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This periodical is edited and published at irregular but frequent 
intervals by Ted Pauls, 1M+8 Meridene Drive, Baltimore, Maryland, 
21212. Copies are available in exchange for letters of comment, oth
er amateur publications, contributions in the form of articles, 
verse, etc., or the cash sum of 20</' per issue. This issue is in 
commemoration of Take An Eskimo Out To Dinner Week. -wokl-

WHY JOHNNY CAN’T READ: Within the past decade or so, the depressing 
fact that the average high-school graduate has 

extreme difficulty in reading anything more literate than his daily 
newspaper has impressed itself on the awareness of most individuals 
who have been concerned with the state of education in this country. 
This is doubtless an improvement over the situation as it existed in 
years past, when Johnny's ignorance was casually ignored on the grounds 
that reading ability above a certain level is unnecessary. However, 
widespread recognition of any problem has the irritating effect of in
spiring an influx of specious solutions—cures which, it may be said 
with some justification, are often worse than the disease which they 
presume to remedy. The epitome of this class of educational panacea is 
the phonics system of reading, a singularly limited procedure which 
flared briefly in popularity several years ago and has since faded. The 
system remains in use in some American communities, however, although 
not in its pure form. (The phonics system depends upon "sounding out" 
new words as they are encountered:, it is an inept method precisely be
cause English is noted for its preponderance of words that are pro
nounced in ways not suggested by their spelling. Any student who con
centrated exclusively on "sounding out" would be illiterate, and hence 
pure phonics systems are unworkable.)

From the ivy bedecked towers of Lehigh University comes the most 
recent proposed solution to Johnny's deplorable reading difficulties. 
Christened'the Initial Teaching Alphabet, Lehigh’s contribution to pub
lic hilarity consists of a forty-three character alphabet, by means of 
which reading is to be taught phonetically. Naturally, since this lexi
cographer’s nightmare is not in general usage, children taught to read 
in this manner must eventually be weaned from the comforts of their 
corpulent alphabet and transferred to the austere, prosaic twenty-six 
character one. Lehigh's eloquent educators envision this painful tran
sition as occurring in the second grade, so that by the time they enter 
the third grade, children instructed under this system will be capable 
of reading material which utilizes the normal, everyday alphabet. Off
hand, this advantages of this method elude me, since this process places 
these children two years behind those now struggling under the handicap 
of the current system. Presumably, however, it is intended that this 
basic grounding in phonetic spelling will enable the children to accel-



* erate their reading capacity in later years beyond that of students who 
learn without benefit of the two-year acquaintanceship with the Initial 
Teaching Alphabet. Since further instruction will be carried out within 
the framework of the currently accepted system (basically, recognizing 
and memorizing the word and its proper pronounciation), I frankly fail 
to see what material value is to be derived from early phonetic train
ing.

Whatever effect this questionable brainstorm may have in educa
tional circles, it at least provided readers of the Baltimore Morning 
Sun with a refreshing interlude. A.I. Aaronson contributed these bril
liant observations to the letter section of that venerable newspaper:

’’Tell me, when the children are being taught to guess 
at words during reading class, do they ignore the 26- 
letter alphabet or do they ignore the b-3-letter alpha
bet? This is important, since a child who becomes ig
norant under the 26-letter alphabet could easily be 
looked down on by children who become ignorant under 
the new method.

"This status question becomes particularly important 
when thejr reach the forgetting stage. Most likely, they 
will have slow, average, and fast groups for forget
ting and eventually remedial classes for children who 
have forgetting blocks. I can just see some distraught 
mother complaining: ’I just don’t know what's the mat
ter with johnny. He just won't forget this year what 
he learned last year.’ Or perhaps the reverse: ’My 
daughter is leading her class in forgetting the alpha
bet this year.'

"This new method is an important sign of progress, in ’♦
that we can create dropouts before they reach high
school. These elementary school dropouts, if properly 
handled, can fill a need in society. Money appropriat
ed for their care will stimulate our growth and econo
my. In time, I think we could even create kindergarten 
dropouts, which would solve the strain of teaching them 
to read."

"IF HITLER INVADED HELL," Winston Churchill once vowed, "I would at 
least say a few good words about the Devil in 

the House of Commons." The sentiment implied by this witticism survives 
today in a more virulent form, where among certain groups anti-Commu
nism becomes so pronounced as to invite suspicions of monomania. Glim
merings of such an attitude form the predominant cfedo of the majority 
of Americans. That this is largely attributable to ignorance rather 
than fanaticism renders the fact no less distressing. It is the result 
of this mass myopia, which sees anti-Communism as the ultimate criteri- 7 
on of good government, that the United States government is often plea pH 
in the untenable position of actively or tacitly supporting a thorough
ly disreputable dictatorship.

As Bishop James A. Pike has pointed out, "We have, with almost 
unerring accuracy, supported the wrong regimes and the forces that 
stand against social change." The emminent theologian was not referring 
to the crude police state of Ngo Dinh Diem in this statement, but to " 
earlier practitioners of the same pattern of political domination. The 
pattern is a familiar one, however, and the rampant nepotism and un
abashed authoritarianism of the South Vietnam government is typical of 



the American-supported tyrannies of the past. Such ignoble regimes are 
encouraged by American economic assistance and military might because, 
too often, vocal anti-Communism and not good government is the prime 
standard by which America judges other countries. In South Vietnam, as 
in China twenty years ago, this nation is placed in the highly unenvi
able position-of being closely identified with a corrupt regime over 
which we have, in fact, little actual control. The frequent acts q.f op
pression undertaken by the authoritarian government are looked upon by 
the people as having been influenced by the United States; yet when the 
United States attempts to use its reputed influence in order to temper 
the policy of the Vietnamese government, we are contemptuously brushed- 
off. It takes a good deal of talent to stumble into such an embarrassing 
situation, and the fact that this country has done so repeatedly is a 
reflection on the superb ingenuity of our bureaucrats.

This situation may be likened to a pit of quicksand, the complete 
hopelessness of which cannot be fully appreciated until you have at
tempted to extricate yourself. The United States cannot control the ac
tions of Ngo Dinh Diem’s ignominious clan, because the only lever at 
our disposal is the threatened withdrawal of economic and military as
sistance. Any threat is useful only where there exists the possibility 
that it will be carried out, and Diem full well realizes that the United 
States could not seriously consider abandoning South Vietnam to the 
Communist guerillas. It would, first and foremost, be politically sui
cidal for the administration in power at the time. President Kennedy 
can probably survive losing Vietnam to the Communists, but I doubt that 
he could survive any situation which could be construed as writing off 
our investment as a bad risk, packing up, and leaving the country to 
the mercy of the Viet Cong. In addition, the South Vietnamese people 
might suffer in the process, although recent events leave considerable 
room for debate on this question. One cannot compare Communism in Bel
grade with anti-Communism in Saigon without experiencing the uncomfort
ably nagging thought that the former is a good deal more tolerable than 
the latter to the citizens concerned.

The overthrow of the Diem regime and its replacement by a pro
Western democracy would certainly solve the problem, but its likelihood 
of occurring is practically nil. As Latin American development has 
shown, revolutions in such circumstances as currently exist in South 
Vietnam are merely chapters in an apparently endless array of different 
people occupying the same chair and utilizing the same methods. Very 
rarely does the form of government change, although its leader may 
change with astonishing regularity. This is particularly likely to oc
cur where a state of war exists, as in Vietnam.

Even the relatively limited goal of dissociating ourselves from 
the brutal repression of the regime is doomed from the start, in the 
most recent attempt to disavow Duem’s pogrom against the Buddhists, the 
State Department issued a statement to the effect that the United 
States-supplied Vietnamese army was not aware of the suppression of 
Buddhists through the imposition of martial law, did not take part in 
the attacks on pagodas or the mass arrests of monks and nuns, and that 
the operation was not under military command. This statement was in
tended to serve a dual purpose: first, to absolve-the military, with 
whom the United States is most closely identified, from any blame in 
the cruel persecution of dissent; and second, to nominate Ego Dinh Nhu, 
whom-the United States does not like, as a scapegoat. Nhu’s secret po
lice, it was claimed, had authorized and carried out the anti-Buddhist 
raids. This conspicuous and craven buck-passing backfired two days lat
er, when the South Vietnam Joint Military Command indignantly replied 
that not only had it carried out the presidential decree ordaining mar
tial law, but that the armed forces had, in fact, suggested the measure



. to begin with. Seven minor State Department officials promptly contem
plated harikari, though—perhaps typically--none of these plans was 
carried forth to fruition.

