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Can Nixon Still Lose It?

You bet he can, notwithstanding the bandwagon cries of his backers and
the confident smile on his face. On one side of him, there will be a bloc for
non-candidate Rockefeller; on the other, a bloc for Reagan. If these groups put
the squeeze on the favorite sons in the middle, Nixon could be denied the
nomination. To prevent his, he must dance awkwardly in the center, darting
from left to right. — PAGE 3

Mixed Reviews on the Riot Report

The Report of the Commission on Civil Disorders faces squarely the need
for law and order as well as social and economic reform. It shows why brutal
repression doesn’t work, and it contains a number of proposals on which
Republicans should act immediately. But its sloganeering about white racism
as a cause of poverty is bad as a political tactic and sloppy as social analysis.
Robert W. Gordon, J. Eugene Marans and Peter J. Wallison review the
complete text. — PAGE 7

Laird on Congress

Some think that a Republican Majority in the House of Representatives
would be unprogressive and obstructionist. The Chairman of the House
Republican Conference refutes this charge and outlines his agenda for a
GOP House in 1969. — PAGE 24

Non-proliferation Problems

A nuclear treaty is all very good in an election year, but so is a strong
Western Alliance. Yet the manner in which the Administration has pushed
the non-proliferation treaty may proliferate the strains in NATO. Indeed, if
it follows the nuclear pact with a troop cutback in West Germany, the Ger-
mans may become very uncooperative next year when they reconsider NATO
and hold their own national elections. — PAGE 11
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14a ELIOT ST: Ripon Book Club -

Beginning this month we shall offer from time to
time selected books at a discount to readers of the
Ripon FORUM. There is no contract to sign and no
minimum number of books to buy. We shall try to
pick books that are important and readable, books that
will fit together on the bookshelves of thinking people who
also happen to be Republicans.

The selection for April is The Republican Establish-
ment by Stephen Hess and David Broder. It was re-
viewed on these pages last month by Ripon President
Lee W. Huebner, who called it “mandatory reading for
anyone who wants to understand the Republican Party

“today.” It also happens to be very engagingly written

The selection for May, which you may order this
month as well, is The Realities of Vietnam: A Ripon
Soclety Appraisal. The book contains eleven fresh, hither-
to unpublished essays including two analyses of how
Eisenhower handled the problem of Korea in 1952-53.
It will also include a fully footnoted version of Ripon’s
“confederal strategy” that first appeared in the Septem-
ber 1968 issue of the FORUM,

As a special bonus to those buying both titles (or
two copies of one) we are offering a free copy of
Southern Republicanism and the New South, Ripon’s
129-page analysis of the GOP in eleven Southern states.

© Massachusetts Governor John A. Volpe joined the
Cambridge/Boston Chapter for dinner at the Harvard
Faculty Club on March 6th. He spoke and answered
questions on his work as Governor and as Chairman of
the National Governors Conference. At the conclusion
of an impressive performance at the podium, Governor
Volpe presented outgoing chapter President Lee Hueb-
ner with a plaque entitling him to honorary m
in the Order of Paul Revere.

® While in Boston in late February Governor Tom
McCall of Oregon discussed the political situation in
his state- with Ripon members over breakfast.

® In March the Cambridge/Boston Chapter elected
new officers. They are: Robert D. Crangle, President;
Terry A. Barnett, Vice President; Christopher C. De-
Muth, Secretary; and Samuel Al Scherer, Treasurer.
The members of the Executive Board are Christopher
W. Beal, Michael F. Brewer, Ralph B. Earle, Jr.,, Daniel
Hirschﬁeld, Howard L. Reiter, Bink Shorts, Robert L.
Beal, George D. Brown, Michael W. Christian, Wilfred
E. Gardner, Jr.,, Robert S. Gulick and@ Rep. Martin A.
Linsky. The last six names are on the Steering Com-
mittee for a new downtown group which is planning
to split off to form a separate chapter. The split arises
from the rapid growth of the Cambridge/Boston group.

® In late March Don Luce, former Vietnam director
of the International Volunteer Service Corps, analyzed
the situation in the war zone for the Cambridge/Boston
Chapter. Also in March, Lee Auspitz, Editor of this
journal, presented the R.ipon position on Vietnam before
a crowd of 200 at the Metropolitan Republican Club of
New York.

® Mel Bernstein of the Los Angeles Chapter ap-
peared on KHJ-TV Tempo IIT show hosted by Don
MecGuire to discuss Reagan Presidential strategy. Audi-
ence response was heaviest, however, on the Vietnam
war questions. McGuire authored 1300 Floogle Street,
which is a spoof of the 1966 California gubernatorial
campaign. The book is selling well in California. Bern-
stein’s ana]ys1s of the current race for the GOP Senate
nomination in the Golden State, “Kuchel vs. Rafferty,”
appeared in the March 9 New Republic.

LETTERS: Flexible Exchange Rates

Dear Sirs:

The articles on international moneta.ry policy by Pro-
fessors Foley and Hart in the February FORUM did not,
despite a note on the demonetization of gold, give adequate
attention to a very simple alternative to complicated in-
ternational monetary reserve systems: cut free of gold and
let the exchange price of the dollar float. This would im-
ply letting the foreign exchange price of the dollar vis-a-
vis other currencies be determined by supply and demand.
Cutting free of gold, unlike devaluation, could be done by
Presidential decree and does not require an act of Con-
gress, (turn to page 23)




Governor Rockefeller’s decision not to contest the

Oregon primary does not yet make Richard
Nixon a sure winner. Though the Nixon camp will
almost certainly attempt to generate a bandwagon
psychology among delegates, Rockefellet’s decision
leaves things very much as they were before. On the
one hand, there will be a pro-Rockefeller core, which

THE NOMINATION GAME

Can Nixon
Still Lose it?

we now estimate at 263 votes (see the first ballot pro-
jection on page 4). On the other, there is 2 pro-Reagan
core of 207 votes, And then there remains a long list of
favorite son delegates, some of whom will lean to
Rockefeller, some to Reagan, some to Nixon. The use
of the favorite son technique is a clear siﬁn that a
number of states are waiting to strike a good bargain.
If, when they show their spots on the second ballot,
Nixon does not have a clear majority, the convention
will be a brokered one.

- To avert this possibility Nixon will continue the
careful cultivation of potential delegates that his lieu-
tenants throughout the country have carried on for
months. This oldest and most basic part of his cam-
paign bears the greatest promise of success without
substantial difficulty. Because Nixon does not possess
the same emotional appeal that Goldwater offered his
adherents, the Nixon team will probably not seek “all-
out commitments” from delegates as Goldwater did
in 1964, Their delegate drive will be aimed in

at splitting up large favorite son blocs like that re-
portedly collecting around Senator John Tower and
thus generating a first ballot victory by acclamation. To
achieve this end, Nixon will dangle the possibility of
a vice presidential nomination before as many favorite
sons as possible.

But along with this behind-the-scenes operation,
Nixon must pursue a strong public campaign designed
to prove his superiority to Rockefeller in the polls.
For if he is at the top of the polls at convention time,
it will be very hard to convince favorite son delega-
tions to withhold support from him. The 1968 Reagan
organization, like the 1960 Goldwater organization, is
not strong enough to block Nixon single-handedly. It
needs the existence of a strong moderate bloc, and
Nixon’s one sute way of demoralizing the moderates
is to outrank Rockefeller in the polls.

Nixon’s public strategy, therefore, is simultaneously
to woo moderates in the party and to speak out on
the issues enough to pique public interest in his can-
didacy without creating any real controversy, The
Nixon courtship of Republican moderates is designed
‘both to lay the groundwork for claiming their support
in the Fall election campaign and to keep them po-
litically quiescent and disorganized until the August
convention. Issue-oriented moderates, however, may be
unwilling to embrace Nixon merely because he is the
frontrunner for the nomination. Governor Rockefeller
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Drawing by Szep
is planning a- series of speeches and position papers
that will create additional pressure on Nixon to take
more definite stands and to offer solutions for specific
problems.

Richard Nixon may be understandably reluctant to
forsake the technique he has used thus far—to offer
the public relatively candid statements on nomination
politics coupled with only the broadest generalities on
the difficult issues. The decision to offer specific pro-
posals involves substantial risks. By taking stands,
Nixon risks alienating either the moderates or the
conservatives within the party. He enables press criti-
cism to focus effectively on his particular positions, and
he surrenders the issue flexibility he would cherish in
opposing the Democratic - nominee,

Perhaps the greatest risk for Richard Nixon in
speaking out is not that he will make some spectacular
blunder, but that his views will be met with public
apathy that betrays political impotence. The party pro-
fessionals who now favor his nomination do not bear
the kind of attachment to Nixon that would prevent
their turning to Rockefeller or Reagan, should the polls
indicate that the frontrunner had failed to gain wide-
spread approval for his stands h(:ln the issufes.

Meanwhile, Rockefeller’s sup-

FOUR PRONGS porters will rely on a fouI;-
pronged argument in selling their candidate. First, they
(turn to page 5)
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T——
1968 FIRST BALLOT PROJECTION

STATE VOTES NIXON REAGAN ROCKEFELLER FAVORITE SONS
Alabama 26 7 19
Alaska 12 4 8
Arizona 16 16
Arkansas 18 18
California 86 86
Colorado 18 9 2 7
Connecticut 16 4 12
Delaware 12 6 6
Florida 34 34—XKirk
Georgia 30 30—Tower
Hawaii 14 14—Fong
Idaho 14 14
Illinois 58 30 20 8
Indiana 26 26 Tt
ITowa 24 14 10
Kansas 20 20-—Carlson
Kentucky 24 14 10
Louisiana 26 26
Maine 14 14
Maryland 26 26
Massachusetts 34 34—Volpe
Michigan 48 48—Romney
Minnesota 26 26—LeVander
Mississippi 20 20
Missouri 24 24—Curtis
Montana 14 6 8
Nebraska 16 16
Nevada 12 6 6
New Hampshire 8 8
New ]ersey 40 40—Case
New Mexico 14 10 4
New York 92 4 88
‘North Carolina 26 24 2
North Dakota 8 5 2 1
Ohio 58 58—Rhodes
Oklahoma 22 17 5 '
Oregon 18 18"
Pennsylvania 64 64—Shafer
Rhode Island 14 14
South Carolina 22 22—Tower
South Dakota 14 14 i .
Tennessee 28 28—Baker
Texas 56 56—Tower
Utah 8 7 1
Vermont 12 12
Virginia 24 24
Washington 24 10 4 10
West Vitginia 14 7 7
Wisconsin 30 30
Wyoming 12 6 6
Dist. of Col. 9 9
Puerto Rico 5 5
Virgin Islands 3 3
TOTAL 1333 365 207 263 498
NEEDED TO NOMINA'TE: 667




will argue that Rockefeller is in the best position to
win the presidency. Rockefeller, they will say, in a
race against President Johnson would be sure to attract
the Kennedy-McCarthy Democrats estranged from the
President—particularly the large bloc of under-30
voters who have been notoriously cool toward Nixon.
If Robert Kennedy were to become the Demo-
cratic nominee, Rockefeller would be able to win by
cordoning Kennedy off on the left while occupying
the center and right of the political spectrum. Nixon,
on the other hand, would have a more difficult time
gaining the support of independent and middle-of-the-
road Democrats if pitted against the New York Senator.
In either case, Rockefeller would loom as a sure winner,
whereas Nixon would only be a doubtful one.
Secondly, the argument goes,
HOUSE g i cfeller's candiday holds the
GAINS greatest promise of a Republican
takeover in the House of Representatives. Rockefeller is
the strongest Republican in the Northeast, the area of
least recapture in 1966 and greatest potential gain in
1968. And if Rockefeller chooses as his running mate, a
man with appeal in the South, a move which nomina-
tion strateg{ may dictate, Congressional candidates
might be helped in all but the Deep South states after
the manner of the Kennedy-Johnson ticket of 1960. The
Northeast and South contain the greatest number of

margi._-i]al House seats.

e third element of the Rockefeller argument is
that he is best prepared to be President and to unite
the country behind his administration. The impact of
this claim on leaders will be measured in the
reaction to the public stands Rockefeller makes on
the issues and to the public mood created by significant
changes in the national and international sceme occur-
ring in the next few months.

Rockefeller’s refusal to oppose Nixon in Oregon
supplies his partisans with a fourth and final argu-
ment: that he is now a loyal man who has
humbly put his future in the hands of the professionals.
Previousfy, Nixon could argue that he alone could
preserve party unity. But thanks to Rockefeller this
unity is now foreordained, and whoever comes out of
Miami as the nominee will have a party undivided
by bitter public displays of factionalism in the pri-
maries.

These are potent arguments that could convince
a few key governors to withhold support from Nixon
if Rockefeller remains high in the polls. A number
of state delegations would in any case prefer to stay
uncommitted as long as possible, either to avoid in-
ternal factional disputes or to remain independent of
Mr. Nixon’s bad image with independents and Demo-

crats at home. for h
Conservatives, for their
CONSERVATIVE are faced with a dilemma byptthté

DILEMMA Nixon candidacy. Were it but a
matter of simple confrontation between Nixon and
Rockefeller, Nixon would be the obvious choice of
the conservatives. Nixon’s views are generally accept-
able to conservatives, who view Rockefeller with mis-
trust as representing an alien force in the party.

Yet Nixon’s nomination would threaten the end
of the conservative insurgency in the Republican
Richard Nixon is preeminently a party man and one
who trusts his own political counsel above all others.
As the nominee and, if elected, as president, Nixon
could be relied upon to build his own party infra-

structure which would leave no room for ditection and
control by conservative ideologues. The infusion of
Nixon people into state party organizations would up-
set the dominance the conservatives have gained in
many local areas over the past eight years.

