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1. Iincoln's Birthday messafe - a few days late

We live in an
/unphilosovhical and democratic era

-
difficult to discuss questions of moraliby

i d
yet important practically for public support in democratic era/
rany aspects: &

1. US-USSR: cold war to detente -
n—Qﬁ 1..—*" WA U ""—Jﬂﬂ-\mh
2. difference between friends and adversaries o, . + a.bo,
5 3 . A W
3. need to maintain defense
4, how to be friendly with those who persecute Solzhenitzyn

5. Alliance with undemocratic regimes, Greece, Portugal, etec.

2. Lincoln

slavery morally wrong

- distinzuished self from Douglas "don't care"

- but also azainst avolitionists, who thouzht wmoral judgment that
slavery was wrong settled whole question

- attempt to abolish slavery would destroy Union and Constitution:
institutions and principles that were opposed to slavery

- one cuestion--is slavery wronz?--moral question, and no doubt
of answer

- another gquestion--what to do about it?--Political question and
lots of room for doubt .

- Lincoln sougzht to avoid provoking conflict--to end slavery
gradually and save the Union

- He souzht a poliecy that would assure all that slavery was in
“the course of ultimate extinction," but not by violence, and
not by unconstitutional means.



Analogy for the 1970's e

no doubt there are regimes we cannot approve or condone:
Communism, especially as practiced in Soviet Union
Suppression of ordinary freedoms«-speech and press
Suppression of rights to life, liberty, pursuit of happiness

not simply "ideological" differecnces--as if "they have their
vay, we ours”

we are not indifferent to injustice,
not morally neutral, we camnot follow a "don't care™ policy
such practices are unjust and we have no doubt about it

trisl by jury, presumption of innocence, legal (habeas cornus)

safeguards, ete.--these are not were preferences or whing;
these we know to be essential, indispensable characteristics
of decent govermments and we do not concede the rightness of
regimes that deny these elementary safeguards to life and
liberty.

Put, we know that regimes that protect these rights are rare
in history, including now, that a nation has a strange and
guestionable career iE it undertakes to correct the errors of
other sovereign nations even when there is no doubt of the
rightness of its position.

great sufferings follow from the cuixoctic, self-righteous
attempt to eradicate all evil in the world.

to recognlze that evil exists is important and a first step

what to do about it in international affairs is a different
guestion--especially in present time when war is such a ghastly
prospect X
and especially 1s this true for a superpower vhen confronted
by the only other superpover in the era of strategic nuclear
parity

confusion of rectitude of prineiples, and rectitude of the

nation /" E0R,
[~ < \
must acknowledge own flaws (= %
(= EY
w, o
meaning of self-rizhteousness and why it is scorned (; }
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some rules:

s e e D

i

1

US should not anprove, encouraze, foster, promote, aid or even
condone dictatorghip or tyrannical rule

US should distinruish itgelf from those who "don't care™ about
tyranny elsevhere in the ywrorld.

US should try as effectively as possible to desizn volicies to
discouraze tyrannical tendencies, encourage improvemente-
avoiding the worst: world conflict

£l

S should atate clesrly that detente doesn't mean friendship

with Soviet Union u

doesn't mean i1llusions aboub Soviét Union
doesn't mean anproval of injustice
doesn't mean we trust the Soviet Union

detente means reduction of tenslions that mizht lead to nuclear
conflict; it has o potential, over the years, to become
something more, but at present this is all it means,

detente means mtval resiraint based on practical awareress
of mutual danzer, ecuslly obvious to both sides, regardless of
differences of principle

detente is the less unpleasant side of the relations of
potential adversakies who cannot trust each other, but who would
rather avold war if possible.

Ve hope to avoid war that could lead to deaths of tens gnd hundreds of
millions, endless suffering for any survivors, and perhaps the
destruction of civilization,

that is a worthy and noble aim, but it may leave us in an
imperfect world. Ve seek and hope for improvements in harsh
regires, but we are not willing to pay any price for that goal.

if a cool and implacable aloofness will help to do it, we're for
that

i1f Alliance will do it, ete. /§j¥090
A just man can be hanpy--not perfectly hanny, but hapoy-- in/ﬁh
imperfeet world. The man who insists that happiness is not |2
possible because the world 1s not perfect, is perverse and ‘%
danzerous. A
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- FProm the start of the American Republic, the hone was that our
good example would be most effective in combatting tyranny
and promoting decent and limited zovernments. We have not
bean very admirable lately in eyes of world. That is one of
our most urgent tasks. Much of it dorestic.

Eut also in conduct of foreign affairs

- be clear on question of Justice
we are arainst:

* tyranny, dictatorship in a2l of its forms

¢ deprivation of rights
* denial of justice
* persecution

- with potential adversarics, we will be rnon-provoecative, firm
in our principles of rizht, moderate, restrained, non-crusading

- with Allies and potential Allies:
correct
encouragzing of improéements
willing to criticize, hoping to praise
- with those who share our principles:

friends
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July 26, 1974

The detente policy of the present Administration gives
rise to unfortunate misunderétandings primarily because it
is complex, and not simple. But complexity can be explained
i
.and understood, and it can be the basis of an effective
policy that seeks peace and security for the United States.
We must not allow the yearning for simplicity to stand
in the way of the great objective of finding a basis for peace
and decency in the world. It is just that yearning for

simplicity, in my opinion, that has led to an errorneous

analysis of detente in a recent column in The New York Times

(William Safire, International Herald-Tribume, June 28, 1974).