Earlier attempts to disown the militant and repressive measures 
of the Diem regime had also failed miserably, albeit not as spectacu
larly. Such attempts will continue to fail, of course, because a bushel 
of disavowals are worthless in the face of certain hard facts which, 
lend themselves easily to misinterpretation. The common people of Viet
nam find the grand, sweeping pledges and naive pontifications of the 
United States a poor antidote to the conclusion to be drawn from this 
elementary syllogism: The United States materially supports Ngo Dinh 
Diem; the Diem regime carries out a reign of terror against the Budd- . T 
hist majority in South Vietnam; therefore, the United States condones, 
and supports this oppression. This conclusion is erroneous, but the Vi
etnamese citizen who witnesses the defilement of lais temples by an .
Arnerican-trained and American-financed array, using American rifles to 
murder monks and nuns, has excellent justification for accepting the 
conclusion.

Perhaps a solution to the Diem problem will occur to us in re
trospect, after the authoritarian government has been toppled by the 
inevitable insurrection. By then, of course, it will be too late to 
salvage the situation. The Communists will no doubt receive the credit 
for the revolution (which they will not deserve) and will capitalize 
richly on the upheaval. The American people, for their part, will be 
astonished by the lamentable loss of yet another country to the forces 
of ’’Godless Communism". They will berate their leaders and demand an 
investigation into the defeat of their magnificently equipt army by the 
unorganized guerilla bands of the enemy. It will not occur to them that 
the enemy, in actuality, was the Vietnamese people, who, ultimately, ■ 
had to be victorious in their attempts to unseat Diem.

THE REACTION TO THE TEST-BAN TREATY has sharply deviated from the pat- • ; 
tern of furious resistance which I

had anticipated several weeks ago. The overwhelming majority of Ameri
cans appear to support the concept of a nuclear test ban, and although 
much of the reaction to the treaty signed in Moscow has been tentative 
and conservative, it has been essentially favorable. Apparently, the 
simian prototypes of the burgeoning American fascist movement and their 
ubiquitous auxiliary of hatchet-faced harridans have decided to temper 
their public excursions into panic. No doubt these vigilant vandals of 
the far Right remain hard at work, eagerly propagandizing for an imme
diate declaration of war against Russia, but at least their spurious 
spiel does not as yet intrude upon the relatively calm demeanor of pub
lic debate. Even the Baltimore newspapers, in whose letter columns lu
nacy is-generally rampant, have pleasantly suprised your obedient ser
vant with the intellectual quality of the debate. Nevertheless, the 
predominantly reasonable discussion is occasionally marred by an unrea
sonable interjection, particularly in response to the liberal Sun.’ s 
all-out support of the treaty. Continuing its policy of entertaining v 
its readers"with the madness of the times, Kipple herewith presents 
some of the less admirable debate: ,

"The appointed (not elected) negotiators of the execu
tive branch of our Government and the self-appointed 
criminals in control of the Soviet Union have arrived 
at a so-called nuclear test-ban agreement. The voice
less Russian masses can say or do nothing about the 
decisions of their masters but I thank God that in this 
Republic all my fellow Americans and I can urge our 



senators to reject this alliance with atheistic commu
nism.” (Signed: Frank Wessely.)

"You will concede, I suppose, that the Russian scien
tists are intelligent, that they would not explode a 
100-megaton bomb just to hear the bang, that they had 
a carefully prepared program that necessitated the ex
plosion of the bomb in order to'collect data which they 
needed for more research and development. They have 
this information and we do not. For this reason, and 
this reason alone, the treaty should be rejected. We 
are fighting a war with a relentless, ruthless, treach
erous gang of murderers and any arguments that tend to 
equate it with a popularity contest are asinine.” (Sign
ed: John P. O’Connor.)

"As China is not a signatory to the treaty she can go 
right ahead now with the full cooperation and support 
of Russia to speed up the time when she too will have 
The Bomb, and if anyone says anything—Oh, it is China 
testing, not Russia!" (Signed: Charles Luckabaugh.)

"I was deeply shocked and dismayed that the limited nu
clear test-ban treaty was cleared by the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee. I do not see how any of the mem
bers of this committee would vote for this agreement a
gainst the advice of Gen. Thomas Power and Dr. Edward 
Teller. (...) I should assume that these senators would 
have taken the advice of men who know more of the con
sequences of the treaty than they." (Signed: Barry So
roka. )
"The Sun and Mr. Yardley /Bill Yardley, liberal politi
cal cartoonist of the Morning Sun/ apparently favor the 
Moscow-conceived test-ban treaty without change. The 
Sun and Mr. Yardley apparently are violently opposed to 
Senator Goldwater. So is Moscow. The Sun and Mr. Yard
ley apparently are violently opposed to the John Birch 
Society- So is Moscow. Could there be any connection 
between these odd coincidences? Or could it be that lib
eral newspapers have completely surrendered to the be
lief that Godless communism will eventually triumph 
world-wide?" (Signed: Edward L. Colley Jr.)

Most of this reaction was inspired by the Sun’s editorials, par
ticularly those dealing with opposition to the treaty. In commenting on 
Dr. Teller's testimony, the Morning Sun was tediously polite to the 
scientist, while at the same time delivering a sharp crack across the. 
wrists to those who pounced on Teller’s opinion and attempted to use it 
to discredit the treaty:

"Dr. Teller, it seems to us, strays outside his field 
of competence when he says that not to ratify the treaty 
now that it has been signed would be a 'small mistake' 
diplomatically. To the contrary, it would be a great 
one, not because the treaty represents any long step 
toward peace or any fundamental change in Communist 
purpose, but because it offers a small hope to a trou
bled world, and must be explored. (...) Dr. Teller is 



still to be thanked for expressing so straightforward
ly the case against the treaty as seen from his point 
of view. His speaking out is all the more commendable 
since he must be aware that his testimony will be seiz
ed upon piecemeal, and put to meaner uses,.by persons 
and groups whose motives are less dispassionate than 
his and whose knowledge is infinitely inferior.”

In commenting on the fault-finders and quibblers who threatened at one t 
time to monopolize public (and senatorial) debate, the Sun chided:

’’Quite rightly, the Senate does not wish to miss any . ?
loopholes, gloss over any tricky passages or accept a 
pig in a poke. But it would be a pity if at this late 
moment the pig got away and the world were left with 
nothing but an empty bag to hold. To sacrifice the bet
ter for the best is not always sound policy. There has 
been much talk of ’risks’; let’s not forget that among 
them is the risk of finding ourselves back where we were 
before the treaty was signed. ’It is rarely possible,’ 
the President said last month, ’to recapture lost op
portunities.’ We would all be losers if history record
ed the test treaty as one of them.”

Not even the most starry-eyed pacifist has yet made the claim 
that the sun is brighter or the air clearer. The effect of the test
ban treaty is considerably more subtle than this, consisting only of a 
slight relaxation of tensions and an opportunity to look into the fu
ture without trembling in fear. History may ultimately record that only 
this relatively inconspicuous shift announced the beginning of man
kind’ s first truly civilized epoch.
LETTERS TO KIPPLE ARE RARELY EDITED with an eye to space limitations, 

but rather in an effort to save the 
writer embarrassment for the vagaries and errors which inevitably occur 
in such epistles. All letters published in this periodical since its 
inception have been subject to the same strokes of the blue pencil: 
first, to correct errors in spelling, grammar and syntax; second, to 
clarify obscure statements and ambiguous phraseology. The majority of 
Ripple'1 s readers appear content with this arrangement. As for the oc
casional writer who is displeased at what he regards as an emasculation 
of his style, I can only apologize for any distress I may have caused 
him and point out that there are any number of magazines which will 
honor his desire for verbatim publication. That these magazines will 
not pursue a very high standard of quality is, of course, the natural 
result of their slovenly editorial policies. An alternative solution to 
this Hi 1 emnia. does, however, exist: the rare individual who objects to 
changes may expend the effort necessary to improve his writing to such 
an extent that his letters, like those of Charles Wells and Larry Me- 
Combs, will not necessitate editorial changes before being properly 
suited to publication.