Rockefeller, however, even as President, would
probably lack the party contacts necessary to upset
conservative control of the party organization in most
areas where the local political climate favors them.
This conservative dilemma may produce a split be-
tween the “doctrinaire” conservatives who could never
support Rockefeller under any circumstances and the
“realists” who see Rockefeller presenting the prospect
of a national party victory while offering little threat
to their localized power. The outcome of the internal
debate among conservative pa.rlt-{htlleaders in states like
Texas, Oklahoma, Florida and lllinois may significantly
affect the result of the nomination contest.

A second consideration for Re-
REAGAN publican conservatives is that if
STRATEGY  events combine to deny Nixon an
early ballot nomination, Governor Reagan’s nomina-
tion prospects are preserved and quite substantially
enhanced. Reagan himself has done nothing to fore-
close his emergence as the candidate of a divided con-
vention, His remarks to date, in fact, have coyly sug-
gested that he almost expects the convention will tutn
to him when Nixon reaches a peak short of a majority.
For the Reagan backers, then, support of Nixon in-
volves the sacrifice of their first choice.

One can accordingly expect ca Reagan parti-
sans to prop up Rockei)"ellerP and dg:v{'n de ,N}i’xon.
Their difficulty is that their own man has been de-
clining steadily in the polls. And, though public opin-
ion is not nearly so important to conservative morale
as to the moderates, a really low showing could de-
stroy Reagan’s credibility for first: place on the ballot.
Still, Reagan backers have a sizeable block of votes,
and they may accept a vice-presidential nomination
and choose to fight for the presidency another day.

Richard Nixon may, of course, be able to win the
nomination by continuing to avoid "detailed discus-
sion of Vietnam, urban problems and other issues; by
gaining what mileage he can by attacking the Johnson
Administration (though he is hardly alone in this
field); and by relying on his behind-the-scenes dele-
E:;e courtship effort. To say more than that Nixon

a big lead in the race for the nomination, how-
ever, is at this point premature. Several developments
may still reverse Nixon’s dominance—the character
of the debate on the issues, the role Rockefeller chooses
to play and its effect on Nixon and the public, the
maneuvers of the Reagan supporters, and the resolution
of the conservatives’ dilemma over their future in a
Nixon-led party organization.

Perhaps the most crucial questions are whether
pro-Rockefeller support can stay together in the ab-
sence of an announced candidate and whether such
support can be organized in a form that will bring
Rockefeller’s four-part case directly to the delegates,
If the answers are yes, Nixon still can be stopped by
a squeeze from both ends of the party spectrum.

If Reagan remains strong at the precinct level and
Rockefeller remains up in the polls, the 1968 con-
vention may yet become a widely fascinating political
show the like of which has not occurred since the pre-
television era. —P. C. J, H. A. R,J. L. A,, T. E. P,
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THE BALANCE SHEET

by Duncan K. Foley

FORCE

The garbage strike in New York has indirectly and
ironically led Governor Rockefeller to raise an issue
that should be central to national debate this year. By
refusing to call out the National Guard to collect the
garbage or break the strike, the Governor recognized the
limited usefulness of military power in trying to in-
fluence social events. I thought this was refreshing, es-
pecially since many people who looked on the strike as
an illegal resort to something close to violence instinc-
tively wanted the State to meet “‘force with force.”

Military force is not a very effective way to mold
people’s behavior because it generally has little or no
effect on the undetlying incentives, habits, and institu-
tions that produce behavior. The use of strikes by pub-
lic employees is- obviously a very natural evolution of
labor practice in this country. Labor unions, in a sense,
exist to call strikes, and it is unlikely that we can have
unions without some strikes.

We also have a habit of underpaying public em-
ployees, and of expecting the worst from them in terms of
inefficiency, impoliteness and corruption. We often get
just what we expect and what we pay for. These atti-
tudes are holdovers from days of political patronage
when public employment was a kind of welfare setup to
take care of the wards. We have to adjust our attitudes
now to the fact that government bureaucracies are among
the largest and most important institutions we have. If
we want them to perform well, we have to transform
them into high-morale, competent and enthusiastic in-
stitations. This obviously involves a rapid increase in
pay levels which is going to produce conflict. Military
intervention in a complicated social event like this is
dangerous because it is completely irrelevant to these
larger social forces that are producing the problem. A
satisfactory resolution of a public employee strike means,
almost by definition, finding a way to get the existing
union to perform its function. A solution that involves
breaking the union or exterminating the sanitation men
is not really a solution because it ignores or destroys the
“givens” of the problem.

These observations naturally bring to mind the War
in Vietnam, which is an example of the surrealistic re-
sults of insisting on military enforcement of a policy
which seeks ends that military force is unable to effect.
If our goal in Vietnam was to create a stable, anti-Com-
munist government that could defend itself and govern
the country as a functioning agricultural society, then we
have already lost. The obstacles to the creation of such a
regime were objective social, geographical and historical
facts that made it inevitable that under any non-Com-
munist government which did not have a very broad
popular base, many individuals would have incentive and
opportunity to carty on a revolutionary war. The history
of the revolution against French colonialism, the exis-
tence of a guerilla network as a going institution, the

nearness of communist North Vietnam, the roughness of
the terrain, and the wide consciousness of injustice, in-
efficiency and corruption in traditional society provided
objective preconditions for a reevaluation.

Although the visible results of this conjunction of
circumstances included violent behavior by the guerillas,
very few of the underlying conditions could be affected
at-all by organized armed forces. We have tried unsuc-
cessfully to interdict supply routes by massive bombing,
and a naval blockade. We have done nothing remotely
relevant to the parts of the situation which are rooted in
history, geography, or, most important, people’s attitude
toward themselves and the government. But how can
military force affect these factors? If there were a fixed
number of guerillas and their strength depended only
on survival, we could kill them all. But in a situation
like this, incentives and opportunities determine the
strength of the enemy much as supply and demand deter-
mine a price in economics. Killing guerillas makes no
impact on the situation of the mass of people who are
the fund from which the guerilla armies are replenished.

Military power of enormous cost has been driven to
destroying the society as the only way to destroy the con-
ditions of the problem. Our success, such as it was, up
to the Tet offensive was attributable chiefly to the des-
truction of the whole life of the countryside. Military
power can accomplish this by removing the villages from
the land and creating for their people a new non-life in
refugee camps. But this only destroys the society over
which we were fighting. In this case our use of military
force in a situation in which it was inappropriate and
irrelevant has led us to action which in any other context
we would be unanimous in condemning as criminal.

More essential even than resolving the Vietnam
War to our national interest will be finding a way to
manage the violence which is breaking out in our own
cities. Here we need a very sober and prudent judgment
as to what contribution military force can make to re-
solving the conflict. Our experience in the past sum-
mers has shown that many military or para-military oper-
ations in riot situations only increase the killing and
ﬁoperty damage, The police and national guard may

ve the impression that they are controlling the riot,
but they scem in reality only to be interacting with a
social event beyond anyone’s control, Perhaps force can
prevent the spread of the riot or of rioters but most of
the riots seem, like forest fires, simply to burn them-
selves out. Military force makes no contribution to miti-
gating the violence or the damage.

I hope we will find — this year — men to lead our
party who have imagination enough to recognize that
the question of when and whete force is desirable is both
too pressing and too complex to be answered by plati-
tudes or evasions.




RIOT COMMISSION REPORT

. Repression is not the Answer

Those Americans who sympathize with the poverty
of urban Negroes balk at thinking about riot control;
those who don’t, think of nothing else. Thinking about
conditions of poverty and control of riots together, as
the Commission has done, is to confront the dragon.
When the report was published®, the mayors sidestep-
ped the confrontation by saying that the conditions of
poverty were the responsibility of the federal govern-
ment; they said nothing about control. The President,
after some delay, sidestepped it by saying nothing about
either issue. And Mr. Nixon sidestepped it by saying
that — shades of Vietnam — you have to have ‘security’
before you can begin to think of political and economic
remedies. In one way or another, official spokesmen have
made it plain that they have no plan, when the summer
comes, but to sally forth for another season of repres-
sion.

By linking the problems of prevention and control,
the Commission is alone in confronting the real urban
crisis. For the “crisis” in American cities is not the
usual collection of middle-class complaints which in-
clude as a rule everything from traffic jams to infrequent
opera. Nor is it that Negroes live sordid and humiliat-
ing lives, that they suffer from the indignities of job-
lessness, 2 stingy and officious welfare system, schools
that make their children listless and stupid, dangerous
and dirty houses, insolent policemen and summer heat.

What is critical in the crisis is
FEARFUL that when some Negroes kick up
VIOLENCE  ; fuss about the way they live,
and others take advantage of the fuss to go on disor-
derly sprees, the authorities respond with a murderous
fearful violence wholly disproportionate to the offenses,
The Report finds that rioters killed only two of De-
troit’s 43 dead. Nearly all the killing was done by Po-
lice and National Guard; nearly all the victims were
Negroes.

There may be and have been other possible readings
of this Report. Mine is that its driving argument is one
against the violent repression of Negroes. This is a
difficult and unpopular argument to make when the
prevailing, not always outspoken agreement seems to be
that if repression is not the right thing to do, it may be
the only thing to do. In strict cost analysis terms — say
in dollars per peaceful Negro — it is the cheapest. And
a growing body of opinion holds that if the state is
neither to “appease” rioters by legislating in their favor
before this summer, nor to “reward” them after it, that
oiling the machinery of repression is also of all courses
the wisest. With the same logic that this country has
applied overseas, the authorities and white people gen-
erally are escalating and Negroes know it.

In struggling against this mode of reasoning the Com-
mission has had to reckon with the fact that broad poli-
tical support for unrepressive measures lasted only so
long as the disabilities of black citizens were legal and

#Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil
Disorders. Bantam Books, 609 pp. $1.25

technical and the remedies would move them no closer
to the white middle class. Now that these conditions for
generous treatment have vanished, the Commission is
trying to establish new ones. Chiefly, it is trying to re-
store guilt-feelings in Northern whites, and its tactic
is to call them racists.

GUILT As a tactic, this has severe dis-
advantages. To begin with, many
TACTICS whites are not racists. This is

not to say that they are wholly free from any tinctures
of race-consciousness, but that does not make them
racists in the only sensible construction of the word: an
ideology of active hostility to Negroes based on a con-
viction of black inferiority. If they are so clogged with
guilt as to believe themselves racists even if they are not,
the Commission’s preaching to them is preaching to the
convinced.

Many of those who are racists, moreover, or at least
racially prejudiced, do not know that they are; and still
others who know that they are will not confess that they
are. They have a trick of concealing their racism from
themselves and others under a blanket of respectable
phrases with wide appeal: neighborhood schools, a
man’s right to sell to whomever he pleases, law and or-
der. Their thinking about Negroes is clouded by a mass
of extremely common misapprehensions — so common,
indeed, that a majority of Commission members prob-
ably shared them before beginning their investigation.
Most people know that Negro crime and birth rates are
high, that their children’s reading scores are low, that
their skills are unsuited to modern technology. One
does not have to be a racist to perceive these facts, talk
about them, and make them a basis for action and an-
alysis.

The Commission performs an admitable service in
showing that, properly understood, these facts should
lead toward compassionate analysis and generous action.,
All lower class crime and birth rates are high, it argues;
the unwillingness of schools to believe that poor child-
ren can learn prevents them from learning; Negroes are
untrained because few firms will hire unskilled people in
order to train them. The Commission also answers
those immigrant ‘groups that cannot understand why
Negroes, to be accepted, will not make themselves ac-
ceptable as they did. The Report points out that the
European immigrants were different: they entered a
more primitive economy that needed them more, they
suffered no destruction of their families through slav-
ery, they discovered methods of mobility in crime and
politics not available to Negroes.

It is heartening to see a national commission
out in this patient manner some of the basic historical
and demographic facts relating to the plight of Negroes
in our society, especially because even intelligent and
educated Americans are not always aware of them.

Indeed, the Report would have been far stronger had
it simply pleaded against error. One always has a better
chance of convincing an opponent if one concedes that
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his views result from an honest mistake. Instead, the
Commission indulges in name-calling. Being racists, it
says, whites are collectively responsible for the condi-
tion of Negroes; whites therefore owe blacks restitu-
tion, centuries of back pay.

The trouble with this argument is that it emphasizes
the gulf between whites and blacks instead of trying to
close it. It should have emphasized the identity of inter-
est of all Americans in solving the problems of poverty
and despair. It should have insisted that repression is
wrong not because whites are racists but because re-
pression is stupidly destructive, and if continued it will
make all our lives unbearable. Towards the end the
Commission warns of the possibility of “urban apartheid
with semi-martial law in many major cities, enforced
residence of Negroes in segregated areas, and a drastic
reduction in personal freedom for all Americans, par-
ticularly Negroes.” It is this that should have been spell-
ed out in more detail. For even the most anxious, fear-
ful, insecure and angry white lower-middle class Ameri-
can who sees Negroes as destroyinf1 his precarious se-
curity is, like anybody else, a bundle of complex and
contradictory instincts. Many of them are decent, and
many can be appealed to on the level of reason and
compassion. But no more than a Negro will he stand
for for being bullied by epithets of racism.

SLOPPY Identifying racism as the cause

of Negro poverty and thus of
ANALYSIS 3 B P hed tactics, It

is also bad as a method of social ysis. Even social
scientists who like the general thrust of the Report will
be a long time forgiving it the sloppiness of its pre-
sentation. Lawyers usually write reports like this one,
and they look for the place to fix fault or blame, But
that procedure does not fit a complex historical prob-
lem like that of the condition of Negro Americans.
Obviously there is a relation between white racism and
Negro poverty. But surely it is not the simple casual
one that white hatred makes Negroes poor.

It was of course a racist institution — slavery — that
inserted Negroes in the political and economic system at
such a time and in such a manner as to set going the
machinery that would condemn them to a largely self-
perpetnated cycle of poverty. And racist (or at least
prejudiced) attitudes continue to be instrumental in
slapping down at the margins of the middle class Neg-
roes who try to break out of that cycle.

But if all prejudice were extinguished tomorrow, it
would have slight impact on the condition of the really
poor people in the cities. More middle-class Negroes
could if they wished move out. Those who remained
would continue to suffer in the old ways; life would run
on in the old channel, much as it does for poor whites.
With the most articulate and energetic leadership gone,
there might not be any more riots. But the secret of
ending poverty would not have been discovered in end-
ing racism.

