Sanders of Georgia, who
may someday be considered a great man in the South.3)

Are you sure that Churchill made that statement about seizing
the ports in Eire? How come he didn't go ahead and invade Eire like he
did Iceland? He probably realized that the Irish, unlike the people of
Iceland, would put up a fight which would tie up too many troops needed
elsewhere to fight the Germans.

I'm surprised that with all the charges of imperialism floating
around in the United Nations that no one has really gotten after the U-
nited States on that charge. How about returning the southwestern United
States to Mexico? The Mexican War was an out and out case of imperial-
ism. Or why not return their territory to the Creek Nation? It seems to
me that one of the treaties that gave us our independence regquired us
to recognize them as an independent nation. Even the Supreme Court up-
held this when the case came before it. These are two of the most obvi-
ous examples of imperialism in our history, yet we haven't been gotten
after for it that I know of in the UN. You would think that instead of
all those charges that our interfering in foreign affairs was imperial-
ism someone would get after us about these incidents.

Just wvhat were we fighting for in the first place in World War
One? It seems to me to have been just another attempt to retain a bal-
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ance of power in Europe by preventing one nation from becoming too pow-
erful. Everyone doublecrossed everyone else and broke treaties and prom-
ises; Wilson even agreed to violations of his fourteen points. The only
one he stuck by in the end was the formation of a league of nations,
not seeing that a league composed of countries that broke every one of
the promises they were supposed to uphold wouldn't be successful. If
Wilson had stuck to his fourteen points there would have been a purpose
to the war. As it was, it was just another balance of power affair.

We in Alabama have been fortunate in recent years in that there
is no statewide political boss here. Where one man does control poli-
ticsy, it is usually on the city or county level. One or two reasons are
usually advanced for this state of affairs. The main one is that the
governor is not allowed to succeed himself, which usually prevents him
from building up a strong machine. Another is the primaries. I don't
know how it is in other states, but here the person who wins may be the
one who is usually given the least chance of doing so. What can the
state party chairman do when most of the important offices are kept out
of his control by this method. ({(Please elucidate--are your primary e-
lections structured in such a way as to favor candidates whose chances
of victory are considered slim?3)

Corruption on the state level is held to a minimum by the vigi-
lance of our two local newspavers. They always give any that they find
plenty of play on the editorial pages and they have at least one writer
who does nothing but hunt for corruption. Not many people are willing
to engage in something illegal when they know that everyone will prob-
ably be reading all about their little deal in the paper the next day.

George Wallace may be the first exception to this lack of rule
by one man at the state level that we've had in a long time. He is so
popular that he may be able to get the legislature to pass a law ena-
bling him to succeed himself. If this happens, he will be able to build
a practically unbeatable machine.

My personal opinion about all this is that we have just been
lucky. (£&Well, of course, the situation in several southern states is
such that a little corruption might be an improvement...3)

In the Republican Party, the state chairman exerts a great deal
of influence because they select their candidates at a closed conven-
tion. This method does make it easier for one man to control the party.

If, as you say, the Federal Government is so free from corrup-
tion, how come senators refuse to disclose their outside sources of in-
come? I think they might be afraid of what the taxpayers would find out.
A lot of people probably still remember the Harding Administration. And
what about the years under Theodore Roosevelt when the Senate was sell-
ing out the country to big business? ({My claim was not that the Feder-
al Government was particularly "free from corruption, but merely that
there was less corruption at the federal level than at the state or lo-
cal level.))

The present controversy over the Supreme Court in regards to re-
apportionment has reminded me that I never could understand the objec-
tions to FDR's plans for the Court. They were all legal and they were
all good proposals as evidenced by the fact that they were all accepted
in the end excent the one to add another justice to the Court for each
one over 70 years of age. And even this would have been a good one, con-
sidering the behavior of some of the older judges on the bench. Anyway,
what is so important about the number nine? This merely happens to be
the number of judges on the Court at the present time. This number has
varied throughout our history and there is no reason why it can't be
changed again. (£Our system of government requires an independent judi-
ciary to review the acts of the executive and legislative branches. The



independence of the judicial branch is, however, extremely difficult to
preserve, because, although in theory it is the strongest, in practice
it is the weakest branch of government. (Controlling neither the fi-
nances nor the armed forces, its power is totally dependent upon the re-
spect for law of the other two branches.) Obviously, this independence
is jeopardized if the President or Congress are permittéd to increase
the number of jurists on the Supreme Court by arbitrarily adding a num-
ber of hand-picked cronies whenever the decisions of the Court are un-
satisfactory to them. Were such a precedent to be established, the sit-
uation would be equivalent to that which prevailed for several centur-
ies with respect to the British House of Lords, where the King could
exercise control over all legislation which passed that body by virtue
of his prerogative of creating new peers. The judiciary would, under
these circumstances, become merely a creature of the incumbent adminis-
tration.3)

If the statistics from Vietnam showing that we are killing two
Viet Cong for every one of us they are killing are correct, we will e-
ventually win the war there through simple attrition, provided we are
willing to stay there long enough to do the job and are willing to put
up with the instability of the Vietnamese government.