—Ted Pauls *

’’One of woman's most admirable characteristics is her infinite 
capacity to be bored by men and pretend she is enjoying herself. She 
instinctively knows that a man will forgive a woman almost anything so 
long as he does not suspect that she finds him dull.” —Sydney J. Har
ris, in "Majority of One”.







could you tell the man from the woman? queried one corpulent housewife, 
for it was true that except for size all three of the Plorvians appear
ed alike to the untrained eyes of Terrans. This observation drew laugh
ter from several of the men. A child interjected an observation to the 
effect that the Plorvians had long, narrow heads, coincidentally simi
lar to those of Earth’s robots.

The Plorvians had been warned, of course, that they would be the 
object of gross curiosity. In fact, the Terran government had advised 

. all Plorvian embassy employees and resident scientists to seek lodging 
in the jungle of apartment houses which comprised the center of each 
city, but Kral-de was a sociologist and wanted to reside in a typical 
neighborhood in order to aid his research into the structure of Terran 
family and societal relationships. His wife and daughter had likewise 
been prepared to be stared at, pointed to, or even ostracized. But 
Kral-de could not comprehend the attitude of the Terrans on this street, 
their hard glances and impolite remarks. He stood on the porch of his 
house, one arm around his wife's shoulder and the other hanging limply 
at his side, as he scanned the crowd for someone in authority with whom 
he could communicate his desire to live peacefully in this neighborhood.

But at this moment, the assembled crowd, growing larger as more 
and more persons converged on Clay Street from surrounding avenues, was 
undergoing a transformation. Kral-de was not aware of the unique capa
city of human crowds to become something more than the sum of their in
dividual parts, a composite organism, magnifying the evil of the indi
vidual components. Had he sensed this change, he would have taken his 
family and retreated to the relative safety of the house. Suddenly, the 
crowd had become a mob, and the mood shifted from curiosity to suspi-. 
cion, and finally, inevitably, to hatred. In an instant, all.of the vi

, ‘ cious rumors and subconscious beliefs about the social and biological 
habits of the inhabitants of Plorvia were dredged up and passed from 
mouth to mouth. The resentment fostered by the fact that the Plorvians 
had presented the fruits of their superior technology to Earth as a 
gift exploded into the open. The mob became a screaming, unthinking 
monster, hurling insults and accusations at the Plorvians.

Looking down into the sea of faces contorted by vehemence, Kral- 
de experienced a feeling of loneliness which was totally alien to his 
race. The hatred of the mob washed over him in thick waves, numbing him 
with fear. He turned to his wife and child, ordering them inside the 
house in the hauntingly beautiful organ-like tones of his native lan
guage. Seeing that they were safe, Kral-de turned once again to the 
milling throng which was now slowly advancing across his lawn. Groping 
uncomfortably for the proper words, he addressed the crowd in their own 
language, pleading with them that there was no reason to dislike him, 
that he and his family intended no harm and would be good neighbors. 
But the crowd was not listening to his words; their temper had gone be
yond the point where it could be quieted by mere words or reason. The 
mob saw not a fellow sentient being who wished only to live in.peace a
mong them, but a stranger, something unknown, and hence something to be 

1 feared—and hated. They saw a monster, tall and spindly, with iridescent 
blue skin and a hairless, narrow head, a focal, point for all of their 
nameless fears and animosities, a concrete thing at which one could

<* point and say, "Look! There is the cause of all our troubles'."
Under the relentless prodding of a few particularly loud voices 

calling for action against the "freaks", the mob surged forward. Some
one—it was never discovered precisely who--grabbed a rock and flung it 
with unerring accuracy toward the front window of the Plorvian's home. 
The missile bounced harmlessly off of the plastic window pane, but the 
act itself had been sufficient to unleash the full hatred of the mob. 
Bricks and stones flew at the porch, women screamed obscenities at the 



aliens, and the steady scream of sirens announced the arrival of police 
helicopters. Even those few individuals who opposed the action of the 
mob were carried along with it or trampled under foot as the horde of 
vengeful Terrans surged onto the porch and attempted to batter down the 
door.

The melee ended almost as soon as it began, as the crowd scat
tered before the phalanx of police officers. No one knew--no one would 
have cared, had they known--that Kral-de had been felled by the barrage 
of rocks and stones, trampled by countless feet as the mob swarmed over 
the porch, and would consequently spend the remainder of his tour of 
duty on Earth in a hospital.

Harvey McNair had been fortunate enough to elude the police dur
ing the initial excitement of their arrival, and now he continued to 
vent his anger and display his hatred in the privacy of his own living 
room, with his wife as an audience.

"We showed them freaks!" he boasted. "Those goddamn scarecrows 
think they can come into this neighborhood and live here like human be
ings, but we showed 'em what our people think of aliens."

Mrs. McNair looked at her husband with sad eyes, eyes that re
flected something that was not quite pity. "Harvey, you..."

"They think they can strut around here like they owned the 
place," he continued, not hearing her? "just because they gave us a few 
gadgets. Only reason they did that anyway was to make us careless, so 
one of these days they can come down and wipe us out."

Harvey paused, tilting a glass of beer to his lips, then contin
ued in a less ferocious tone. "I ain't sayin' they shouldn't be allowed 
to come here; hell, I got nothin' against 'era, personally. But they 
gotta learn to show the proper respect for human beings. They just got
ta learn that they can't go around tryin' to be as good as us. We're 
human beings and they ain't, and it's as simple as that."

Draining his beer, Harvey McNair pulled a soiled handkerchief 
from his pocket and began wiping perspiration off his ebony-black face. 
"Yessir,"he said with a smile of grim satisfaction, "they just gotta 
learn to keep in their place and keep out of the way of us human beings, 
then we'll get along just fine."

—Ted Pauls

"Civilized warfare has always been an atrocity per se, even when 
practiced by gallant men fighting in a just cause. But in the course of 
five thousand years certain inhibitions and moral safeguards had been 
set up. Thus, poisoning the water supply and slaying the unarmed inhab
itants of a city were no longer within the modern soldier's code, how
ever gratifying they might once have been to an Ashurbanipal or a Gen
ghis Kahn, moral monsters whose names have become infamous in history. 
Overnight, as it were, our own countrymen became such moral monsters. 
In principle, the extermination camps where the Nazis incinerated over 
six million helpless Jews were no different from the urban crematoriums 
our air force improvised in its attacks by napalm bombs on Tokyo. By 
these means in a single night we roasted alive more people than were 
killed by atom bombs in either Hiroshima or Nagasaki. Our aims were 
different, but our methods were those of mankind's worst enemy." --Lewis 
Mumford, in The Atlantic Monthly.

"Earnest people are often people who habitually look on the ser
ious side of things that have no serious side." —Van Wyck Brooks, in 
"From a Writer's Notebook'1.

"The world is equally shocked at hearing Christianity criticized 
and seeing it practiced." —D. Elton Trueblood.



CHAY BORSELLA :: 26 CEDAR AVE. :: TOWSON >+, MARYLAND
Your views on the test ban treaty are hardly surprising, but I have to disagree with your stand. This treaty is no 50-^0 

agreement; the United States only stands to lose while we wait 
and let the Russians catch up with us. If Khrushchev did not 
have some card up his sleeve, he would surely have rejected the 
treaty, just as he rejected the two earlier treaty proposals. I 
fully salute President de Gaulle for not signing the treaty, and 
I hail Gen. Power and Dr. Teller for advising against it. ((The 
phrase ’’catch up with” is no longer meaningful in the context of 
nuclear development. If nation A possesses sufficient nuclear 
capability to destroy nation B forty times over, and nation B 
possesses sufficient nuclear capability to destroy nation A only 
seventeen times over, further development on either side is re
dundant. The disadvantage of nation B—the need to "catch up”— 
is purely theoretical and is not relevant to any realistic situ
ation. Granted the capacity of Russia to destroy the United 
States (and vice versa), any further potential is of no conse
quence. ))

There is no question of diversion of funds to other areas, 
such as improvement of living standards. ((The statement that de
fense funds could be diverted into more constructive areas was 
an argument in favor of nuclear disarmament, not this first, 
hesitant step.)) Underground testing is more costly than atmos
pheric testing; since we will not slacken our underground tests, 
expenses may well increase. You say that this country can afford 
great amounts of military spending much better than can Russia. 
If that is the case, then we are only helping them, while gain
ing nothing ourselves. ((Brushing aside for a moment the fact 
that the primary purpose of. the treaty is not to gain a politi
cal or military advantage over Russia, but to increase the odds 
in favor of civilization’s continued existence, pray tell how 
Russia will benefit on this point? If underground testing is, as 
you say, more costly for us, then it will presumably be more 
costly for the Russians as well. Of course, your contention may 
be that Russia will conduct atmospheric tests in defiance of the 
treaty, but this seems unlikely for reasons touched upon in is
sue #i+5.))