The sort of sloppiness that
%I-Na:vg-lgss leads the Commission to allow

first place to racism as a cause of
overty also distorts its analysis of the riots themselves.
e Commission does well to refute the common no-
tion that organized conspiracies atranged them. Its
field staff ably demonstrates that most of the reported
“nests of snipers” were, as one newspaper editor put it,
“the constituted authorities shooting at each other, most
of them.”
But the Report substitutes for devil theories no ade-

quate explanations of its own. The important Chapter
2 on “patterns of disorder” describes the “typical rioter”
as an angry young man, single, a life-long resident of
his city, underemployed, informed about politics and
distrustful of the political system. Rioters were not
riff-raff lumpen, but people with a cause. In short, this
is a half-hearted argument for the idea that these were
protest riots, born of frustrated hopes and broken pro-
mises, bent on wrecking “symbols of white authority”
as the Luddites wrecked machines.

On the face of it, this simply is not plausible as the
whole story. Political protest explains how police in-
cidents start trouble, but not the widespread looting or
the carefree party atmosphere of the bigger riots. After
the crowd gathers around the police car, the others who
join the riot must do so for a variety of motives, among
which, one would guess, would be simply the desire for
a new TV set and the delight that so ing interesting
is happening in 2 monotonous street on a soggy sum-
mer’s day. As an account of the dynamics of a riot —
something nobody really understands very well — the
last chapters of Ellison’s Invisible Man are a good deal
more realistic than the Report of the Riot Commission.

to dispute the Report’s stress on
PROPOSALS  he nged for a lzroge variety of

policies to strike at all the causes of poverty, including
racism, Yet while the Report catalogues these policies,
it does not sort them out. If it seriously ed to
have some influence before the summer at a time when
neither the President nor the Congress is in a spending
mood, it should have assigned some priorities to its pro-
posals, putting at least a few of the cheapest, simplest,
and most politically acceptable first,

The Commission, unfortunately, obeys the precise pat-
tern of previous commissions by indiscriminately elabor-
ating strategies to remedy all national evils. Those who
want to make the Report a basis for social action will
have to cull the more fruitful policies from a plethora
of proposals.

It is particularly saddening that

A%%IEISRES these pg) sals are not sorted out,
because 1t makes it so easy for

ill-wishers to wave away the whole bag, With it they
wave away the part of the Report that should be acted
on immediately. This is the argument against violent
repression, of immense value because it tells the author-
ities exactly what to do. It is specific and urgent, and
unlike the rest of the Commission’s proposals it does
not require massive federal expenditure, which ought to
come this year but won't, or a softening of spirit among
welfare administrators, school princ_il?;ls, police court
judges, encycl%pediz salesmen, retail TV businesses, and
Policemen’s Beneveolent Association, which won’t

come this year either.

In a firm appendix, the Commission tells officials
charged with control to use harmless gases, bright lights,
and noise. It properly insists that a combat arsenal in-
cluding machine guns, tanks, and artillery has “no con-
ceivable place” in riot control.

Yet in this vital respect, the Commission has ap-
parently already failed to influence. Cities are stock-
piling machine guns, and military units are training
with tanks. In another hideous summer, the state will
choose again the policy of violent repression, and drive
its black citizens deeper into rage and despair.

— ROBERT W. GORDON




Il. What Republicans Should Do

Unfortunately, reaction to the Report of the Com-
mission on Civil Disorders—from both Republicans
and Democrats—has been primarily quantitative rather
than qualitative. The knee-jerk response of critics of
the report has been that its recommendations are too
expensive and that the Commission gave scant thought
to costing them out.

The report does, to be sure, contain recommenda-
tions - for tremendous quantitative increases in jobs,
education, housing and welfare. But it also contains
vital qualitative recommendations for breaking down
the racial attitudes that embitter community-police re-
ladons; for making our legal system work more equi-
tably and quickly; for fostering neighborhood partici-
pation in local government; for utilizing the private
sector in dplace of expensive federal programs; for
breaking down the barriers of social and economic
discrimination, These recommendations do not demand
federal money; they demand leadereihig.as

from Washington. When the Re-

VACUUM  ;ort was published, the President
could have invited Commission members to the White
House and used the occasion to emphasize the efforts
and success of the Utban Coalition and the National
Alliance of Businessmen. He could have described the
fundamental steps the Federal Government is taking
to meet the objectives of the Report. He could have
reviewed the progress made over the past nine months
by state and local governments in the fight to strike
at the causes of civil disorder. And, finally, he could
have pledged to report to the nmation in the coming
months on those Commission proposals which could
be implemented in 1968 and those that had to be de-
ferred, for reasons of cost or otherwise, until 1969.

Since he did none of these things, the President
has declared in effect that his Administration lacks the
will to save the country from racial turmoil and that
the Commission’s proposals, if thez are to bear fruit
at all, will have to be carried out by a new regime in
Washington and by public action at the grass roots.

Thus if it falls to Republicans to fill a vacuum of
leadership, they should be quick to use the Report to
their advantage, for amidst a long catalogue of pro-
posals, the Commission champions many of the GOP’s
most progressive ideas. Throughout the Report ap-
pear two major Republican threads that GOP leaders
should emphasize, First. the Commission calls &

irst, the Commission or

STINGING _ ;censive. development of plural-

INDICTMENT  istic efforts within the private sec-
tor in place of the continuing proliferation of existing
government pro . The existing federal program
approach, the child of thirty years of Democratic con-
trol, receives a stinging indictment by the Commission:

There is little doubt that the system through which

federal programs are translated is a major problem
in itself . . . . Federal programs often seem self-defeat-
ing and contradictory: field officials unable to make
decisions on their own proEIams and unaware of re-
lated efforts; agencies unable or unwilling to work
;czﬁfdxer;dlgrograms conceived and administered to

ieve different and sometimes conflicting purposes.

Republicans could hardly hope

orf a more

thorough bill of particulars in their constructive critic-
ism of the federal approach to cities. ‘

Second, the Commission places the primary opera-
tional responsibility for the future of the American
city on state and local governments. The urban mayor
has the “decisive role . . . to develop a working con-
cept of democracy within the city,” the Commission
asserts. “State government has a vital role to play,”
it says, particularly in fashioning a “lasting and mutu-
ally productive relationship” between the city and the
rural and suburban areas.

In addition, a number of im-

GOP IDEAS portant concepts endorsed by the

STRESSED  Report are Republican in origin.
GOP leaders should use the Report to remind the
public of these:

(1) The Commission recommends the creation of
a Federally-chartered corporation to coordinate the crea-
tion of one million new jobs in the private sector in
three years. Job development and placement in private
industry is now handled s?arately by a variety of
agencies and programs. The federal corporation would
reach both individual companies and trade associa-
tions, systematically and extensively, with information
about incentive programs and aids; it would have au-
thority to negotiate contractual arrangements and chan-
nel incentive funds to private employers. The creation
of a Federal corporation for putposes of this sort has
been demanded by Republicans for some time, notably
by Senators Jacob K. Javits and Charles H. Percy.

(2) The Commission asserts that the “single most
powerful inducement for broad involvement o? private
enterprise in job training and job development lies
in the use of the tax incentive.” The Commission found
that neither a guarantee technique nor a contracting
mechanisms offers the same appeal to businessmen in
enterprises of all sizes as does a tax incentive. Under
the Commission proposal, a businessman could receive
a substantial credit against bis income tax for the year
in which he hired a person certified as one of the hard-
core unemployed by a government agency, or prefer-
ably by a Fet{erally-chartered corporation like the one
previously described. This tax credit proposal differs
only in detail from the Human Investment Act that
has been promoted by Senator Winston Prouty and
other Republicans for several years.

(3) The Commission recommends, a parallel in-
vestment tax credit for the location and renovation of
plants and other business facilities in urban and rural
poverty areas. In support of its tax credit proposals,
the Commission states that existing tax credits for
equipment investments were taken on 1,239,000 cor-
porate tax returns and 6,904,000 individual tax returns
during the period 1962-1965, representing new invest-
ments in the total amount of approximately 92.5 bil-
lion dollars, The Commission’s plea for a tax incentive
proposal should be compelling to Republicans.

It is precisely because of the need for a similarly

luralistic and large-scale answer to the problem of
joblessness in the ghetto, that we have turned to the
most pluralistic technique for channeling governmen-
tal assistance: the individual decisions of thousands of
businesses to utilize the tax credit in making their
daily employment and plant location decisions.




(4) The establishment of neighborbood action task
forces is the major element of the Commission’s recom-
mendations for the cities. Each task force would in-
clude representatives of the mayor’s office, city agen-
cies local business, labor, professional and church
communities, and elected leaders including representa-
tives of diverse community organizations. Ghetto resi-
dents could use the neighborhood task force to cut
through red tape in the collection of garbage, removal
of abandoned cars, installation of lights in the parks,
and the establishment of playstreets. The *“community
cabinet” provided by the task force could make a major
contribution to the prevention of civil disorders by
providing an early warning system to identify po-
tentially explosive conditions.

For half a century, Republicans have been con-
demning the “boss” system as failing to serve the
needs of the individual city resident. The neighbor-
hood task force is an important alternative that could
easily be embraced by Republican leaders. In connection
with the task force proposal, the Commission recom-
mends establishment of neighborhood city halls and
multi-service centers, the expansion of legal services
to the poor, and generally more effective community
participation in the affairs of the city.

’ Some Republican. leaders have

LINDSAY'S expressed jugtiﬁable dismay at the

RESPONSE  president’s hesitating response to
the Report. Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller, alluding
to' the “strange silence” of the White House, has de-
clared that “a great mational commitment” was needed
to attack the race problem. The Governor said: “This
kind of resolve, beginning at the top, is not present
now.”

The Republican Conference of the House of Rep-
resentatives has established an Urban Affairs Task
Force under Congressman William Cowger of Ken-
tucky to appraise what federal action should be pro-
posed in response to the Report. Senators Javits, Prouty
and Percy have been among those calling for imple-
mentation of the Commission’s recommendations

Rarely does a day go by that Mayor John V.
Lindsay of New York does not announce the imple-
mentation of one of the Commission’s recommenda-
tions, some requiring little or no additional expenditure.
Immediately after the Report was released, Lindsay
instructed all of his department heads to prepare
memoranda on what could be done to carry out the
Commission’s suggestions in New York, For example,
in late March he named a special committee to insure
proper arrest and judicial procedures during civil dis-
turbances, thus following one of the least expensive but
most highly promising recommendations of the Com-
mission. & p &

’ Yet the response of some other

NNEIéR'P“?E Republicans, sgloch as former Vice

President Richard M, Nixon, has
not been encouraging. In his first comment on the
Report, Mr. Nixon charged that “one of the major
weaknesses of the President’s Commission is that it, in
effect, blames everybody for the riots except the per-
petrators of the riots.” Mr. Nixon, who has been one
of the strong supporters of tax and credit incentives to
enlist the resources of private enterprise, completely
ignored these specific proposals in the Report. The for-
mer Vice President chose to make a wholly negative
response instead of fastening upon the Report’s many
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constructive proposals with which he must be in sub-
stantial agreement, ' .
PLAN FOR Mr. Nixon seems to want to
POLICE please those who criticize the
Commission for failing to pay
due respect to the importance of law and order in the
cities. Yet the Commission cannot be faulted on these
grounds. Its conclusions and recommendations on the
role of the police in the community are a profoundly
important part of the Report. It found that police re-
sponsibilities in the ghetto have grown as other institu-
tions of social control—the schools, religion, family,
career aspirations—have lost authority. Yet the police,
generally speaking, have not had the training and or-
ganization essential to meet their new responsibilities.
Warning against both blind repression and a capitula-
tion to lawlessness, the Report brings together an ex-
tensive catalogue of devices for simple riot control in-
cluding such sensible suggestions as assigning seasoned
policemen to patrol ghetto areas; providing effective
alternatives to the use of lethal weapons; establishing
an intelligence system to help prevent the outbreak of
disorders, and creating special details to collect, evaluate,
and dispel rumors that might ignite civil disorder.

‘The Report also puts forward many suggestions
to prevent the eruption of disorder by improving the
relations between the police and the ghetto community.
These suggestions include (a) intensifying the recruit-
ment, assignment and promotion of Negro policemen;
(b) involving the police in the ormance of com-
munity services; and (c) assuring that the quality of
police protection in the ghetto matches that in the
rest of the community, The establishment of the neigh-
bothood task forces would also be an important ele-
ment in developing respect for law and ordef in the
ghetto community.

The Commission has thus contributed a wealth
of specific proposals on both law enforcement and
economic and social development. Many of its best
proposals are specifically Republican in orientation.
It should be the task of the Party’s leadership to point
this out, not to pander to public ignorance,

—J.E.M, P.J. W.
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he Administration has based its nuclear non-pro-

liferation policy on the simple assumption that
the danger of nuclear war increases with the num-
ber of countries possessing nuclear weapons. While
this may be true under specific circumstances, the
theory overlooks an important question: what are
the political implications of a non-proliferation

GERMANY

The Consequences of
Non-proliferation

agreement for our allies, not to mention third-world
countries? The case of West Germany is particularly
crucial, for the diplomatic ramifications of the non-pro-
liferation treaty, may well help drive the Germans out
of the western camp.