"Free enterprise is to be distinguished from merely private en-
terprise which is the necessary but not sufficient condition for the
former. Private enterprise requires that ownership and control be vest-
ed in private individuals rather than in the community (communism) or
the Covernment (socialism). Free enterprise refers to the institutional
framework within which decisions are made by the individuals--a frame-
work which provides effective limitations on the scope of individual
discretion and which guarantees that those decisions will be in the gen-
eral interest. Free enterprise may be subverted either because of gov-
ernment regulations, as in the transportation industry, or because of
concentrations of private economic power." --Laurence H. Meyer, in Yale

ROY TACKETT :: Q915 GREEN VALLEY RD., N.W. :: LBUQUERQUE, N.M., 87107
Your rope and hemp item on page four of Kipple #77 calls to mind
the observation that while the "conservatives" are most vocal in their
demands that the Federal Government stop meddling in private affairs
and halt Ythe growing trend towards socialismi, they always seem to want
to start somevhere else. Take the traditional Little 0ld Lady in Tennis
Shoes, for example; she will tell you that we've got to stop the march
towards socialism, and when you say "Right, Little 01d Lady in Tennis-
Shoes, and we'll make a big start by cutting out your Social S=zcurity,"
she will tell you that's not what she had in mind. Or the states! rights
advocate who is a farmer down South--now there's a cat who really wants
the government to stop meddling in private enterprise. So you tell hin,
"Right, and we'll start by knocking off all these price supports and
subsidies on your tobacco and cotton," and he'll tell you that's not
what he had in mind at all, Or let's take the big business tycoon and
tell him that the place to start is by cutting back his government con-
tracts and, again, that's not what he had in mind at all. Amusing. (&Re-
cently, conservatives have been asserting that any risks which we may
run in Vietnam are justified in order to fulfill our moral obligation
to the several hundred thousand refugees from the North now living in
South Vietnam who would probably be liquidated if the Communists gained
control of that country. It is fascinating to watch an expression of
pompous self-righteousness turn to something very like disgust when you
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counter this with the suggestion that these people could be most effec-
tively protected by immediately being granted United States citizenship
and having free transportation provided to bring them here. I have yet
to encounter a conservative who is sufficiently concerned about these
refugees to want a couple of them living on his block.?})

What do you suppose makes John Boardman think that Falangism is
going to be overthrown in Spain and a new government established? Franco
and the Falange are sitting tall in the saddle in Spain and the govern-
ment there isn't about to change--no more than the Nazi government in
Germany would have been changed without the war. Boardman should have
enough political acumen to realize that once a totalitarian government
is established and stable, it can only be changed from outside. (4This
is going to come as surprising and pleasant news to Fulgencio Batista,
Rafag% Trujillo, Juan Peron, Louis XVI and Chiang Kai-shek, among oth-
ers.

Helgesen's comment, in regard to a referenced Bible verse, that
"The problem is to interpret its meaning" brings to mind something I
picked up about the Church of Jesus Christ of the Latter Day Saints
while in Utsh. The Mormons, you know, say they believe in the Bible "in-
sofar as it is correctly interpreted". And doesn't everybody who be-
lieves in the Bible? All have their own interpretation of the Bible,
which is, as any fool can plainly see, the correct one.

Considering that this state is rapidly being buried under an ev-
er-increasing pile of empty beer bottles and cans which the state/coun-
ty government seems unable to see, I'm rapidly coming around to the
view (cold-blooded as it is) that habitual litterbugs should be removed
from society by execution., (On second thought, I'm beginning to believe
that maybe we should just execute the state/county officials by gather-
ing up enough beer bottles to bury their office buildings.)
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"It cannot fail to be seen how appropriate is the teaching of
'laissez faire! by the professors and scholars produced by institutions
supported and upheld by the very opposite practice, a system of Capital-
ism dependent wholly upon laws established and maintained to thwart e-
qual opportunity and to prevent freedom." --J. K. Ingalls.