A safer way for the United States to economize is to cut 
down on the astronomical sums being poured into foreign aid. Of 
course, our president is dead-set against this. As for radiation 
accumulations in the atmosphere, I realize their dangers. The 
advocates of this treaty, however, are endangering our country 
far more than the radiation dangers ever could. ((Oh, come now. 
I’d expect this reasoning (?) from the Teller/Libby/deSeversky/ 
Lawrence-Radiation-Lab. faction, but not from Chay Borsella.))

To change the subject, the marriage of the Negro coed to 
a white student which has recently broken in the press is the 
worst thing that could have happened right now for the Integra-



tionists. This is precisely the weapon that Wallace, Barnett and Co.
needed. I’m sure the former Miss Charlayne Hunter was carefully screen
ed when she became the first Negro student to enter the university. 
After fighting so hard to get her foot on the first step, she probably 
lost her footing completely by climbing to the next step without being 
firmly entrenched on the first one. I’m not saying that Negroes and 
whites shouldn’t marry if they so desire; but I am saying that this 
particular marriage should not have been publicly revealed at this 
time. (^Wallace, Barnett, et al. tn.ll continue to chant their litany of 
hatred with whatever verbal weapons they can find, and will succeed in 
convincing no one who is not already an inhabitant of their particular 
niche of the lunatic fringe. As Roy Wilkens pointed out when asked for . ? 
comment, marriage is a highly personal thing and ought not to be forced 
to bear the burden of public controversy. The anticipated jeremiad from 
Alabama or Mississippi will not be offset by self-conscious statements 
by Northern liberals.})

’’Hate groups are established fixtures in American public life. 
Their pathology has been frequently described by social scientists as 
an expression of prejudice rooted in hate and defeat. They emerge in 
response to a need for a scapegoat, an outlet for the aggression spawn
ed by frustration. Their world is one of black and white, of sweeping, 
unalterable generalizations. To the bigot—organized or unorganized— 
the country is on the brink of disaster. He sees and invents evidences 
of imminent doom everywhere. He is obsessed by the conviction that 
there is one evil which explains all the ills of his society and of the 
world. Salvation can come only by destroying, by liquidating or pun
ishing his 'pet hate’—be it Catholic, Negro, Jew or foreign-born." 
--Frank Donner, in "The Un-Americans".

•»
CHARLES WELLS :: 200 ATLAS ST., APT. #1 :: DURHAM, N.C.:, 27705

In your comments on art, which generally resemble comments I 
would make, you do not clearly distinguish between admiring an object 
and desiring it. It is not at all an uncommon or unnatural thing for a 
person to admire an object of art, even to appreciate it deeply, with
out wishing to own it. Imagine a person who admired a certain painting 
very much, who visited a museum every week to view it, and who by some 
circumstance was enabled to buy the painting for a sum of money well 
within his means. It is quite possible that such a person would turn the 
offer down—I probably would--and ask that the painting be kept by the 
museum for the public.

You may object that in this situation he really does not value 
the painting very highly, that his actions belie his words. But the 
same person might very well expend considerable sums of money or even 
risk life or limb to save the painting from possible destruction. This 
has happened many times during wars. It is the existence of situations 
like this that lead me to believe that it is very wrong to assert, "Any 
object is valuable when it is desired and ceases to be valuable when it 
is no longer desired..." (4The altruistic individual who desires to 
protect a painting for the benefit of others nevertheless expresses a ■ *
desire with respect to the object—he desires its- continued existence, 
which is equally a manifestation of his covetous attitude. I admire the 
Mona Lisa; "my attitude toward it is one of desire, inasmuch as I would 
consider its destruction extremely saddening; but I would not wish to own 
it, unless I possessed the facilities to display and protect it (i.e., 
a private museum).}) It is clear that there is no meaningful way to 
talk about the "absolute" worth or beauty of any object; any object’s 



worth is determined entirely by the attitude people have toward it. But 
the possible range of attitudes toward an object is broader than you 
indicate: a person may value an object highly, and in more ways than 
simply by saying he values it, without desiring it, and conversely a 
person may desire an object very strongly without attaching much value 
to it (he may want to own it in order to be able to destroy it, for ex
ample) .

To put it more briefly, artistic value is a quality given to an 
object by the attitude of the people, or of some people; but it is not 
therefore to be identified with the specific attitude known as "desire". 
I rather doubt that it is a simple attitude at all, but rather a com
plex of many simple emotions and customs. (Of course, desire and artis
tic value are related and affect each other—I don’t mean to deny that.) 

This business of discriminating in favor of the Negro in civil 
service appointments raises some difficult questions. Obviously Negroes 
as a class have been discriminated against in the past and it would 
seem only simple justice to try to make it up to them in some way. Any 
way in which it is done is going to take something away from the whites, 
either something they presently have or their expected share in the ex
pansion of the economy. This, it seems to me, is obvious and just.

But discriminating in favor of Negroes on the basis of race vi
olates one of the basic principles on which the argument for integra
tion and social justice is based, namely, that an individual should be 
judged on the basis of his individual qualifications and nothing else. 
For example, it is probably true that on the average Negroes are not as 
cleanly in their personal habits and dress in the South as southern 
whites are. But when a restaurant owner tries to use this fact as the 
basis for allowing only whites in his restaurant, the integration!st 
argues, quite rightly, that if the ovmer objects to dirty people, then 
his criterion for admittance should be based on cleanliness, not race. 
If the restauranteur does set up such a standard he might turn away 

« * proportionately more Negroes than whites even if the standard were hon
estly applied without regard to race. (In actual fact, he might turn 

t away more whites than Negroes because of overcompensation on the part 
of Negroes in the matter of cleanliness, arising from the same motives 
that induce some Negroes to turn down watermelon even though they don’t 
really dislike it.) This kind of discrimination against Negroes would 
be a byproduct of a justly applied standard and I believe it is defens
ible.

For this reason I am inclined to favor a different sort of com
pensation for discrimination, one that is based on nonracial criteria. 
For example, the Civil Service could set up a point system based on the 
salary level and the educational level of the teachers at the schools 
which the individual applicant (Negro or white) attended, perhaps on 
the income of his family, and on other similar factors—awarding extra 
points to those which fall below average in much the same way as veter
ans now get extra points. Obviously, if such a system were workable 
(and it might be), Negroes, on the average, would get more extra points 
than would whites. And the discrimination-in-favor would be based on 
actual deprivation of opportunity of the specific individual involved, 
rather than on race.

> By the way, does Hulan object to the bonus points the veterans
get? That is discrimination against non-veterans based on the fact that 
veterans had a chunk taken out of their lives, and it is a class action, 
so it resembles the recent discrimination in favor of Negroes very 
closely. That is, it discriminates in favor of all veterans, even those 
few who have benefitted from the fact that they fought in a war (by 
gaining self-confidence, by learning a trade they would not otherwise 
have learned, etc.).



. Being somewhat of an egalitarian, I must take exception to your
statement that a restaurant proprietor is "obviously" entitled to dis
criminate on the basis of amount of money or dress. Legally entitled, 
yes, and I don’t advocate changing the law, but nevertheless I dislike 
restaurants that practice that sort of discrimination and would rather 
stay away from them.