West Germany, in 1949, voted against neutralism
and for a pro-Western forei licy. Western poli
under the Truman and Eisenhg:wgro a&iu.isttationf hei?i,
that steps towards East-West detente in Europe should
be coupled with progress on the issue of German re-
unification to which these powers had pledged them-
selves in 1945. This policy, already eroded by develop-
ments in the 1960’s, came officially to an end with
President Johnson’s announcement on October 8, 1966,
groclaiming American stegs toward detente indepen-

ent of the German problem (Erhard’s government
which was already in serious trouble, fell shortly after-
wards), :

The new policy has handed the Soviet Union im-
portant leverage on the reunification issue. So far, the
Soviets have refused to discuss reunification since, it
is assumed, they want to safeguard the existence of
East Germany. This may not remain their policy. In
fact, it is possible that they will wait for the moment
when sufficient disaffection over the Western allies has
built up in West Germany and then offer reunification
on their own terms. Internal pressures would make it
hard for West Germany to resist. Thus, the Soviet
Union would gain an important aim it has not been
able to gain militarily: to extend influence into Cen-
tral Euro]ge—vital for the defense and economy of
Western Europe—and to end all efforts towards Euro-
pean unification and NATO reconstruction.

While the United States and the Soviet Union
have common interests in the non-proliferation of nu-
clear weapons, the Soviet Union should not be allowed
to use the issue to drive a final wedge between West
Germany and the United States: the Soviets have de-
clared—most recently through Premier Kosygin in
London last year—that they will not sign a non-pro-
liferation treaty unless West Germany signs. Since West
Germany has renounced manufacture of nuclear weap-
ons in the Paris ‘Treaty of 1954 and will hardly re-
ceive such weapons from outside sources for national

—Szep

putposes, the Germans can argue that they cannot
possibly pose a nuclear threat to Russia. Successive West
German governments have declared their intention not
to build 2 national nuclear force.

Those Western European countries with fledgling
nuclear industries—among them Italy and West Ger-
many—have ex_zlg:essed certain misgivings about the pro-
posed treaty. They fear

a) that industrial espionage may result from in-
spection by agents of the International Atomic Energy
Commission,

b) that the development of their nuclear industries
for peaceful purposes would be hampered, and that
they would lose out in competition,

c) that Western European unity will receive a
serious blow if Euratom will not be the inspecting
agency,

d) that an integrated Western European nuclear
force or ABM system would never come into exist-
ence, and that they would too permanently rely upon
American nuclear protection in the face of already
considerable disagreement with the United States on
NATO defense policy,

e)- that the treaty will be forced upon them by
an ally, which in itself undermines mutual trust,

f) that they will be discriminated against by ac-
cepting inspection and giving up rights without get-
ting anything in return, while the “atomic giants”
continue to build up their atomic arsenals.
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GERMAN p The t;_lerv‘; inspection (;_lausa of-
er no guarantee for a per-

IRRITATION manent Euratom inspection and
the possibility of a Western European nuclear force
‘but rather leave these issues open to interpretation, The
fact that the United States made changes in the draft
treaty only after strenuous objection from several coun-
tries has in itself contributed to the impression that
she is not interested primarily in her allies.

There have already been considerable strains in
West German-United States relations since the early
1960's, involving such issues as troop reductions, offset
payments for US troops in Germany, weapons pur-
chases in the United States and, above all, bilateral US-
USSR consultations affecting Eu:gmp security and
atomic issues, An example is the project which
was dropped without consultation with the Germans
after the German government went to considerable
lengths to defend the idea. There has been increasin
West German irritation with American policies towar
the Soviet Union, NATO, and on the issue of reunifi-
cation, unresolved since 1943,

German dissatisfaction with ;ht; W?item allies
contributed to the strengthening of the radical Right:
the National Dem»::cmt:icgdrEl , founded only in 1964,
has polled an average of 79, of the popular vote in
six states since 1966, It advocates West Germany'’s leav-
ing NATO and the Common Market and striking a
deal with Russia on reuniﬁmdgn. The maim;tay ofhthe
democratic parties in the Bundestag in fore icy,
however, remains United Stat&s-téesrman an l?r:ng-

If West Germany feels that her

German friendship.

NEE;gAﬁlblﬁT interests are not served by the

alliance with the United States,

that her security is made the toy of changing fashions in
US military thinking, that she is being forced by her
main ally to sign a treaty against her wishes and in-
terests, and that the road to European unity is blocked
by France, she will increasingly become despondent of
western ties and become neutralist in foreign policy. Co-
operation in NATO and in monetary affairs would be
affected first, and US frustration would lead to a rapid
deterioration in relations. Pro-Western policy would
have been recognized as a failure both in terms of re-
unification and form's;g;Folicy in general, and the sta,
would be set for a et-German rapprochement. (
ominous sign are recent talks between the Soviet am-
bassador and SPD officials regarding the status of
Berlin on which the United States felt obliged to issue
a warning.)

As Congressman Paul Findley of Illinois recently
pointed out, the non-proliferation issue has already
played into the hands of the radical Right in Germany
which makes the present German government the scape-
goat of “surrender” charges.

The United States does face a dilemma in regard
to West Germany's signing of the non-proliferation
treaty. If such a treaty is to be universaf no excep-
tions should be made; and it is clearly in the US
interest that proliferation of national nuclear arma-
ments be stopped. Yet the treaty puts strains on the
Western Alliance without touching relations between
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.

SHARP The House Republican Com-
mittee on Western Alliances de-

QUESTIONS  manded on April 21, 1967 that
open hearings on questions arising from the proposed
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treaty be held. The statement posed some sharp ques-
tions:

The proposed nuclear non-proliferation treaty
raises serious, far-reaching and complex questions
which have not been adequately explored . . . If
they are left until the time when the treaty is pre-
sented to the Senate for ratification, open-minded
discussion and evaluation will be virtually impossible.

West German public reaction to the first non-proli-
feration draft of last year was vociferous and, by and
large, missed the mark. It has recently become a matter
of sharp political debate, with Socialist leader Willy
Brandt endorsing it and Christian Democrat Franz
Joseph Strauss opposing. If the United States should
steamroll the treaty through and then follow with a
cutback of troops in Germany, there would be a strong
“Gaullist” reaction in German politics.

President Johnson is eager to conclude the treaty
before the elections in order to present himself as 2 man
of peace. Republican Senators should ask themselves if
they want to help him reach an “understanding” with
the Soviet Union without measuring the cost to the
West.

"'-Ao Vc Go

THE CITIES

Lyndon B. Johnson,
the Housing Thief

Stealing other people’s automobiles, filing off the
serial numbers, repainting them, and offering them to
the buying public is a crime in these states. If the
same theory applied to federal legislation, the sheriff
would be beating at the White House door.

The purloined property, until recently owned by
Congressional Republicans, is now distributed through-
out the Administration’s Housing and Ushan Develop-
ment Act of 1968, which accompanied President John-
son’s “Crisis of the Cities” message of Feb: 22, The
nature of the theft was spelled out clearly in a biting
article by Monroe Karmin in the Wall Street Journal on
March 7,

Karmin saw LBJ's pronouncement on the urban
crisis as “exemp instruction in the art of political
one-upmanship.” en Congress takes the initiative
away from the President, said Karmin, the President (a)
demolishes the Congressional initiative, (b) defends his
own programs to the death, (c) quietly discards the pro-
%mms thus defended, and (d) beseeches Congress to
ollow his lead in enacting the Congressional proposals,
by now carefully disguised in Administration garb.

The principal Republican property ravaged by the
Administration in its quest for public approval was the
National Home Ownership Foundation introduced

by Senator Charles Percy of Illinois, Congressman Wil-
liam B. Widnall, and 146 other Republican members
of Congress, including the entire Republican mem-
bership of the Senate. As introduced, the NHOF Act
created a private non-profit Foundation to raise private
capital and channel it into home ownership programs in




urban slums and depressed rural areas.

The bill provided a subsidy

CAUSTIC from the Federal government to
WEAVER help the low income family meet

the payments on its home; if the family’s income rose,

the subsidy would be phased down and possibly even
retired. The Federal government assisted by guarantee-
ing the debenture bonds of the Foundation. In addition
to providing mortgage money in this way, the Founda-
tion also provided techmical asistance to non-profit
housing sponsors and cooperatives to help them conduct
both housing programs and essential social services for
lower income families.

When originally proposed in April of 1967, the
NHOF Act drew an immediate and caustic response
from HUD Secretary Robert Weaver, acting on White
House orders. Weaver claimed that the act would not
help “really” low income families, that it ignored local
government, and that it needlessly duplicated existing
laws which would much better achieve the same pur-

se.

ke To top off this critique, Weaver suggested that
home ownership for the poor was a dangerous idea,
as it would produce riots when the poor failed to meet
their mortgage payments. (When asked why HUD’s
existing programs would not produce the same result,
since allegedl%vwould do everything the NHOF bill
propose?’ to do, Weaver rather lamely answered that
since the HUD programs were only experimental, the
rioting would be correspondingly less.)

Now, however, Weaver and the President have in-
corporated virtually every proposal from the Republi-
can bill into their new housing legislation, although they
are distributed as inconspicuously as possible through-
out 153 pages of text.

The LBJ bill calls for a massive interest subsidy
program for lower income home ownership, but con-
ducted throuﬁothe Federal Housing Administration
rather than ugh an extra-govermental institution.
Overlooking Weaver’s earlier misgivings, the Adminis-
tration bill calls for three times as many first year units
as the NHOF Act.

The emphasis on private sector involvement in the
LBJ measure is drawn directly from several features of
the Republican bill. The Administration bill ends the
present below-market interest rate financing for low and
moderate income housing, which HUD now suddenly
discovers is “‘direct Federal lending.” In its place, the
Administration bill adopts a periodic direct subsidy
to the private mortgagee to supplement the jm.yment by
the home buyer. This is the precise method built into
the NHOF Act. In addition, as the income of rental
tenants rises, the Administration bill requires the build-
ing owner to collect higher rents and turn the incre-
ments over to the government to replenish the subsidy
fund, a clumsy version of the tax-system recapture pro-
visions of the RepublicanT]l:ill.A oiotration Bill also

e Administration
NHOF UNDER creates a new institution, using an

OLD NAME ,id name. This is the new Fed-
eral National Mortgage Association (FNMA), which
will become an entirely private secondary market facil-
ity. Eventually, the FNMA would have a majority of
private sector directors, sell debentures backed by a
Federal guaranty, and hold Federally-subsidized home
ownership mortgages. The Administration bill even
goes beyond the Republican bill in allowing this
new institution the right to borrow from the Treasury

in times of economic stringency.

One highly-extolled title of the Adminjstration bill
authorizes the creation of “national housing partner-
ships.” Under this arrangement private investors parti-
cularly large companies like General Motors and US
Steel, would join together in financing profit-making
housing development projects. One has to read the
finest of fine print to discover that, save for national
bank participation, everything in this title can be accom-
plished at present without any additional legislation. It
is needed, we are told, to “provide Federal recognition,”
presumably through White House ceremonies, and to
“avoid minor technical questions.”

The Administration bill also dwells upon the need
to provide technical assistance to non-profit housing
sponsors such as community corporations, a major fea-
ture of the Republican proposal. Another section recog-
nizes the importance of permitting “sweat equity” —
self-help housing construction by lower income home-
owners. Another would expand the scope of Federally-
assisted training programs to include non-professional
neighborhood people who intend to manage housing
development projects for local community organizations.
The bill also ds the definition of public housing
units which can be sold to tenants or tenant coopera-
tives, These latter two proposals were opposed by
when offered by Repubh:lc;ns in 1965 and 1967.

e Administration does, how-
INCOMPLETE ever, neglect to steal the Republi-

LARCENY can proposal for setting up an in-
surance program to protect the low income home owner
against losing his home in times of economic difficulty.
This proposal, in fact, was the major product of a
massive study of foreclosures in 1963, conducted by the
Housing amf Home Finance Agency chaired by Robert
C. Weaver, but studiously and inexplicably ignored by
him ever since. It is difficult to see how any theft of
Republican ptoposals could be considered complete
without inclusion of this potentially far-reaching item.

It is clear that the Johnson message is solidly
founded on discerning larceny. For that, perhaps, the
Nation should be grateful. Republicans, however,
should ask themselves why the President should find it
so simple to steal the ball from them. The question re-
veals what is perhaps one of the most fundamental
weaknesses of the Republican Party today.

Republicans have never been devoid of responsible,
imaginative ideas for dealing with current and develo
ing problems, as any Congressional archivist can testify.
The problem is that by and large Republicans, indivi-
dually and collectively, do not seize &e initiative and
%:i e their ideas effectively to the press and public.

e availability of so many good ideas, a Congressional
corps of articulate and intelﬁoo t speakers, and elabor-
ate machinery at the Republican National Committee
and the various Congressional Republican organs should
give heart to any public relations specialist. But the
sad fact is that, with only rare. exceptions, Republicans
either do not care to, or do not know how to, peddle
their products. Thus, it is easy pickings for the Presi-
dent and his vast Administration bureaucracy to filch
GOP ideas and pass them off as their own with little
fear of arraignment,

If the Republican Party ever expects to earn the al-
legiance of a majority of Americans, it must demon-
strate effectively that it has the capacity to lead and

vern. That demonstration cannot be made in secret.

ere is no lack of ideas or of resources for getting Re-
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publican ideas across — only a failure to realize the im-
portance of doing so. Republicans should make it a
point of prime importance to remedy this sad state of
affairs, :
—JOHN McCLAUGHRY

PRESCRIPTIONS

The Administration’s
Drug Crackdown

President Johnson’s ciroposed reorganization of the
Narcotics Bureau — which will go into effect on April 8
unless Congress acts — is.a misguided attem‘ﬂfl to deal
with the very real and growing problem of drug abuse
in this country. :

Citing the inconsistency of present drug laws, .the
President has recommended combining two agencies
that now regulate drugs: the Treasury Department’s
Narcotics Bureau, which has jurisdiction over opiates,
cocaine and marijuana, and Health, Education, and
Welfare’s Bureau of Drug Abuse Control, which regu-
lates stimulants, depressants and hallucinogens. He
proposes the formation of a new Bureau of Narcotics
and Drug Abuse Control in the Justice Department.

It is true that present laws are inconsistent: com-

the Draconian ties of the Marijuana Tax Act
of 1937 (the only Federal law with a mandatory mini-
mum sentence for a first offense) with the present ab-
sence of punishments for possession of stronger drugs
like LSD. But all indications are that the kind of con-
sistency Johnson has in mind with his new Bureau is an
extension of the harshness of the Narcotics Bureau’s
laws to a great many chemicals now handled more
sensibly. .