- W M e s G CP G A Gn e s W @ @ @ N @0 Ge Cm am P W e e L - P P TS R e Gy e S R R D A WD D G R S S WP ED D R T b W W OY T O o e G0 e -

GEORGE W. PRICE :: 873 CORNELIA AVE. :: CHICAGO, ILLINOIS, 60657

As one of the "minority of fools and malcontents™, as you term
us, who voted for Goldwater, I have one small consolation. My candidate
didn't win, but, at least, one of his prineciples did. Lyndon Johnson is
now unabashedly doing in North Vietnam what Goldwater advocated. Since
it has been generally accepted that it was Goldwater's '"belligerence',
more than any other one thing, which cost him the election, one wonders
how the vote would have gone if Johnson had proposed to bomb North Viet-
nam with vigor and enthusiasm. True, LBJ never actually said that he
would not escalate the war, but he certainly implied it by letting the
"warmonger' tag be hung on Goldwater. This implied campaign promise is
one which I am very glad to see broken. (£(Perhaps it would be more ap-
propriate to termn the bombing of North Vietnam a policy rather than a
principle; had President Johnson accepted the principle underlying Mr,
Goldwater's advocacy of carrying the war across the 17th Parallel, simi-
lar tactics would have been applied elsewhere--e.g., shooting down So-
viet planes during the recent conflict in Berlin. I notice also that we
haven't been "defoliating" the jungles of Southeast Asia with nuclear
weapons, And I can't quite imagine Barry Goldwater offering economic as-
sistance to North-Vietnam, either.3)

By the way, Liberels who voted for Johnson in order to avoid
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Goldwater's "belligerence!" can now understand how conservatives felt
after we voted for Eisenhower in hopes that he would start dismantling
the welfare state, and instead he allowed it to be extended.

The silly uproar over the use of non-lethal gas in Vietnam is
one more proof of human irrationality. Can anyone seriously believe that
being dosed with tear gas or nauseagenics is less humane than being shot
or bayoneted? If those who protest the use of gas were to be gathered
together and given their choice of being flooded with tear gas or spray-
ed with machine gun fire, is there any doubt which they would choose? I
would like to see the use of non-lethal chemicals considerably extend-
ed. For example, there is a gas which causes exuberant diarrhea; it
might have had a salutary effect in the Sproul Hall sit-in at Berkeley.
Although, I must admit, it would have been a dirty deal for the jani-
tors. ({Each time I discover a small area of agreement between us, it
appears, you immediately ruin the effect by making some fantastic re--
mark to which I am compelled to take violent exception. As it happens,
I agree that there can be no valid objection to our using non-lethal
chemicals against the Viet Cong. But I am appalled that you would con-
sider using such substances against peacefully protesting Americans.3)

Some commentators have said that we should not have allowed gas
to be used in Vietnam, not because gas is immoral, but because it gives
the Communists a fine talking point. This is not a valid reason. First,
the Communists will create an uproar over anytihing we do, and the more
so if it is successful. To avoid feeding their propaganda mill, we would
have to do nothing at all. Second, even if we avoid giving the Commu-
nists any tallking points, we will be spared nothing, because the Commu-
nists will then invent complaints, as they did with the "germ warfare®
big lie in Korea.

I am very dubious about the value of attempting to tailor our
policies to please 'world public opinion". Most of what passes for world
opinion is in fact the creation of a few highly publicized loudmouths
with axes to grind, and bears little relation to vwhat the masses of peo-
ple really think. We have nothing to lose by ignoring these hypercriti-
cal pundits; the Communists completely ignore "world opinion" when it
is critical of them, and "world opinion" isn't able to do a damn thing
about it. So if we find good and sufficient military reasons for using
gas in our war in Vietnam, let's go right ahead and use it, and answer
the complaints of "world opinion" with a hearty, wp.8i, Mac."

The proposed voting rights bill is a real puzzler. It's almost
as if the authors went out of their way to make it unconstitutional. And
the oddest part is that the unconstitutionalities are quite unnecessary
to the purpose of the bill.

The bill takes as its base the voting pattern of a time already
past, which gives a certain gx post facto flavor. Technically, the bill
is not a "punishment" of the states involved, sO it is not quite a bill
of attainder. But these are only violations of the spirit of the Con-
stitution; let's stick to violations of the letter.
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