"Whatever in the following chapters may seem gloomy or liable to 
produce discouragement has as its sole purpose the discovery of ways by 
which mankind can be induced to allow itself to be happy. The problem 
should not be insoluble, for, after all, the main appeal can be to self
interest. There are very few who are the happier for what is wrong with 
the world. Among those few, it is true, there are some who have great 
power; but they have power largely because men are blind. It is intelli
gence, accepting our passions as unalterable, which has brought the 
world into its present perilous condition. But our passions are not un
alterable, Less skill is required to alter them than has been expended 
on the transmutation of elements. I cannot bring myself to believe that 
the human race, which has in some directions shown such extraordinary 
skill, is in other directions so unalterably stupid as to insist upon 
its own torment and destruction. Our age is gloomy, but perhaps the very 
fears that it inspires may become a source of wisdom. If this is to 
happen, mankind must, throughout the dangerous years to come, avoid 
yielding to despair, and keep alive the hope of a future far batter 
than anything in the past. This is not impossible. It can be done if 
men choose to do it." —Bertrand Rusell, in "Human Society in Ethics 
and Politics".

DENNIS LIEN :: LAKE PARK, MINNESOTA,
' In your reply to Helgesen’s letter in Kipple W+, you state that *. 

"when two individuals assert diametrically opposing views, both claim
ing divine authority, at least one must be in error--perhaps both." 
Why? Couldn’t God, Divine Will, etc., be objectively different for ev
ery individual? Hence Christian, Jewish, Moslem, Hindu, Shinto gods, 
heavens and hells all exist? Perhaps, indeed, there is a separate God, 
a separate heaven, and so forth for every human being whose ideas don’t 
fit in any single organized religion. At the very least, there could, 
in your hypothetical situation, exist two Gods, each backing up one of 
the individuals in question. Or perhaps the Greeks and Romans had the 
right idea after all with their multiple deities, and perhaps Norse 
mythology is correct as well—being a loyal Norwegian myself, I’d rather 
like to think so. (Also, as a pessimist, the idea of the foredoomed and 
grave Norse Gods, knowing that evil must triumph and they must die, 
perversely appeals to me.) ((Polytheism is incompatible with all but 
the most primitive religious beliefs. It is fairly well agreed upon, 
even by religions which otherwise differ drastically, that God is both 
omnipotent and infinite. But a god could not be infinite if it were only \
one among several, since the concept of more than one infinite thing is 
logically incredible. Nor could two or more deities be omnipotent, since 
the existence of one such God excludes the existence of any other. It s
is the ancient question of the irresistible force versus the immovable 
object, restated in slightly different terms, and the aESSBor remains the 
sams3ji.ec, both cannot exist, since the existence of either one automati
cally precludes the possibility of the other existing. Apart from this, 
however, my assertion is defensible on the grounds that each individual 
who attributes divine origin to a view implies at the same time that its 
opposite cannot share this noble sanction. Thus, when a Catholic states



that God forbids artificial contraception, what he is really saying is 
that his God, who interdicts the practice, is the only true God. If an
other individual asserts that his God, whom he, of course, believes to 
be the only true God, favors birth control, then—I repeat--at least 
one individual must be in error.))

"We no other way know the extension of bodies than by our senses, 
* nor do these reach it in all bodies; but because we perceive extension 

in all that are sensible, therefore we ascribe it universally to all 
others also. That abundance of bodies are hard, we learn by experience; 
and because the hardness of the whole arises from the hardness of the 
parts, we therefore justly infer the hardness of the undivided particles 
not only of the bodies we feel but of all others. That all bodies are 
impenetrable, we gather not from reason, but from sensation. The bodies 
which we handle we find impenetrable, and thence conclude impenetrabil
ity to be an universal property of all bodies whatsoever. That all bo
dies are movable, and endowed with certain powers (which we call iner
tia) of persevering in their motion, or in their rest, we only infer 
from the like properties observed in the bodies which we have seen. The 
extension, hardness, impenetrability, mobility, and inertia- of the 
whole, result from the extension, hardness, impenetrability, mobility, 
and inertia of the parts; and hence we conclude the least particles of 
all bodies to be also all extended, and hard and impenetrable,_and mov
able, and endowed with their proper inertia." —Isaac Newton, in "Prin- 
cipia Mathematica".

BILL MALTHOUSE :: 216 S. MACOMB :: TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA
I am not familiar enough with the past history of Kippie to know 

if anyone has yet broached the subject of our basic moral hypocrisy.
»* True, some of your correspondents have touched on various aspects of 

it: religious fanaticism, racial prejudice, militarism and super-patri
otism, but to my knowledge no writer has attempted to sum up the phenom
enon and arrive at a conclusion as to the underlying principle, moral 
relativism.

What was the true reason behind the double standard of sexual 
morality? Why do so many of us despise the man who robs a liquor store 
and secretly admire the man who cheated on his income tax? Why are bus
inessmen turning to lie detector tests to stop the costly drain of pet
ty theft in their offices? What makes many people think there is some
thing morally right about killing millions of people whose ideology and 
economic system are in conflict with ours, yet loathe the religious 
persecution of the Spanish Inquisition or the current oppression in Vi
etnam? How do people rationalize their beliefs?

I believe the answer lies in the emergence of a poorly developed 
theory of moral relativity. Man has, after decades of blind subservi
ence, discovered that there is no absolute right and wrong. He has be
come aware of the meaning and import of the dot of white in the black, 
and of black in the white, in the ancient symbol of Ying and Yang. He 
realizes the implications of this, but he lacks insight. Moreover, he 
is still clinging to the mouthings of the essentially dead protestant 
ethic.

Thus, his actions are in direct conflict with his avowed philo
sophy. Perhaps one might see hope in the future, when man will finally 
discard this maddening hypocrisy in favor of the truer relativistic 
outlook, but I am pessimistic. Even if tomorrow we should cast out the 
sham of religiously oriented morality and have our schools teach moral 
relativism, we would still remain in a mire of immorality. The truth is



that too few truly understand the nature of moral relativism. Many can 
mouth its tenets, but only as parrots. They will misuse and misunder
stand it, turn it into a rationalization of anti-social behavior. They 
might say that their freedom ends where the other fellow’s nose begins, 
but they have no concept of just where his nose does begin. They will 
continue to kill and maim, ostracize and persecute, and they will have 
the audacity to sanction it under the banner of moral relativism. We 
would do better to return to the archaic idea of absolute right and 
wrong, rather than allow the imbecile misuse of a poorly defined code 
of moral relativity. That is why I am better pleased with the present 
indecision and hypocrisy, while we attempt to clearly define morality, 
than with a sudden leap to unguided amorality. ♦ »

Enid Jacobs: Your principal fear re education is groundless, for 
we can certainly check the idiotic tendencies on the part of our "edu
cators’* to equate intelligence and class. Examine the European school 
systems, particularly the Swiss. Here the stratified class system did 
not develop. What is more important, the principal of intermittent 
checks and tests virtually eliminate the possibility of a poor perform
ance on one test or in certain classes relegating the student to a per
manently lowered or advanced level. (See for examples: "Swiss Schools 
and Ours: Why Theirs Are Better", by Admiral Kickover.)

Frank Wilimczyk: Since when has the standard of a good mathema
tics teacher fallen to this hideous level? A good math teacher would 
make you use your text and hopefully send you running to the library 
for more books on a "suddenly fascinating" subject. His purpose does 
not involve letting anyone "float through". He is asked to make you un
derstand the subject, but, more importantly, he should kindle at least 
interest if not a genuine love for the subject, as well as for the en
tire concept of knowledge for its own sake. Also, no teacher worth his 
salt worries about those who don1t try; the difficulty arises with 
those who do try, but just don't have the ability.

Re integration: What use is it to attempt a discussion that con- * • 
cems internalized values? The only effect will be to splinter mankind. 
That is, unless the hatred of the minority is not a moral issue among 
those who uphold segregation. Then, long and patient discourse has a 
hope of re-educating the bigot. Given enough time, conditioning can be 
overcome. It is only in the case of an internalized value of morality, 
such as humanitarianism, that argument can never succeed in overcoming 
an opinion to the contrary and resolve the conflicts.

"How many babies have been conceived by artificial insemination 
no one knows, but the number so produced in the United States undoubt
edly runs into many thousands. The most common reason for resorting to 
the procedure is sterility; but desire to avoid transmitting hereditary 
'taints' also plays a small role. Whatever the motivation, the procedure 
follows a common pattern. The knowing doctor, faced with a request for 
a transemination, ’drags his feet' for many weeks to make sure that the 
request springs from a deliberate and mature decision on the part of both 
husband and wife. We all of us imbibe from the mores of our society so 
much in the way of superstitions and irrational attitudes toward parent
hood, honor, adultery and other high-level, high-voltage abstractions, 
that it is no easy matter to view involuntary sterility or defective 
heredity in a rational manner." —Garrett Hardin, in "Nature and Man's 
Fate".