Under the 1914 Harrison Act, the Federal Bureau
of Narcotics (FBN) controls opium and its derivatives
(including morphine and heroin) and cocaine. Under
the Marihuana Tax Act, it also controls intoxicants de-
rived from hemp. Both of these laws.are revenue
measures, and part of the confusion in existing drug
regulations arises from this peculiar construction. Thus,
under Federal law, one can be convicted of “failing to
pay tax”’ on a quantity of marihuana, and in order to ob-
tain | marijuana for scientific research, one must go
through a complicated process of applying to the Inter-
nal Revenue Service for special tax stamps.

TWO AGENCIES Yo one seems to know what
will ha hen the tw -
ONE POT cies at(f Pt(le;o:nel:o eroinagge

Justice Department, although it is likely that each will
retain ity own administrative bureaucracy intact. Pre-
sumably, moving the FBN will necessitate recasting the
laws covering opiates, cocaine, and marihuana, because
it would be inappropriate to administer taxing legisla-
tion through the Justice Department. Such a chan
would be welcome. It would not only eliminate.
legal complications of the present laws, it would also
give legislators a chance to reconsider the wisdom of
1imposing severe penalities for possession of drugs.
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Unfortunately, the mood of the Congress (and pro-
bably of the public) is not conducive to liberalization of
drug laws. Just a few weeks ago, for example, the New
York State Assembly passed a law requiring a life im-
prisonment sentence for any adult found guilty of sell-
ing marihuana to a minor. It is in the light of this
tendency to make drug laws stiffer that the President’s
proposal is especially frightening,

Food and Drug Administration Commissioner Dr.
James L. Goddard correctly fears that the impending re-
organization will force the Drug Abuse Control Bureau
to become much more like the FBN, particularly in its
position on drug possession. Already Federal legislation
making possession of strong hallucinogens a criminal of-
fense is pending. One of the worst consequences of such
laws is that, like the marijuana laws, they make law-
breakers of a substantial number of people (especially
young people). who otherwise are not criminals. In a
very logical way, these people come to see themselves
on the same side of the law as real lawbreakers like
thieves and big-time narcotics peddlers against the forces
of order and morality in society.

ENLIGHTENED The social effects of the laws

LEADERSHIP then become far more disruptive

, than the situations they were

passed to control. Commissioner Goddard, who has

spoken out many times against legislation of this sort

appeared to have been under considerable pressure to

support the President’s plan and did so with great reluc-
tance. He now seems about to resign his post. :

. Under Goddard’s administration the Bureau of
Drug Abuse Control has been reasonably enlightened.
Because it has been part of the Food and Drug Admin-
istration, its efforts have been directed against illegal
manufacturing of drugs and control of traffic in dan-
gerous stimulants, depressants, and hallucinogens. By
contrast, the FBN has always stressed its police powers
and has considered illegal possession of drugs to be as
evil as illegal traffic.

In adgition, Drug Abuse Control agents have al-
ways been willing to admit that very little is known
about the commonly abused drugs, that most of the in-
formation available on them is probably wrong, that re-
search is desperately needed to get better information,
and that restrictive laws make research difficult or im-
possible. The Federal Bureau of Narcotics has held dia-
metrically opposed views, even arguing that scientists
have been freely able to investigate marijuana under the
1937 act. (Since that act became law, only two human

eriments with marihuana have ever been done in the
US. The last was in 1946). _

Current publicity in the enormous increase in use
of hallucinogens and stimulants might have given the
Johnson Administration an o’ggortumt‘y to do something
useful about drug abuse. e President might have
commissioned a major study of drug-taking, including
encouragement of medical research. He might have
urged reoi%nizaﬁon of the archaic tax laws under
which the FBN operates. He might have pointed out to
Congress the unfortunate social consequences that re-
sult from laws aimed at possession rather than traffic.
Instead, in the name of “consistency” he has proposed
an executive re-arrangement that will doubtless please
the press, will encourage the passage of more sweeping
repressive legislation, and will, almost certainly, make
the whole problem of drug abuse more difficult to deal
with in the future.

— ANDREW T. WEIL




STATE BY STATE

California: unpledged slate hopes

to challenge Reagan

Dr. Thomas A. Brown has resigned his position as
President of the Ripon Society of Southern California to
accept a position on an uncommitted Presidential slate
for California in opposition to Governor Ronald Rea-
gan’s “favorite son” slate,

The 86-man slate, including many political un-
knowns as well as “citizen politicians” at the grass roots
level, will be representative of moderate and liberal sen-
timent in contrast to the Reagan slate, which is weighted
in favor of conservative interests,

The Committee, many observers calculate, would
require at least 259, of the primary vote as a significant
showing in California to affect Reagan’s national stand-
ings as a Presidential contender, Committee members
and volunteers, however;, maintain that their obtainin
a ballot position will embarrass the Governor and flas
to Republicans across the country the submerged dis-
satisfaction among Republicans with the Governor’s
programs on education, medical aid and welfare, and
his Presidential ambitions generally. One poll has indi-
cated that while most Californians generally support
Reagan’s performance as Governor, only about 99, pre-
fer him for President as compared to other leading Re-
publicans.

The Governor has steadily maintained he is not
a candidate for the nomination and is serving as favor-
ite son in order to maintain state unity and to
insure California its proportionate share of influence
at the Convention. Further, many moderates and liberals
fear that an anti-Reagan or free choice delegation will
split the Party once again on liberal-conservative lines
and jeopardize the already threatened position of Sena-
tor Thomas H. Kuchel, who faces re-nomination on the
Republican ticket. Kuchel is being contested by Max
Rafferty, California Superintendent of Public Instruction
and an articulate, fl yant spokesman for the conser-
vative wing of the Party. Reagan has so far maintained

a hands-off position in the senatorial ghn;nary

The grass roots “Committee for a ice” is young
but relatively experienced, rly financed but deeply
committed. Most California political figures of the
moderate stripe have taken a position of quiet opposi-
tion to the slate, fearing an ignominious defeat at the
polls could strengthen Reagan’s chances and damage
Kuchel.

Connecticut:  Nixon forces to upset

the compromise?

For a year now, Republican State Chairman Howard
Hausman has been fashioning a political truce among
fratricidal factions of the Connecticut GOP. But a sur-
facing Nixon-for-President movement now threatens
to shatter the newly-achieved detente scarcely after it
has been consummated.

In February moderate leader John Alsop (brother
of the columnist) was elected National Committeeman
in exchange for his commitment to line up his wing
of the party behind the US Senatorial nomination of
conservative former Congressman Edwin May, Jr. To

preserve the party’s precarious peace, Hausman re-
quested an indefinite freeze on presidential politics in
the state.

But even as the May-Alsop amalgamation was be-
ing formalized, rumblings began to come from the
bedroom communities of Fairfield County, traditionally
the state’s mother-lode of Republican voters and still
its major source of GOP money. Ostensibly the com-
plaints concerned the hegemony of Hartford-area party
leaders (including Hausman, May and Alsop). But
ideological as well as geographical considerations soon
became apparent. .

Foremost in the Fairfield-based group are Nixon
partisans led by ex-Governor John Lodge, who have
been growing increasingly restive over reports that
Hausman has committed himself to support Rockefeller
at Miami. Hausman’s public statements have simply
noted that the polls show Rockefeller to be the strong-
est candidate for Connecticut, a fact even ardent Nixon-
ians will not contest. The Chairman called the rumors
of a deal “pure fabrication.”

.Assured of electing two Nixon delegates from
Fairfield’s Fourth Congressional District, as well as two
from eastern Connecticut’s Second District, the con-
servatives nevertheless jolted the party’s equilibrium by
nominating J. William Middendorf, the very conserva-
tive treasurer of the national GOP, to contest the state
leadership for one of the four at-large positions on
the Connecticut delegation. ‘

To make room for Middendorf, the Fairfield group
will try to oust either National Committeewoman Tina
Harrower or State Vice-Chairman Anna-Mae Switaski
from the delegation. Since the targets of the move are
the only two women slated to be sent to Miami from
Connecticut, the removal of either would deprive the
Nutmeg State of a key convention committee seat spe-
cifically earmarked for a female. ' '

Meanwhile, the coalition was being attacked on
the other flank by Abner Sibal, the moderate ex-repre-
sentative from Fairfield’s Fourth District, who cgﬂ-
lenged May’s candidacy over the issue of Vietnam,
attacking his noncommittal call for an end to the war
through “new leadership.” But May’s support, even
among Fairfield moderates, remains secure.

lllinois: one last hurrah for
Everett Dirksen

“Yes, Virginia, Everett Dirksen is Illinois Republi-
canism,” even if he more often looks like a Jognson
Democrat. It will probably be Dirksen, not Percy, who
will have the major influence in Illinois’ important
delegation to the 1968 National Convention. For the
Illinois Republican National Convention Delegation is
being formed by the fiat of the very regular Republican
Establishment.

Although they made noises about building a delega-
tion of moderates “looking for a winner,” the operatives
of Senator Charles Percy have made no moves to get
these delegates elected because of a number of rude
shocks. There was first, the forced withdrawal of the
delegate candidacy of Congressman Donald Rumsfeld,
a personal friend and close political ally of Percy, after
the regular organization threatened to oppose him in the
congressional primary and to oust National Committee-
man Robert Stuart, another personal friend of Percy.

Then endorsements were given the candidacy of
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Richard Nixon in Illinois by Superintendent of Public
Instruction Ray Page, the highest elected state Republi-
can, by William E. Rentschler, a young but perennial
GOP candidate and by House Minority Whip Leslie
Arends, (Arends seldom speaks on national politics
without first clearing it with Senator Dirksen.) If there
is hope for Rockefeller in the land of Lincoln, it lies
in part in Ev’s propensity to flip-flop, as our sources
tell us he is now planning to do on Vietnam, Harold
Rainville, Dirksen’s Administrative Assistant in Illinois,
will be important in deciding where the Senator puts
his political weight within the state.

@ In the GOP gubernatorial race, there are now two
mayoral candidates, plus a possible spoiler in the person
of former Governor William Stratton. The real battle
centers around a clash between Richard Ogilive, Presi-
dent of the Cook County (Chicago) Board of Commis-
sioners and former Sheriff, and John Henry Altorfer,
1964 candidate for Lieutenant Governor on the ticket
with Charles Percy. This clash, in substance, offers no
more than a onality contest, buttressed by power
struggles inside various regular county committees be-
tween the traditional downstate “pols” who lined up
behind Altorfer and the “Y-R syndicate” elders who are
represented by Ogilvie.

In contrast, the other statewide offices ate marked
by harmony. The Republican nominees have familiar
names; a Carpentier, the son of the late Illinois Secre-
ta? of State and party power is running for his father’s
old job. Scott, former state treasurer and loser toPercy
in a viciously personal 1964 gubernatorial primary, is
running without major opposition for Attorney Gen-
eral. Dwyer, a national coordinator in 1960 of Citizens
for Nixon-Lodge and in 1964 of Citizens for Gold-
water-Miller, is running unopposed for Lieutenant
Governor with the professional campaign aid of Whit-
aker & Baxter. The prospects ate for a strong state
Republican ticket running against a Daley machine-made
collection of Democratic mediocrites. The Republicans
will show some visible wounds post-primary and little
progressivism because—need we repeat it?—*"yes, Vir-
ginia, ‘Evereétt Dirksen s Illinois Republicanism.”

lowa: GOP gains likely with a

strong national ticket

The outlook for moderate Republicans in Iowa this
year appears very good. There is a chance of winning
both a te seat and the Governorship, and if 2 mod-
erate Presidential candidate demonstrates any likelihood
of being nominated and looks like a stronger contender
against LB] than Nixon, he can expect substantial back-
ing from the Iowa delegation.

In the Senate race, the two strongest Republican
candidates opposing Democratic Governor Harold E.
Hughes for the seat vacated by Bourke Hickenlooper are
State Senator David Stanley, a2 “dovish” moderate, and
former Congressman James Bromwell, a “hawkish”
conservative. There is a third contender for the Repub-
lican nomination, a Des Moines insurance man, Wx.lﬁmn
N. Plymat who has announced himself as a e can-
didate and an opponent of the draft. However, he is not
likely to get party support, since Stanley offers Republi-
can moderates a better chance for victory.

Either Stanley or Bromwell will have a difficult
fight against Hughes. Governor Hughes' margin of vic-
tory in 1964 was over 429,000 votes, 689, of the vote.
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In 1966, he achieved a 100,000 vote margin, with 559,
of the vote. The Iowa Poll of January 28 indicates:

Hughes . 519,  Hughes 51%,

Stanley 319, Bromwell 27%,

undecided 189, undecided 229,

A poll run by the Des Moines Register of GOP
county chairmen and vice chairmen, gave Stanley 2815,
votes (the half vote for an undecided response), Brom-
well 28145, and Gross (no longer a contender) 18. The
poll was conducted before Plymat’s entry, but there is
no indication of any substantial backing for him. Since
Gross is a conservative, Bromwell can be expected to get
his support and therefore holds a slight edge. But he is
known as a lazy campaigner. Stanley, who has been
campaigning vigorously since August, has a good chance
of beating him inththe pri 9§see the article on Stan-
ley’s campaign in the Jan 1968 FORUM),

7 In tll::‘gn etnatélriame, the Democratic nominee
will probably be State Treasurer Paul Franzenburg, a
defender of the Hughes administration and very likely
a strong contender. There is a five man contest for the
Repulican nomination between Robett D. Ray, Robert
K. Beck, Donald E. Johnson, John Knudson, and Colo-
nel Henry.

Ray, the former Republican State Chairman is the
most important leader of the state’s moderates and is
given much of the credit for rebuilding the state party
after 1964,

Robert Beck, the publisher of the Centerville Iowe-
gian, has previou.lsl}{l served a term in the State Legislature
and on the State Highway Commission. He is quite con-
servative.