DANNY DeVERE :: 59 LAKESIDE AVE. :: HASKELL, N.J., 07^20
I must agree with you as re the poor production of "The Crowning 



Experience”. Much of the singing was quite unnecessary and it seemed 
inappropriate to the basic mood of the motion picture. But I sat through 
it, and I’m glad I did; I'm glad you did, too. The picture was an edu
cational experience for me. Previously, I had never heard of Moral Re
Armament. Since viewing this motion picture, I have sent away for fur
ther information on the subject. Now I am aware of a movement that may 
grow in importance and come to have an effect of world affairs. This is 
the major point in my encouragement of the viewing of this film ((Danny 
had written earlier, advising that I see the film if possible)).

Let's face it, we encounter our great difference of opinion in 
that I am pro-God and you are not. I would favor the intention of a 
group that wishes to place God in the hearts of all men. I honestly be
lieve that only through God can peace and truth be brought to men. This 
is the difference between our philosophies, and the reason for our dif
fering views as re "The Crowning Experience”. ((I find many of the 
goals of Moral Re-Armament quite laudable, and perhaps a religiously- 
oriented approach is just what is needed in order to solve certain out
standing social problems. To the extent that the Moral Re-Armament or
ganization consists of individuals attempting to practice as well as 
preach certain fundamental tenets of Christianity, they receive both my 
admiration and support. However, I object most strenuously to the abso
lutist attitude which dominates their proselytizing: Our way is the only 
way; these are the only standards; everyone who is not a member.of the 
Moral Re-Armament crusade, in spirit if not in fact, is advocating God
less tyranny. I object also to the intellectually dishonest tactic of. 
imputing absolute value to four standards merely because it would be in- 
convient if they were not absolute. As for my being anti-God (or at 
least not pro-God), it might be more proper to say that I am rather 
sceptical with regard to the existence of such a being. But since the 
existence of a deity is, for me, an open question, I am neither for nor 
against it.)) .

As a Christian—or at least someone trying to be a Christian--it 
makes me very sad to see some of the reactions to the Supreme Court's 
prayer decision. I, for one, would have to agree with the prayer ban. 
It is constitutional, and I don't believe at all that it will remove 
God from our schools. (As far as I’m concerned, God was never in the 
schools to begin with—that is, in the hearts of the majority.) If the 
American Legion and the many others concerned believe that the daily 
"religious" ceremonies in school gave any sort of a spiritual uplift or 
guidance to the students, they are very mistaken. Perhaps parents can 
buy-off their consciences by supporting prayer in schools while there 
is none at home.

"From the point of view attained through knowledge of geologic 
life development, man has today a unique opportunity to gain security 
for himself and his progeny on the face of the earth, but whether or 
not he takes advantage of that opportunity is to be determined largely 
by himself. So far as we can tell, man is the first animal possessing 
the power to determine his own evolutionary destiny, but there is no
thing in the record which guarantees that he will use that power wise

* ly." --Kirtley Mather, in "The Crust of the Earth".

BILL PLOTT :: P.O. BOX 5598 :: UNIVERSITY, ALABAMA
Your comments re Goldwater's "non-campaign" for the Republican 

presidential nomination were interesting. Goldwater may have been seri
ously not interested in the position a year ago, but I daresay he is 
extremely interested in it now. I got the impression that old Barry,



• being a shrewd politician, played it cool and sampled public opinion. 
When it became evident that he had a considerable enthusiastic follow
ing, he intensified his modest brush-off as a part of a clever cam
paign. •

However, that is not as important as the upcoming primaries. 
George Wallace is apparently planning to enter some of the Democratic 
primaries to test his strength outside of the Deep South. It may come 
as a shock to some people, but I would not be at all surprised if he 
actually carried a few primaries in Northern states. That pompous lit
tle man impressed quite a few people with his famous "stand in the 
schoolhouse door". Of course, if Wallace garners sufficient support to 
qualify as a third-party candidate, then Kennedy will retain his office 
by a veritable landslide. ((It would suprise your obedient servant most 
unpleasantly if Governor Walle.ce was victorious in any Democratic pri
mary outside the South. A moderately segregationist candidate might be 
able to capitalize on the apprehension and anxiety of many northern 
whites which grows out of the continued militancy of the integration- 
ists, but Wallace is a symbol of ridiculous stubborn resistance and fa
naticism. I have spoken to many nominal segregationists and a few out
right racists (including my father), all of whom consider Wallace a 
simple trouble-maker, unworthy of support. I cannot speak for other 
states, of course, but Wallace would not likely fare well in the Mary
land Democratic primary election. As a result of recent difficulties on 
its Eastern Shore, Maryland would seem, at first glance, particularly 
susceptible to a demagogue of Wallace’s calibre. However, the Eastern 
Shore area, while certainly an area of outspoken and rabid racism, does 
not weigh heavily on the political scale. No one wins an election in 
Maryland unless he can carry the Baltimore metropolitan area (Baltimore 
city, Baltimore County, Anne Arundel County) and Montgomerjr County (a 
suburb of Washington D.C.). These areas, which contain the majority of 
the state's population, are typical of urban areas nationwide, in their 
proportion of Negro and moderate-to-liberal white voters. Wallace’s 
probable plurality in the tobacco counties will be swamped by these ur
ban votes; precisely the sano tiling will happen to Goldwater later in 196^.9)

I’m not much of a Goldwater fan, but I’ll damned sure vote for 
him before I vote for Kennedy. I take that stand, if for no other rea
son, because of the political exploitation Kennedy has made of the 
South's racial problems. I don't think there is anyone who could accuse 
me of being prejudiced toward the Negroes and their fight for civil 
rights, but the South is not quite the den of iniquity it has been 
played up to be, while racial disturbances in Chicago, Philadelphia, 
Cambridge, Brooklyn and a number of other northern cities have been de
liberately played down. That is the reason many white sympathizers of 
the Negro cause in the South are supporting Goldwater. ((This is my 
first indication that the animosity which the South holds toward Presi
dent Kennedy is shared by intelligent, articulate southerners, as well 
as the semi-literate rural bigots from whom segregationist politicians 
seem to acquire the majority of their support. It is not surprising 
that the bigots should base their anti-Kennedy/anti-Yankee case on un
tenable assumptions, but it is shocking to see three such ideas mouthed 
in the same paragraph of a letter from Bill Plott. It is, first, studied 
short-sightedness to base a preference for Goldwater over Kennedy sole
ly on the grounds of the latter's views on racial matters. The southern
er may have more justification for an overt interest in this particular 
area of politics, but to concentrate on this exclusively is certainly 
inexcusable. It is not their relative positions on any one issue which 
should decide one’s choice of presidential candidates; anyone who votes 
in this manner for either candidate is guilty of mismanaging their fran
chise. Secondly, the assertion that Mr. Kennedy is guilty of "political 



exploitation1' seems founded on something less than superb logic. As a 
clever politician, President Kennedy is no doubt willing to feather his 
political nest when the opportunity presents itself, but it is diffi
cult to accuse someone of ulterior motives in making political deci
sions when the net effect of those decisions is a loss of support. The 
recent Gallup polls show that Mr. Kennedy gained support in the North 
and lost it in the South as a result of recent racial disturbances;
the percentages were not equal, however. I cannot locate the exact fig
ures at this time, but I believe that the net loss in popularity was 
between five and eight percent. Even if you do not trust the results 
obtained by the Gallup Poll, logic would indicate much the same con
clusion: since those most pleased by the President’s position on race 
relations are those who would have supported him for other reasons any
way, whereas those alienated by his position were previously Democrats 
and at least nominally pro-Kennedy, the net result must be politically 
harmful. Finally, I ought to say a few words with respect to the time
worn accusation that the northern press habitually discriminates against 
the South in its news coverage of racial incidents, which is implicit 
in your remarks. It is true that, on the average, racial disturbances 
in the South are covered more thoroughly than those in the North, but 
this reflects the differing natures of such incidents, not the nasty 
disposition of northern editors. The recent riots in Chicago.and Cam
bridge were thoroughly reported by wire-services and television net
works. If the commonplace non-violent demonstrations and sit-in pro
tests of the South are focused upon with what might be construed.as. 
overt interest, it is only because they are more newsworthy. A sit-in 
demonstration in Baltimore or Pittsburgh is unlikely to result in the 
use of fire-hoses, electric prodders, and tear-gas grenades;.a similar 
demonstration in Mississippi or Alabama, on the other hand, is much.
more likely to result in brutal counter-measures. In short, racial in
cidents in the North are less excitedly reported because they are less 

‘ ' exciting.)-)

"In all well-organized governments there is nothing which should 
be more jealously maintained than the spirit of obedience to law, more 
especially in small matters. For lawlessness creeps in unperceived and 
at last ruins the state, just as the constant repitition of small ex
penses in time eats up a fortune. The change does not take place all at 
once, and therefore is not observed. The mind is deceived, as by the 
fallacy which says, ’if each part is a little, then the whole is lit
tle.’ This is true in one way, but not in another; for the whole and 
the all are not little, although they may be made up of littles." —Ar
istotle, in "Politics".