Johnson, who served as National Commander of
the American Legion in 1964-65, is extremely conser-
vative,

Both‘ﬂohn Knudson and Colonel Henry are nui-
sance candidates, although Henry may prove trouble-
some, since he has a sizeable amount of money to spend
on his campai,

It seems lﬁly that Bob Ray will receive the guber-
natorial nomination. Beck and Jobnson appeal to the
same group thus dividing it, and Beck’s past perfor-
mance has shown him to be a poor campaigner, a fact
that will probably divide his 1966 support. Also, Ray
stands to gain some conservative support due to his per-
formance as Party Chairman. His popularity with coun-
ty chairmen will stand him in stead should the

nominee be chosen at a party convention. Iowa law re-

quires that if no candidate receives 359, of the primary
vote, the nominee must be chosen at ::aim.rty convention.

. With d to the ernatorial race itself, the
lowa Poll published Jany 28 in the Des Moines Sun-
day Register shows the relative strength of both Ray

and Beck opposing Paul Frazenburg:
Ray 319,  Beck 30%
Franzenburg 319,  Franzenburg 349,

undecided 389, undecided 36%

There was no Iowa Poll indicating the strength of
Johnson, Knudson, or Colonel Henry. There seems a
good chance that Ray will be nominated and elected.
Ray’s old post of G&P State Chairman, meanwhile, is

now filled by Jack Warren of Black Hawk County
(Waterloo). Warren belongs to the moderate, urban-
oriented element in the Iowa GOP. His emphasis is,
like Ray Bliss’, on careful organization, and he usually
avoids divisive ideological disputes.

In the Congressional races, the seven incumbents
are sure to run, The five Republican seats seem secure,




although Schwengel’s and Kyl's might be endangered
if LB] were to carry Jowa, but this coattail assist seems
unlikely.

Of the two Democratic seats, John Culvet’s in the
Second District might be captured, but the Fifth District
with Neal Smith is fairly secure.

There are three Republican contenders for Cul-
ver’s seat: State Senator Tom Riley, one of the most
liberal Republicans in the Iowa Senate, whose vote-get-
ting ability has been demonstrated in mainly Democra-
tic constituencies; Jowa House Speaker Maurice Barin-
ger who, though more conservative than Riley, is stll
a moderate; and State Senator John Walsh who must be
fairly liberal since his Dubuque constituency is normally
Democratic. ‘

Whoever is nominated — and Tom Riley would
?robably be the toughest opponent — will need help

rom the top of the ticket.

In the presidential race there is now no evidence to
support the first ballot projection included in the De-
cember FORUM awarding all 24 Jowa delegates to
Nixon, In 1964, 10 of the 24 — one of them the pres-
ent Republican State Chairman Jack Warren — held for
Scranton, and the moderates are even stronger now.
Even the conservatives are favoring the strongest pos-
sible candidate, realizing the need for help at the top
to achieve local victories. Pragmatism and realism are
characteristic, and although personally they may prefer
Nixon, half at least might support a moderate.

Results for the Des Moines Register poll of county
chairmen and vice chairmen published Jaouary 28 in
which there were 74 answers to 190 questionnairs repre-
senting more than half the 99 counties showed:

Nixon 36
Rockefeller 25
Reagan 815
Percy 215
Romney

The latest Iowa Poll published Feb 4 in the
Des Moines Sunday Register revealed that all the above
candidates were leading LBJ in Iowa. Rockefeller was
the strongest, leading Johnson 529, to 289, with 20%
undecidedg.

Jowa sends 24 delegates: 2 from each of the 7
Congtressional districts and 10 at-large. The at-large
delegates are likely to be more conservative than the
delegation as a whole, which will be a source of poten-
tial strength for a moderate candidate. Iowa Republi-
cans would like to see coattail victories for local can-
didates. The lessons of 1964 were icularly bitter,
and Republican leaders have not forgotten that ex-

perience.

Ohio: Governor Rhodes hangs loose

Concern about Governor Rhodes’s presidential pre-
dilections began in mid-February. Certain Cleveland Re-
ublicans, believing that the Governor would throw
hio’s delegation to Richard Nixon, announced their
plan to run delegates in the May primary ple;ifed to
Nelson Rockefeller. OplI‘)osite motives prompted Con-
gressman John Ashbrook to organize an independent
slate of Republicans in the primary in Ohio’s Seven-
teenth District, Ashbrook, an arch-conservative, feared
that Rhodes might deliver the Ohio delegation to the
New York Governor.

TO HIS COY CANDIDATE

(with apologies to Andrew Marvell)

Had we but world enough, and time,
This coyness, Rocky, were no crime.
We would sit down and think which way
To wait and fight some other day.

Thou by the Hudson River's side
Shouldst delegates find: I to bide

My time and complain. I would

Ask you ten years before you stood,

And you should, if you please, refuse

Till the conversion of Strom Thurmond’s views.
Your band wagon should grow

Vaster than Barry’s and more slow;

An hundred years should go to praise
Thine bills and on thy record gaze:

Two hundred to adore each term,
Won't that make Bill Buckley squirm?
An age at least to every part,

And you will win your party’s heart.

For, Rocky, you deserve this fate

Nor would I lure at faster rate.

But at my back I always hear
Lyndon’s winged Cadillac hurrying near;
And yonder all before us lie
Years of vast uncertainty.

Thy wisdom shall not mean a thing,
Unless your hat gets in the ring.
My echoing plea will seem a joke
To the Birchers whom you provoke,
And your reluctance turn to dust
Every moderate’s hope and trust.
Albany’s a fine and dandy place,
But now you must get in this race.

Now, therefore, while there’s time,
Start the polls on an upward climb,
And while George Romney’s bid expires,
Gird thyself for campaign fires.
Now let us sport while we may,
And fight that man called L. B. J.;
That we may rob him of his power
Before his ego seeks more to devour.
Let us roll all our strength and all
Our programs up into one ball,
And drop your foes with one bowl,
As a Miami win becomes the goal;
Thus, though we cannot make Dick Nixon
Stand still, yet we will make him run.

— W. K. WOODS
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The Governor launched a new journalistic guessing
game when he agreed to introduce Nixon to a Republi-
can Women’s organization in Cincinnati on April 2nd.
‘Reporters hope to gauge which way Rhodes leans by ob-
serving how he treats Nixon. A glance at a list of
Ohio’s at-large delegates and at the names of Republi-
cans who will represent the first two Congressional Dis-
tricts indicates that if Rockefeller or any other moderate
wishes to receive Ohio’s votes, his only chance will be
to bargain with Rhodes. These delegates look conser-
vative indeed, and Hamilton County Republican Chair-
man Gordon Scherer already broadcasts his approval of
Nixon.

The Democrats, meanwhile, are having their own

troubles. No one wishes to predict who will win be-
tween Gilligan and Lausche. Democrat officials and oz-
ganized labor support Gilli but flocks of indepen-
dents and Republicans may decide to select 2 Democratic
ballot this May. To hef; Lausche’s cause, Governor
Rhodes maneuvered to place his $850 million revenue
bond issue on the ballot in November instead of May.
Ohio’s senior Senator favors this type of revenue bond,
but a similar proposal lost by a large ma.ttgm last spring.
By postponing a vote on the bond issue, the Rhodes Ad-
ministration eliminated an issue that Gilligan might
have pounced upon. The former Congressman spends
his time in Ohio’s large cities discussing Lausche’s nega-
tive voting record on utban programs,
@  The Ohio Legislature just finished a busy session.
Moderate Republicans in alliance with the Democratic
minority scotched most of the inflammatory aspects of
the House's punitive anti-riot bill. Compromises made
this piece of legislation much milder “law and
‘order” legislators originally intended. Both bodies dis-
cussed the possibility of yearly sessions, and they ap-
Pproved salary increases for themselves. A move to re-
lieve personal property tax burdens was shelved, while
no significant social legislation was enacted during Jan-
uary and February.

;South Dakota: 1968 nominations may

be uncontested

. Senator Karl Mundt has formed and announced a
Nixon-pledged slate of delegates to the Republican Na-
ttional Convention. On the list of delegates are such
prominent membets of the Goldwater 1964 organization
as Jack Gibson, Goldwatet’s state chairman from Sioux
Falls and Kenneth Kellar, who helped form a Gold-
‘water-pledged delegation in 1964. Also appearing on
ithe slate is former . Governor Archie Gubbrud who
headed an “unpledged” slate to the 1964 convention.
‘This unpledged slate, by the way, received nearly two-
‘thirds of the primary vote that year.

t A Rockefeller organization has been forming in the
istate. It agpea.ts to be headed by State Senator Carl T.
‘Burgess who was at one time majority leader in the State
House of Representatives. Now that Rockefeller has
iwithdrawn, it is unlikely that his supporters will con-
'test the June Fourth primary

’ In a private poll conducted mid-February, Nixon
appeared to have a strong lead with 43,3, of the voters
.favoring him, against Rockefeller 149}, Ronald Reagan
8.1%, George Romney 7.19, and 219, undecided. The
fact that the quite popular senior Senator will be head-
ing the Nixon delegation and that no prominent state-
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wide name has so far agreed to serve on the Rockefeller
slate may create additional problems.

In the gubernatorial race, incumbent Attorney Gen-
eral Frank L. Farrar, a young and relatively progressive
candidate, seems to have a clear field. The most pro-
minent primary opposition candidate to Mr. Farrar, Dr.
G. Robert Bartron, State Senator from Watertown,
withdrew from the race on Feb: 26, and on March
4 State Senator Richard F. Kneip, probably the most
threatening Democratic candidate, withdrew from the
Democratic primary despite the fact that petitions had
been circulating in his name. Mr. Farrar has decided to
hold himself completely apart from any primary race for
delegates to the National Convention.

In the Senatorial race, there is no firmly announced
Republican candidate to oppose U.S, Senator George S.
McGovern. It appears most likely that Governor Nils
A. Boe will enter the Republican primary for this race.
There is still a possibility that former governor Archie
Gubbrud will oppose Boe, though reliable informants
say that Gubbrud has stated that he will not seek the
nomination if Boe does.

Washington: how to rig a political
suicide

Former Washington Republican State Chairman
Bill Walters of Tacoma wanted to attend his precinct
caucus, for that is where the selection of Presidential
delegates begins in Washington, as in many states. But
when he telephoned his county committee, and then his
precinct committeeman, he repeatedly was given the
run-around. Finally, on Tuesday, March 5, the da
caucuses were supposed to be held, Walters got t.hrougg
to his precinct committeeman to try again to find out
the caucus time and place; only to learn that the meeting
bad been held the night before. “Where were you?” the
committeeman asked slyly. “We put a notice of the
m;)eecgng on a telephone poll in the alley of your own
block.” o
~ The right-win in Washington were having a
good time. They had rigged the caucuses so that no
matter how many moderates came out, the rightist cause
was all but-assured of success. Here is how it was done.

First, the GOP Chairman of King County — Seattle
and suburbs — had appointed some 700 people to va-
cant committeeman positions (out of 2070 total), and
ran a quiet campaign to get moderate committeemen to
resign. The technique in the latter instance was to
telephone the committeeman with a long list of chores
to be accomplished in the immediate future. When the
committeeman demurred, he was told someone else in
the precinct was willing to assume the job and asked
whe&er he would like to resign, .-

Then the Kn;g County Republican Executive Board
decided that in addition to the delegates elected at the
caucus (the committeeman is an automatic delegate and
one other is elected), some 475 extras would be ap-
pointed by the Chairman and his associates. Since only
1300 precincts held caucuses, 2600 committeemen and
electej, delegates will go to the legislative district con-
ventions, where they will be joined b[ the additional ap-
pointees representing nearly 159, of the total. Almost

all of the appointees will be hand-picked right-wingers.
Then the National Committeewoman, Mrs. Fran
Cooper of Seattle, produced a statement that only




“known” Republicans should be admitted to the cau-
cuses since the state has no registration by party.
“Known” she defined as those having contributed
money or wotk to the organization. Implicitly, indepen-
dents, dissident Democrats and even many Republicans
“unknown” to the precinct committeemen were to be
excluded.

Next County Chairman Rogstad refused to let the
local Draft Rockefeller Committee, or the newspapers,
have a list of precinct committeemen or a list of when
and where the caucuses were to be held. Divulging
that privileged information was solely up to the com-
mitteemen, who, presumably, would advise all the
“known” Republicans personally. However, other in-
terested persons were invited to go through a long pro-
cess of telephoning first the County Committee, then the
District Chairman, then the precinct committeeman, who
might or might not be helpful. Some printed notices
also were distributed in case the committeeman felt
like posting them — as in Bill Walter’s alley.

If all this rigging wasn’t sufficient, many caucuses
were held at peculiar times and, in some cases, switched
from the times they were originally scheduled to earlier
ones. Rockefeller backers in suburban Bellevue  Pre-
cinct 16 arrived at the home of Mrs. Sally O’Neil, for
example, on Tuesday night to find a sign advising that
the caucus had been held the night before and that the

recinct committeewoman had so informed those indi-
viduals to whom she felt “obligated.”

The rigging did not end even after the caucuses. De-
spite the demands of Camden Hall, Co-Chairman of the
Draft Rockefeller Committee, County Chairman Rog-
stad has repeatedly refused to release the names of those
individuals elected delegates and is unlikely to do so
before the legislative district caucuses in April, after
which, incidentally, he can appoint still additional dele-
gates to the state convention. He says that Nixon dele-
gates outnumber Rockefeller delegates 2 to 1 and that
Reagan has almost as many as Rockefeller. But the
Rockefeller people’s own study shows Nixon and Rocke-
feller neck and neck, with Rea virtually out of the
picture, As for the real facts of the matter, no one but
Rogstad knows for sure,

The same sort of byzantine procedures no doubt are
being played out in other states, and many persons ate
beginning to wonder if only the most overwhehningi{
popular moderate can ever win in such a system.
Washington poll conducted by Opinion Research of
California has shown that only Nelson Rockefeller
could carry the state against President Johnson, yet
many here believe that in the caucus-convention ap-
paratus Nixon will get the first ballot votes of nearly the
entire state Republican delegation to Miami next sum-
mer. There is even strong suspicion that those delegates
will really be Reagan supporters in disguise, for the
moderate Nixon representatives here — former Under
Secretary of Commerce Walter Williams and former
Seattle Mayor Gordon Clinton — have placed much of
their effort into the hands of Rogstad and Co., who want
the most conservative candidate possible.