VIC RYAN :: BOX ^06 :: 2309 SHERIDAN RD. :: EVANSTON, ILLINOIS
I’d like to add another beneficial aspect of the partial test

ban treaty to your otherwise comprehensive list. The Senate's consider
ation of the treaty seems to indicate that even though the ratification 
(consent) seems inevitable, the learned gentlemen have taken the matter 
under advisement. Although Barry Goldwater might be expected to object, 
with the thought in mind of making a presidential campaign issue out of 
U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations, there seems to be no substantial block of sen
ators opposing the treaty, let alone along party lines. Some of the 
southern-gentlemen, smarting from proposed civil rights legislation, 
are opposing it, perhaps without thought; some Republicans will do so 
as a matter of course, but even Senator Dirksen, despite mail opposed 
to the treaty, says he will support it. An even healthier sign is that 



some intelligent gentlemen, with all the facts at hand, are opposing 
ratification. A little thought can’t possibly hurt the Senate.

While the letter from the ’’ultimate idiot” approaches perfection 
in the areas (religious fanaticism, violent anti-Communism, racism) 
you’re investigating, it seems the only way you could guarantee the e
ventual publication of a letter perfect in its extremism would be to 
write such a letter yourself, submit it to a conservative newspaper, 
and be contented in your proof that, when it saw publication, the old 
axiom about ’’doing things right by doing them yourself” holds true.

Mike Deckinger raises an interesting idea: Given a psychopath, 
it would seem impossible that the man ever perform a courageous act; 
without normal anxiety, he could perform any dangerous task, and often 
does. But, on the other hand, it would be an act of supreme courage for 
a psychopath, given his background of affectional inability, to simply 
settle down with a member of the opposite sex, marry, raise a family 
and hold down a job of some sort. To form some lasting relationship 
would be as terrifying to this man as sandhogging would be to the or
dinary Joe.

You're begging the moron versus genius question again, I’m a
fraid. The crux lies in the words "improvise until rescued”. Rescue 
wasn't mentioned in the original hypothesis, and its intrusion must 
make your genius the better equipped. You make a further assumption, 
that the physically powerful clod is so intellectually backward that he 
is unable to fashion shelter or build a fire, and this seems rather ex
treme; a person this retarded would be unlikely to get along well in 
even a highly regimentized institution. ((Your inability to understand 
my point can't be attributed to stupidity, so the difficulty must be 
sheer obstinacy on your part. If you insist on quibbling as to the pos
sibility of rescue from my hypothetical situation, I’ll hypothesize a 
dozen different situations in which the concept of "rescue" is irrele
vant. My point, again, is that intelligence, in most situations, is su
perior to simple brute strength, because it can usually compensate for 
a lack of strength to some extent, whereas the reverse is not true. For 
example, a hypothetical illiterate with an IQ of 80, who possesses ex
traordinary strength, is capable of lifting a 300-pound block of wood; 
I am not. I can read and understand Plato's "Republic”; he cannot. So 
far, we would seem to be on equal footing in a general sense (unless 
one of these fields of endeavor is taken to be inherently superior to 
the other--a concept which is probably not justified). However, as your 
perceptive (though obstinate) intellect must have anticipated, my in
telligence can compensate for my physical weakness in this instance; 
given a few simple tools, I can construct a primitive machine with which 
I can duplicate the illiterate's feat of strength. On the other hand, 
no physical exertion, no effort whatever can ever suffice to allow him 
to match my relatively unimpressive intellectual feat. To claim that he 
may not wish to read "Republic" is to seriously miss the point.))

"A fanatic is a man who does what he thinks the Lord would, do if 
only He knew the facts of the case." —Finley Peter Dunne.

JOHN BOARDMAN :: BOX 22 : NEW YORK 33, NEW YORK
Unquestionably, Earle Stevens' name has been added to mine in 

condemnation by your conservative, and a few of your liberal, readers. 
I find it interesting that most of these critics have not lived on the 
firing line in the South. Like Earle, I had grandiloquent notions about 
the "soul force” of non-violence before I actually lived in the South 
and saw this terrible and murderous system of segregation in operation.



({For the record, let me say that I have never been particularly enthu
siastic with respect to the "soul force" of pacifism or non-violent ac
tion. Like the majority of your critics, I look askance at the vener
able but vicious credo of an-eye-for-an-eye. The liberal can only in
jure his cause by resorting to violence except as a direct defense a
gainst attack.))

And now the South’s segregationist conservatives have murdered 
six children in one day. The failure of government at any level to act 
has, as I said in Pointing Vector #17, convinced segregationists that 
they can continue forever with impunity, murdering Negroes and integra
tion! sts. We can now look, as I have repeatedly said, only to our own 
defense. ({As I have pointed out on many prior occasions, most of your 
proposals can be classified as retaliation rather than defense. Cer
tainly I do not object to legitimate self-defense; if any Negro or in- 
tegrationist is attacked, he or she is entitled to exercise whatever 
force is deemed necessary in repelling the attack. What you often sug
gested (retaliating on northern conservatives, knocking American Nazis 
on the head out of hand, etc.) does not fall within the scope of legi
timate self-defense. I grant you, imperfect human being that I am, that 
the news of the latest Birmingham atrocity filled me with fury and a 
fervent desire to throttle any apologist for segregation whom I could 
get my hands on. But this was, after all, an irrational attitude, and 
not one on which I would care to act. One of the characteristics of a 
liberal ought to be, I feel, that he does not resort to physical vio
lence in refuting a viewpoint with which he disagrees.))

Previously I have tried to meet, in Pointing Vector and in let
ters to Nipple, the criticisms that conservatives and their strange al
lies, the "non-violent" liberals, have made of my position. Now I see 
that such efforts are gratuitous. I will no longer bother with such 
criticisms unless their authors give a realistic and pragmatically re
alizable method of convincing conservatives that they can no longer 
murder people and get away with it.

By now, no one believes that the great flurry of activity of 
federal and state authorities in Alabama will accomplish anything._This 
was shown just last week, when a grand jury in Alabama refused to in
dict Floyd Simpson, murderer of William Moore. ({The House Un-American 
Activities Committee operates on the assumption that all witnesses are 
guilty until proven innocent. Does John Boardman operate on the same 
principle with respect to accused persons in racial matters?)) A chance 
passer-by in Birmingham who might step on the toe of an FBI man will 
receive a more prompt trial and a longer sentence than the murderers of 
those six children. The same flurry of activity took place at other 
sites of segregationist violence, and equally came to naught.

"There is no such thing as academic freedom. There is only one 
thing by that name: Freedom. Freedom is indivisible and belongs to all. 
Hence, it cannot be taken from some without being lost by all." —G.P. 
Maximoff.