Even under ideal circumstances, however, the com-
plicated process of precinct caucuses, followed by legis-
lative, county and state conventions, makes direct dem-
ocracy in electing the President of the United States a
mockery. Some several hundred King County precincts
held no caucuses at all, effectively disenfranchising the
residents of those precincts, There is no provision for
absentee votets — shut-ins, travellers, military personnel.

Further, the size of precincts in Washington State can
vary from 10 to 900 people, and well-attended caucuses
get the same number of delegates as those where the
committeeman and his wife are the only ons there.

This is a year of increasing frustration for champions
of popular democracy in America as they behold the
most important office in the land up for grabs by special,
kept organizations that in perhaps a majority of states,
like Washington, have little contact with the average
citizen. In Washington candidates for every political of-
fice, from Governor and U.S. Senator to county officials,
are chosen in an open, blanket primary where everyone
may cast his vote in secret and on neutral ground whose
location is known well in advance. Yet the candidate
for President is selected in a process inherently corrupt
enough to make Machiavelli blush,

The answer in Washington, and perhaps nation-wide,
simply is an extension of the p system to the
Presidency. A bill to that effect was passed by the Re-
publican House in Washington last year, but failed to
get out of committee in the Democratic Senate. Since
local supporters of Senator Eugene McCarthy are get-
ting not too much better treatment from their party or-
ganization, a coalition to achieve voting reform for
1972 seems hopeful of success. But that is a long time
to wait,

The lesson of Washington State applies in particular
to progressive Republican activists, most of whom ne-
glect the grubby business of precinct work until the
election season. Once again, as in 1964, this oversight
is likely to prove fatal. One may have infinite faith in
the judgment of the average American voter, but un-
fortunately, that individual seems to count less and less
in the stacked deck of “practical” politics.
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... a ferocious politician with an abrasive wit.""*
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“one of the most thoughtful and scholarly proposals yet projected into the Vietnam debate”

— Boston GLOBE

“] hope to make this the basis of all future discussion” — Senator Clifford Case

“Abrilliant analysis” — General James Gavin

“President Johnson says that no one has offered a ‘coherent alternative’ to his policy in Vietnam, but with
the publication of the Ripon Society’s The Reglities of Vietnam, he can no longer. Here is a coherent al-

ternative, well-reasoned and realistic.”

— Roger Hilsman, Assistant Secreary of State for
Far Eastern Affairs under Presidents Kennedy and Jchnson

THE REALITIES OF VIETNAM
A RIPON SOCIETY APPRAISAL

® Introductory Essays by Senator Mark Hatfield and Congressman Paul Findley

® Full presentation of Ripon’s confedral strategy

Leading experts analyze the factors influencing future negotiations: Professors Roger Fisher (Harvard
Law School), Fred C. lkle (RAND Corporation), |. Milton Sachs (Brandeis) .

® Republican discussion of political goals
® A special section on the Korean war
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Book Club Order Form

To: Ripon FORUM Book Club

14a Eliot Street
Cambridge, Mass. 02138

| wish to take advantage of the book discount open to
reacli:rs of the Ripon FORUM. Please send me the foliowing
books:
coples of The Republican Establishment by Stephen
Hess and David Broder, Publisher’s price $7.95.
Ripon FORUM readers price: $5.95. One of the
authors has agreed to autograph copies for Ripon
subscribers.

" Please have book autographedto: ..............

les of The Realities of Vietnam. Publisher’s price
$5.00 Ripon FORUM readers’ price $4.00.
coples of Southern Republicanism and the New South,
Ripon’s 129-page analysis of the GOP In eleven
Southern states. $2.00.
coples of From Disaster fo Distinction, the Ripon
analysis of the 1964 elections with a final section
charting a program for the GOP in the 1970’s. $1.00.

‘[0 check this box for your ‘free bonus copy of Southem
Republicanism and the New South, with each order
of $8.00 or more.

1 understand that all purchases must be pald in ad-
vance to be eligible for the discount.

My check or money order for $ is enclosed. (Mass-
achusetts residents add 3% sales tax.)

This Is your mailing label. Please fill in clearly.
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“An invaluable guide
throughout the election year”*
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The ¢ 0 p/f

by Stephen Hess and David S. Broder

“Lively profiles of leading contenders for the
Republican Presidential nomination — Romney,
Nixon, Percy and Reagan — are the best part
of the book . . . It will be an invaluable guide to
anyone throughout the eléction year and students
of politics will consult it long after then.”
—~%NORMAN C, MILLER, Wall Street Journal
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1967 ANNUAL REPORT
A Year of Growth

The past year has been the most successful in the
Ripon Society’s history. Membership, FORUM subscrib-
ers, research contracts, studies, and contributions all
reached new highs. Major progress was made toward
expanding our monthly publication, the Ripon FORUM,
and building a competent full-time professional staff.

FORUM During 1967 the FORUM was
transformed in stages from a small newsletter into a
magazine. Twelve issues were produced, up from nine
in 1966, and total pages increased to 148 from 64. Paid
circulation at year's end was approximately double the
figure for the year earlier. In December of 1967 the
services of a full-time FORUM editor, with extensive pro-
fessional experience, were engaged, putting us in an excel-
lent position to continue the magazine’s growth in the
coming year.

During the year past several FORUM pieces received
major press attention, particularly articles such as “The
View from Colorado Springs,” a report on the Republican
Governors’ Association, and ‘“The Current Picture,” an
assessment of the Presidential Race. Four 1967 features
were widely reprinted in national and college newspapers.

BOOKS Sales of Ripon books continued

at a brisk pace in 1867, though
they are not fully reflected in the financial statement as
a considerable portion of the revenue produced was re-
ceived as publisher’s advances in prior years. The remain-
ing stock of Election 64 was sold during the past year
and a number of orders could not be filled. Sales of

Southern Republicanism and the New South were below
expectation despite considerable favorable publicity but
sales of From Disaster to Distinction were good, in excess
of 20,000, and should continue strong through the No-
vember 1968 election. Near the end of the year we
entered into a contract with Public Affairs Press of
Washington, D.C. to publish a Ripon work in the spring
of 1968 tentatively entitled The Realities of Vietnam.
Work has begun on several other Ripon books.
PAPERS The Society issued five white
papers in 1967, up from three in
1966, covering a wide range of subjects. They were:
® On the Fringe of Freedom: The Rights of the
Mentally Il
©® The Negative Income Tax: A Republican Pro-
posal to Help the Poor
® The Myth of Bipartisanship: A Call for Repub-
lican Foreign Policy Initiative
® Overkill at Omaha: Analysis of the Young
Republican National Federation
® The Realities of Vietnam: A Call for New
Departures in American Foreign Policy
All received press attention, though “The Negative In-
come Tax,” “Overkill at Omaha,” and “The Realities of
Vietnam” were most widely covered. The Negative In-
come Tax was selected as the National College debate
topic for the 1967-1968 season enabling us to considerably
broaden the audience for our paper on that subject.
The pressure generated by *“Overkill at Omaha” was
one of the factors which enabled Republican National
Chairman Bliss to impose some long needed reforms on
the party’s Young Republican branch. A number of foreign
embassies requested coples of our Vietham analysis. The
paper won the respect of those familiar with Southeast
Asjan policy, and we have received several indications
that it is having an impact on our government’s planning

data in bold face type)

May 1 ARKANSAS: Filing deadline for guberna-
tortal, senatorial and congressional candi-
dates for the July 30 primary. Voter regis-
tration deadline for July 30 primary.

2 NEW JERSEY: Republican National Com-
mittee campaign management seminar for
Eastern States; Princeton University, Prince-
ton. Lasts through May 5.
ﬁEOiGIA: State convention. Lasts through

ay

4 NEBRASKA: Deadline for Voter registra-
tion for May 14 Presidential Primary.
VIRGINIA: State covention, Lasts through

May. 4.

4 MISSISSIPPI: Voter registration deadline
for June 4 state primary.
NORTH CAROLINA: State primary.

ing.

6 RHODE ISLAND: State convention.

7 D.C.: Presidential (1964 results: 9
unpledged delegates elected on 1st ballot, 4
voted for Goldwater, 5 for Scranton).
IDAHO: Candidate filing deadline for Aug-
ust 6 state primary.
INDIANA: Presiden (1964 re-
sults: Goldwater 67%, Stassen 26.8%).
OHIO: Presidential Primary (1964 result:
Governor James A. Rhodes ran as a “favorite

son”).

9 ALASKA: State convention. Lasts through
May 12.

10 MAINE: State convention. Lasts through
May 11.

UTAH: Filing deadline for state and local
candidates in September 10 state primary.
WYOMING: State convention.

GOP POLITICAL CALENDAR FOR MAY

(Compiled from materials supplied by the Republican National Committee — Presidentlal nomination

11 HAWAII: State convention.

SOUTH CAROLINA: Voter registration
deadline for June 11 state primary.

14 ILLINOIS: Voter registration deadline for
June 11 primary. :
NEBRASKA: Presidential primary (1964
results: Goldwater 49.5%, Nixon write-in
31.5%, Lodge write-in 16.2%, and Rockefeller
write-in 1.7%).

WEST VIRGINIA: Presidentinl primary
(1964 results: Rockefeller ran unopposed; 9
delegates were uncommitted, 3 favored Gold-
water, 2 supported Rockefeller).

NEW YORK: Filing deadline for state and
local candidates in June 18 primary.

18 SOUTH DAKOTA: Voter registration dead-
line for June 4 Presidential primary.

18 VERMONT: State convention.

23 UTAH: Republican National Committee
campaign management seminar for Western
States; University of Utah, Salt Lake City.
Lasts through May 26.

TENNESSEEF: State convention,

FLORIDA: Presidential primary (1964 re-
sults: Goldwater 41.9%, unpledged 58.1%; 32
of 34 unpledged delegates voted for Gold-
water on the 1st ballot).

KENTUCKY: State primary.

OREGON: Presidential primary (1964 re-
sults: Rockefeller 339, Lodge 27.7%, Gold-
water 17.6%, Nixon 16.89%, Smith 2.9%, and
Scranton 2.0%).

30 Republican National Committee campaign
management seminar for Central States; In-
giana2Un1versity, Bloomington. Lasts through
une 2.
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in that important area.

CONTRACT Contract research was one of
the fastest growing areas of Ripon
RESEARCH B-C%Vl?ti'ehl 1967. This service wes

organized to meet the need of candidates, officeholders and
Party organizations for carefully prepared analyses on
which to base speeches, legislation, and decision-making.
The research is undertaken on a confidential basis.” Dur-
ing 1967 several contracts were completed while others
were in the process of completion at year end. The
market for this service is expanding. Whether Ripon’s
activity in this area also expands will depend in large
measure upon our ability to attract a capable staff to
handle this aspect of our operation.
MEDIA The Ripon Society’s public visi-
. bility - clearly increased in 1967.
Attention given.to the group by columnists, news re-
porters, authors, the wire services, magazines, radio and
television news was greater than in any past year. Sig-
nificantly, secondary references to Ripon, not prompted
by any particular activity of the group, increased mark-
edly during the course of the year. We are becoming
a publicly recognized symbol and one that may do much
to improve the acceptance of the Republican Party by
several important groupsNin sodety(.:h tors dded
APT 0 new ap were al

CH ERS in 1967, but important progress
toward chapter formation was made. Several new forms
of organization were developed and tested. One is the
Ripon Luncheon Group. The first such group was success-
fully organized in Boston in the fall of 1967. Another is
the Ripon Study Group. The first of these was started
at Williams College in the latter part of 1967. We
expect these groups to serve as models for those interested
in organizing Ripon groups in other commpnities.

. Our existing chapters maintained or increased their
level of activity during the year.

;- 'The Los Angeles chapter actively promoted Ripon
publications and laid the basis for the formation of new
Ripon groups in its area, It continues to study and report
on political phenomena in the Golden State.

; The New York chapter moved to new offices, en-
gaged the services of a part time research director and
considerably expanded its membership. It completed sev-
eral research projects and made material progress on
others. The group markedly increased its schedule of
public programs.

) The New Haven chapter has completed a busy year
combining research with political activism as has the
Boston chapter. Both had busy schedules of symposia,
panel discussions, and-speakers and completed major re-
search projects. And both were active contributors to
campaigns and party conferences in their areas.

Groups in Dallas, Washington, D. C,, Seattle, San
Francisco, and Chicago organized to apply for chapter
status, and a number of inquiries were received from
individuals interested in organizing new Ripon groups.

: ‘ In 1967 the Ripon Society took
'ORGAN|ZATION the first steps toward creating

a competent professional staff. In June, the services of a
full-time executive director were secured and, as previ-
ously mentioned, in December a full-time FORUM editor
was added. Toward the end of the summer we were able
to engage the services of a full-time Washington co-
ordinator for a nine-month period. At year’s end the
Society moved into expanded offices in Cambridge with
three times ‘as much floor space as the old quarters.
Today the Society has four full-time and three part-time

employees. As in th ‘ b d
- in the past, contributions an

FINANCE other income increased in 1967
‘though not as rapidly as had been hoped at the beginning
of the year. Several offers of help with fundraising did
not result in contributions, and others produced consider-
ably less than had been promised. Chapter fundraising
efforts were disappointing. Despite these setbacks, we
were able to markedly increase the number of Ripon
contributors, from 67 to 156 and the -total contribution
to the Society. The increase was greatest in medium and
small contributions. This represents important progress
as a broadening contributor base increases the Society's
financial stability and enables us to minimize broad
swings in income from this source.
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In 1967, for the first time, the increase in income
from sales and services exceeded the increase in income

from contributions.
As 1967 drew to a close, moder-

OUTLOOK ate Republican chances of secur-
ing the 1968 presidenfial nomination' were steadily in-
creasing, though still slim. Moderate prospects are based
on the growing realization among Republican Party pro-
fessionals that a moderate Presidential nominee gives the
party its best chance of recapturing the White House
and making solid gains in Congressional and state elec-
tions.