* TOM SEIDMAN :: 1720 15th AVENUE :: SEATTLE 22, WASHINGTON
I wonder if Paul Wyszkowski is familiar with the so-called "New 

Math" and the SMSG program. Wen he says that "young children cannot 
grasp generalities or abstractions," he's talking nonsense--children 
seem to do a good deal better along these lines than adults (the amount 
of abstraction involved in learning to talk, for example, is fantastic 
and children pick that up at a ridiculously young age). There has been 
considerable success in teaching, for example, set theory to third



• grade pupils and axiomatic methods of algebra (commutative and distri
butive laws, etc.) at about fifth-grade level—both of these being top
ics I got in graduate school and most non-mathematicians never used to 
get at all. ,, . ,Further, when Paul asserts (in reply to Marion Bradley) that 
’’kids have always resisted being educated and always will,” he must 
have in mind a rather restricted notion of education. My own experience 
with kids is that they (especially the younger ones) are quite enthu
siastic about learning new tilings if you give them half a chance. Work 
and discipline are no obstacles--have you ever seen a kid memorize all 
the batting averages for ten years? Or spend hours of careful work on a 
plane model? One reason they learn not to be enthusiastic over school 
subjects is that they are taught this attitude—by precept (it is made 
abundantly clear that they are expected to dislike these subjects) and 
by example (e.g., kids hate arithmetic because arithmetic teachers hate 
arithmetic). Both enthusiasm and disenthusiasm are catching, and a 
teacher who can say, 2You did lhe ten problems in the workbook? 
Now do the next ten /all alike/," is just teaching the kid to reserve 
liis enthusiasm for his extra-curricular activity. ((Early in this dis
cussion of education in the United States, I observed that very young 
children display a desire to learn anything and everything, but that 
something--possibly the school system—inhibits this enthusiasm. It is 
axiomatic, of course, that parents are deluged with questions—often 
questions which they cannot answer—but I have only recently realized 
that their inability to answer these questions is not necessarily at
tributable to stupidity. Several months ago, I was engaged in painting 
the back-fence, and for some reason this singularly uninteresting chore 
attracted a small audience of kindergarten-age children. For over an 
hour, as I painted in the heat of mid-day, I answered questions from my «< 
band of admirers. Mere chance would dictate that many were of the 
pointless variety, but even the sensible questions ("What makes rust?" 
"What makes it windy?") were nearly impossible to answer. I had the an
swers, in most cases, but not the proper terms in which to deliver 
them. The sad thing is, of course, that just about the time these kids 
progress to the point where they can understand the answers, they'll 
stop asking the questions.))

"The most significant dissenters from Faith are the learned men. 
Scientists, that is, and scholars, statesmen., doctors of medicine, au
thors, artists, lawyers and judges, schooled experts in finance and in
dustry: these are so rare among religious congregations that a church 
possessing even one chemist will boast of his membership as a warrant 
of Joseph Smith or Jesus, and I cannot think of an anthropologist who 
seriously acknowledges Virgin, Trinity or Cross. Two generations ago, 
the university and theological seminary were sometimes one; the former 
was often bom of the latter; but today, the quarrels of Believers with 
Scientists have been so numerous, and the resulting public exhibitions 
of the devout mind have been so preposterous, that the gentlemen who 
seek only truth in the objective world--the scientists--together with 
the young men to whom their honest methods have appealed—the sincere 
students—have turned away from the clergy is disappointment, or dis
may, or disgust." --Philip Wylie, in "An Essay on Morals".

HARRY WARNER :: M-23 SUMMIT AVE. :: HAGERSTOWN, MARYLAND, 217^0
' You and I don’t get the same meaning from either "courage" or 

"fear". Fear for me is something more than dislike or repulsion, and 
courage to me can be something that you might classify as perseverence 



or persistence. I’m thinking of the polio victim who supports himself 
in Hagerstown by selling newspapers at a half-dozen street corners via 
those self-service dispeners of journalism. It takes him just about 15 
minutes to walk a block, so it's six or seven hours of the most diffi
cult effort for him to make the twice-daily rounds, once to supply his 
containers and later to remove the unsold copies and extract the money. 
He probably earns about the same amount of money that he would get from 
public welfare, and he is certainly in poor enough condition to qualify 
for aid to the permanently and totally disabled. I think that this is 
courage and he isn’t conquering any fear unless he detests the thought 
of going on relief so strongly that you'd call it fear. I think also 
that it is courageous for a young couple to go into farming today.
Costs of machinery are so high and the margin of profit is so low. Ill
ness for the farmer or a couple of bad growing seasons can destroy the 
family's economy. If the couple must get into some other occupation 
through such circumstances, they'll have to sell out at a loss but 
they'll not encounter any circumstances that cause real fear such as 
starvation or debtors' prison. I think there is courage here. Most per
sons who suffer from phobias can recognize on at least one mental le
vel the fact that they won't be endangered by the spiders or thunder
storms that they dread, and I would certainly distinguish between gen
uine courage and the mental effort required to pursue normal activities 
in the knowledge that a storm is on the way or a spider is somewhere in 
the room. ((The realization that certain classes of objects or situa
tions to which one has an emotional reaction are not really dangerous 
is an intellectual one, and hence ineffective. I Imow a woman who is 
terrified of all dogs and cats. Sitting in the livingroom, she can 
quite calmly discuss her fear, admitting its irrationality; but if she 
sees or hears a dog or cat in the vicinity, she lapses into immediate 
panic. It would take genuine courage for her to conquer her inner an
xieties long enough to pet a dog or stroke a cat.})

In real life, the public accommodations law will affect differ
ent businesses in different ways. I don't mean to object to a public 
accommodations law, but the opposition to it is based on a certain a
mount of realistic fact-facing, something that can’t be said for those 
who fight integrated schools or equal opportunity in industry. Negroes 
are predominantly low-income folks and in most cities they live in fair
ly well-defined areas of their own. Those two factors will result in 
two patronizing trends under equal public accommodations laws. The Ne
groes will patronize the businesses and establishments that are located 
near the Negro sections and they will do more business where the prices 
are extremely low. This has been the situation for years in Hagerstown, 
where Negro customers have been welcome in retail stores for as long as 
I can remember. This city has three People's Drug Stores, the prices 
and merchandise are similar in all three, but the one of the very edge 
of the Negro section gets most of the Negro patronage. Lots of the 
whites won't enter it, for this reason, it's not received any renova
tions for many years, and there is talk of tearing down the building to 
create a parking lot. I'm sure that the chain gets as much business 
from whites under these circumstances as it would if it refused to sell 
to Negroes, because the prejudiced whites simply go to the other two 
People's stores. But this can make tilings very rough on an independent 
restaurant or grocery store on the edge of the Negro section that at
tempts to compete for white patronage with those three or four blocks 
from the nearest Negro family. Whites outnumber Negroes in Hagerstown 
by perhaps fifteen-to-one. I think that there is no way to handle the 
matter except to force all stores, hotels, and such to serve Negroes 
just as they would whites, but it's no use pretending that this will 
not create unequal hardships for a long time to come, until the passing
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of years lessens the prejudice of whites.
I’m not certain that one teacher for each student would be the 

ideal arrangement. It would remove the competitive element from stud
ies, and this does have some effect on many good students, no matter 
how much you may think that conformism and normality may be the goals 
of kids today. Also, there would be an enormous amount of trouble when 
the teacher and the student just didn’t hit it off together. Even the 
most obnoxious student can be borne by the teacher who must devote only 
one-thirtieth of his attention to him. The only example of this one-to- 
one ratio with which I am familiar involves musical studies. If you'll 
talk to any piano or violin teacher who gives private lessons, you’ll 
find that he has just about the same troubles as the public school 
teacher with several dozen children to handle; some won’t learn, some 
can’t learn, some learn but immediately forget, and a few are fine stu
dents.

The civil disobedience by the clergymen is something to think a
bout. It would be odd if the segregation-promoting laws eyentUaMLy were 
wiped out for the same reason that prohibition's legality ended! be
cause fewer and fewer persons obeyed the laws. / / / .

/ / / f
Rosemary Hickey, Si Stricklen, Walt Willis, Dwain Kaiser, Ler^a Sutton, 
and Mark Owings also sent letters. * =
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Ted Pauls
IM-MS Meridene Drive- 
Baltimore, Maryland, 21212 
U. S. A.
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The number in the space to the left of this paragraph is the 
_ number of the last issue you will receive under present circum- 
/ stances. The letter "T" indicates that you receive Kipple in ex 

change for other periodicals, the letter "S" means that this is 
a sample copy, and the letter "K" is strange indeed...