For the Ripon Society, as for the Republican Party,
1968 is a crucial year. The Society is well positioned for
growth., An expanded staff, magazine, and research capa-
bility give us the capacity to take advantage of the many
opportunities available to the Society. But whether Ripon
is able to make a significant contribution to the political
dialogue will depend, in larger measure, on our fund-
raising success or failure. With adequate financial back-
ing we can foster the development of new chapters,
increase our research output, and materially broaden the
FORUM’s readership base. As things now stand, the
Ripon Society expects to double the scale of its opera-
tions in 1968.

FINANCIAL REPORT*

Receipts 1965 1966 1967
Contributions and

Dues $15,622 $23,143 $29,300
FORUM Subscriptions 2,100 5,161 8,987
Publications 2,075 2,257 1,652
Research Services —_ 3,000 7,001
Miscellaneous 631 460 125
TOTAL RECEIPTS $20,428 $34,021 $47,065
Expenditures

FORUM Printing

& Distribution $ 1,136 § 4,068 $ 8,783.59
FORUM Salaries

& Materials B s 3,121.51
TOTAL
FORUM $ 1,136 $ 4,068 $11,905.10
Publication &
Research 858905 § 4,241 §$ 4,855.44
Press Releases &
Communication —_ 1,542 2,191.97
National Organization
. & Coordination —_ 1,428 1,675.05
Fundraising &
Promotion 3,222 3,137 3,493.28
Attendance at
National Meetings
and Conferences 841 954 758.60
Staff Salaries
Secretaries 3,821 6,356 9,231.52
Executive Director  ~—— 440 5,000.00
Other 450 2,905 1,350.19
TOTAL
SALARIES §$ 4,271 § 9,701 $15.581.71
Payments to
Chapters — —  1,373.35
General Operating
Expenses $ 3975 § 5441 $ 5,907.58

Special Projects 578 1,381 —
TOTAL EXPENDITURES
$19,018 $31,803 $47,742.08
*National budget only. Does not include chapter
budgets.

#*#Tncluded under staff salaries, subheading ‘“‘other” in
these years. )




LETTERS: Flexible Exchange Rates
(From page 2) - ,

The advantages of a floating rate are great. The bal-
ance of payments would be brought into adjustment auto-
matically through changes in the price of the dollar.
Domestic consumers would be little affected by minor
changes in the rate. Capital controls would become un-
necessary and any balance of payments rationale for
tariffs or quotas would disappear. Fiscal and monetary
tools would be freed for application to domestic goals with-
out having to-look over our shoulder to see how the
bankers and hoarders of Europe were reacting. e

This proposal means- that foreigners would have the
same reasons for holding dollars as Americans have. The
dollars buy and will buy a fairly definite volume of goods.
Instead of backing the dollar with a few billions in gold
we would back it with hundreds of billions in goods,
services and securities.

The fears expressed about floating rates are two-fold.
Some fear the exchange rate will fluctuate excessively
and that uncertainty about the rate will stifle trade.
Others fear that fluctuating rates will remove the bal-
ance of payments as an uncontestable restraint on the
politicians’ weakness for inflation.

Fluctuations would not be excessive. The one recent
example of a major currency on a floating basis, the
Canadian dollar between 1950 and 1960, showed only
minor fluctuations during that time. Supply and demand
considerations, with the help of smart speculators, ought
to keep the rate at the level that “fundamental” condi-
tions warrant and help smooth the transition from one
fundamental rate to another. Further, the development
of robust forward markets ought to help reduce the risk
of those engaging in trade.

As for inflation fears, fixed exchange rates do not
seem to have stopped inflation in Europe, nor did flexible
rates lead to rampant inflation in Canada. The argument
here often boils down to this: ‘“we bankers know better
than you politicians—if it was not for our restraint,
you would always engage in inflationary orgies.” Such
an argument is out of place in a democratic society. De-
cisions as to growth, inflation, unemployment ought to
be in the hands of the political leaders—our leaders—
with the bankers as advisers, not as dictators. Freely
floating rates will give responsible political authorities
more room to maneuver. In any case, opponents could
read the costs of any “inflationary” policy in the morn-
ing’s quotations on exchange markets. There would be
little doubt about the costs of excess demand. Under
current practice, the costs of restraints in loss of jobs,
trade opportunities, and investment opportunities cannot
be evaluated at all clearly.

Given the menu of choices that confronts us at
present, a floating exchange rate should be the choice
of the United States. The current system Is in serious
trouble and may never be able to right itself. The other
alternatives are impractical or are too costly, especially
for those in our society who need more growth and
more employment. A floating dollar may well be the
only way to keep the world monetary system from
sinking, LAWRENCE J. WHITE

MARTIN C. SPECHLER
Cambridge, Massachusetts
The writers are Teaching Fellows in Economies at

PROFESSOR HART REPLIES:

I value the opportunity to react to the interesting
letter by L. J. White and M. C. Spechler, with its recom-
mendation that international monetary problems be re-
solved by dropping fixed exchange parities and going over
to “floating exchange rates.” I would agree with them
that fixed parities are dangerous as between regions
which do not (like regions within the United States)
permit easy inter-regional movement of workers and
have a common government to take responsibility for
full employment and for .structural economic problems.
One reason that I want to see the United States and
Great Britain get out of ‘the key-currency business is
that both these countries need more scope to adjust
their exchange rates,

.-—-Yet- for—the -United States at-this point -to-let the
dollar rate start to “float” would in my judgment be
seriously disruptive. It is tempting to sy to theé French:
“As from this moment, we cease to -support the franc-
price of the dollar by exporting gold; you can choose
between letting the dollar depreciate and supporting it
yourselves.” But the French reaction would be one we
would not like. I would forecast that the Frence woul
reply;: 'We do not choose to let dollar-priced goods
gét cheaperon world markets relative to franc-priced
goods; therefore we will if necessary buy dollars to keep
U.S. exports from gaining what we consider an artificial
advantage., .. . : .
But we will not buy dollars to enable. U.S. companies
to, acquire French companies, or to finance U.S..military
activities, or to facilitate transfers of funds from U.Si
dollars into 'third currencies which may be used for
purposes we might heartily disapprove of.” In short, the
French . (and by the same logi¢ a number of other coun-
tries) would be led to compartmentalize the foreign-ex-
change market—irying to prevent the dollar from depreci-
ating insofar as it affects current goods-and-services trans-
actions, but to let it depreciate insofar as it affects capital
flows. This way lies a resurgence of the sort of economic
warfare we experienced in the 1930’s. For exchange con<
trol leads into segregation of an increasing number of
separately-controlled segments, and into “quantitative
controls” of imports (import quotas). The United States
is already taking chances of setting off such a reaction
with its attempt to control expenditures by U.S. touristsf
and with the threat (registered by a.formidable legislat
tive drive in Congress in 1967) of a great extension of
the existing breaches in the  international rules against
import quotas. A total collapse of the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade (“GATT”’) would very likely
ensue if we started using massive depreciation of the
dollar as a trade weapon. i
If economists are to thrash out before non-economists
issues of this sort, it should be stressed that there is 4
responsible proposal for a half-way house between fixed
and floating exchange rates. This is the “band proposal”
There is already room under the Articles of Agreement
of the International Monetary Fund for a currency’s for-
eign exchange value to fluctuate within a narrow band—
by 1% on each side of its parity. A strong body of
opinion among economists  urges that this band should
be widened to 5% or 10% on each side of parity. Such an
arrangement would leave room for substantial adjust:
ments, but would set limits to the fears of other coun:
tries threatened by depreciation and to the hopes of
speculators. It is conceivable—though far from certain;
in my view—that a move to such a System might be
feasible without setting off such a landslide of inter-
national evils as I would predict from announcing a
floating dollar rate without setting bounds. :
ALBERT G. HART .
New York, New York ;

VIETNAM CUSTOMER
Dear Sirs:

I have just received and read the September 1967
issue of the Ripon FORUM entitled “The Realities of
Vietnam.” I think this is the best proposal put forward
by anyone to date on the war here. I say this both from
first hand experience in International Voluntary Sérvices
in Vietnam and from academic experience at Brown
where I wrote my thesis on the National Liberation Front
of South Vietnam. I am very impressed with the scholar:
ship and thought that went into this report. I have read
so much on Vietnam that I have long since passed the sa-
turation point, but this report was refreshing . .. and I
even learned more about Vietnam. ;

I was surprised that I hadn’t heard of the Ripon
Society’s proposals earlier. They were mentioned by
Senator Percy on his last visit here when he spoke to
members of IVS. '

I encourage a wider distribution of the report. On
page 15 of the September 1967 issue it is stated that a
‘fully footnoted version of the paper and appendix will
be published separately . . /7 Has this been published
yet? If not, when will it be published?

i . CARL THAYER !
Saigon, South Vietnam

See page 20 for publication details — Ed.
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GUEST EDITORIAL

by Melvin R. Laird

Agenda for a GOP House

The house of Representatives very likely will be
gavelled to order next January by Republican Speaker
Jetry Ford of Michigan. If that happens, House Re-
publicans will take Eg:ver better prepared to use it
than ever before in history.

To some, I suppose, it may seem odd that the
best hope for innovation and effective problem-solving
lies with the GOP; but that happens to be where
most good ideas reside these days. To others who
blindly accept the stereotyped image of Congressional
Republicans as “‘obstructionists,” it will seem odder

ill for me to claim that the best chance for enact-
ment of innovative programs lies in a Republican
Congress. But that happens to be what all the activity
in the House of Representatives during the past three
years has been about.

Under our Conference structure, we have held
seminars and study groups ranging from balance of
payments to the negative income tax. We have created
task forces and issued papers, studied legislation and
sometimes succeeded in restructuring it. An unmis.
takeable Republican stamp is on such programs as
the Comprehensive Health Act (which consolidated
sixteen project and formula grants into a single bloc
grant) and the anti-crime legislation that passed the
House last year (another bloc grant).

These programs and others like them set forth
for all who care to notice the shape and style of what
a Republican Congress will set out to do next January.

Obviously, the specifics can only be outlined in
the briefest of terms here but a much fuller discus-
sion will shortly be available in baok form, As the
Editor and one of the 29 contributors to Republican
Papers (Doubleday and Co., Summer, 1968), I would
of course recommend it highly to the readers of
the Ripon FORUM,

In barest outline, the agenda for a GOP House
as I see it would include three broad categories: re-
organization; redirection; and innovation.

Reorganization—Here I'm talking about the Con-
gress itself. The reorganization bill passed by the
Senate has been bottled up by the Democratic ma-
jority for more than a year. A Republican House
would shake it loose. We would seek to make Congress
more than a bill factory and try to restructure its
internal makeup to allow for much greater oversight
and review of existing programs. Congtess’ neglect of
its oversight function validates to some extent charges
that Congress must bear a substantial part of the blame
for domestic ills and inadequate programs.

Redirection — One of the greatest needs is to
organize more logically some of the major programs
adg?nlizuered by the Executive Branch. Many programs
have outlived their original purpose; others actively
compound the problems they were designed to relieve;
still others are loosely administered angn very wasteful.
A Republican Congress would seek to squeeze as much
effectiveness as they will yield from the ill-conceived
and hastily enacte? programs that are on the books
until such time as many of them- can be consolidated
into functional grants, transferred to more proper lo-

cations, or replaced.

Examplés would include transferring community
health centers from OEO to the Public Health Service
and merging Head Start .now administered by OEO
with the preschool program in the Office of Education.
Another fertile area because of its direct cause-effect
relationship to civil rights problems and the crisis in
our cities would be the manpower programs. They now
overlap and duplicate each other in such different de-
partments as Labor, Defense, HEW, and the Poverty
Program and should all be consolidated under a single
administrative department.

In short, a Republican House would wotk to
c:;llyress the hundreds of existing programs into a
smaller, more sensible array of functional programs,
This would not necessarily reduce the number of fed-
eral dollars expended; it might even increase it. But
the potential of getting a much greater return on every
dollar spent would be greatly enhanced.

Innovation — The most hopeful area — and the
most promising—is the innovative. Clearly, our present
array of programs with their reliance on the categori-
cal technique, are not working. If we are going to
meet the problems of the cities and the tfe(;)rssed
tural areas, the problems of jobs and crime, the need
for better education and housing, and the need for
greater opportunities for all Americans, we clearly must
strike out in new and different directions,

It has been said that it takes a Democrat to con-
ceive a new and bold program but that it takes a Re-

ublican to run it properly. If that was ever true, I
on’t believe it is today. Republicans have always
been better managers, certainly. But today at least we
seem also to have a corner on the bold new programs,
The more exciting concepts being bandied about today
are mostly Republican-inspired—revenue-sharing, hu-
man investment, tax incentive programs, and the proper
harnessing of the private sector, to mention a few.

In the field of welfare, I think we should give
serious study to such programs as the Negative Income
Tax. But the major first step of a Republican Congress,
I would hope, would be to pave the way for the earliest
possible enactment of a broad system of revenue-
shating. My own legislative package (H.R. 5450),
which was followed in its major elements by the latest
Coordinating Committee statement, contains the two
crucial ingredients of tax rebates coupled with tax
credits. We need both a retutn of a portion of federal
income taxes to the states with no strings attached
and tax credits for the costs of education and for state
and local taxes paid.

I wish space permitted a fuller discussion of these
proposals. Based on our record and our efforts in the
past three years but especially in the last Session, I am
fully convinced that a Republican House would follow
the general pattern outlined here. I am convinced of
this because my colleagues in the House and Republi-
cans throughout the nation know both generally and
specifically that Republicans have better ways for Ameri-
cans to do things as we move into the last third of
the 20th century.