In that oolumn it was suggested that President Nixon
and Secretary Kissinger have been locked in a kind of combat
for the soul of American foreign policy--a rough and tumble
of giants that dwarfs the negotiations between Nixon and
Brezhnev,

Kissinger, according to this acount,wants to ignore the
immorality of the Soviet Union, while Nixon keeps in mind the

nature : i
evil/of the Soviets and their long-range intentions.

A close look at the speech the President gave in Annapolis
in June raises strong doubts that he then was, as is asserted,
under pressure to mouth an amoral position and that the speech
was a ''victory of amorality.'" Rather, it points up effectively
the sensibly complex nature of US foreign policy in seeking
to establish and strengthen detente.

Morality is a central thread throughout the speech:

"both pragmatism and moral forcé kad to be the double prongs
of any American foreign policy. A sense of moral purpose is
part of our heritage and part of the éradition of our foreign
policy. Pragmatism, realism, and technical efficiency must

not be the sole touchstone of our foreign policy."
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Does that sound like '"'the victory of amorality''? A
policy devoid of moral purpose, the speech continued, "would
have no roots or inspiration," and could not win support
from Americans, nor "deserve the respect of the world." How

can such words be call

4

d amorall

7]

The Administration view on morality in foreign policy
is not simple, but it can’ be intelligible and, compared to
the alternatives available, can be persuasively argued, as
in the Annapolis speech. 'Pragmatism and moral force are
the double prongs.'" '"Unrealistic idealism can be impractical
and potentially dangerous." We must not forgo results that
are good because they are not perfect. What could be more
sensible? "A blend of the ideal and the pragmatic in our
foreign policy is especially critical in our approach to
the Soviet Union." .

It has long been recognized by those who are concerned
with the problem of morality in action that conditions are
not always propitious for achieving the best results. For
that reason, moral action must be considered in two steps:

First, knowing the right and the wrong of the situati Q-Fdﬁé\

ERAL,
\

Second, judging what can be done about it.
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It is one thing to discern right and wrong, to judge
what is best. It is another thing to judge the circumstances
of a situation and know what can be achieved. This is only
to state the obvious difference between theoretical under-
standing and practical judgment: Life, after all,is not a
seminar,

The dominant view hgs always‘been that the Soviet
regime is wrong in its principles and harsh in its practices.
Most Americans are aware of and decry the suppression of
human liberty and the dénials of basic rights that characterize
the Soviét political system. Those in government are aware,
more fully than most observers with less access to the daily
flow of information about the growth and spread of Soviet
power, of the dangers to our safety and survival presented
by the Soviet Union. All of the public utterzances of both
Nixon and Kissinger show that éhey share an understanding of
the nature of the Soviet regime, and condemn it.

But moral judgment dces not by‘itself determine a course
of action nor set foreign policy. It is an appropriate

starting point, but only a starting point.




5.

In plain language, the problem can be stated this way:
We think the Soviets have an evil system and we don't like
what they do to their own citizens, nor do we like the
threat they pose to the rest of the world. What should we
do about it? And then we must add to the question, what
should we do about it in an era of nuclear strategic parity,
when any tonflict has the potential of escalating into a
globally terminal war?

It makes great sense, in that circumstance, to say what
was said in Annapolis, and yhat some deride as amoral: "Peace
between nations with totally different systems is also a
highly moral objective."

Marxism advocates the view that all evil can be eradicated
from the face of the earth if the enemies of the classless
society are'liquidated,with.the expectation that men can live,
eventually, without government;

The American view starts from the acceptance of the fact

the denial that anyone
that men are not angels and/zhagxnexerz has the right to
undertake a program of liquidation. Two consequences follow

by other men
from the fact that men are not angels: men must be governed/
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and the men who govern must be limited in their powers. The
grand themes of American political theory and experience
are tolerance, restraint, and moderation--not moral crusading.

Two mistakes must be avoided, one amoral, the other
self-righteous. We must not say, 'We have our way and they
have theirs; there is nothing to choose between them, so
why fight about it." : %

the differences in our system are great and basic..

The truth of the matter is that/penial of rights of
freedom of speech and religion, government ownership of the
press, denial of legal due process, ardd political imprisonment
are not mere matters of national preference immune from judg-
ment, but completely wrong in themselves. The principles of
Fustice and decency have their validity, not because we are
for them, but because they are true in themselves.

But let us not make thé egually dangerous mistake of
self-righteousness, cofifusing the rectitude of our principles
with our own rectitude. There is a'difference. We must
adhere to righteousness, but it is imperative that we scorn
self-righteousness./ That, in brief, is the moral position I
am sure reasonable men, on reflection, must share in todéy's

! iEOf?
. 1 ® o
world, and to the best of my understanding it is the basigf;£
g
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Administration efforts to establish detente,. - %, 57
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Regarding the Rumsfeld swearing-in,
/‘ (// attached are some suggested

remarks for the President which
Bob Goldwin drafted.




(Goldwin) FIRST DRAFT

FOR IMMHDIATE RELEASE September 26, 1974

OFFICE OF THE WHITE HOUSE PRESS SECRETARY

THE WHITE HOUSE

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT
AT THE SWEARING-IN CEREMONY
OF DONALD RUMSFELD AS
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT

AT » EDT

The appointment of Donald Rumsfeld as Assistant
to the President, with Cabinet rank, strengthens my
entire Administration. He will have responsibility
for co-ordinating White House operations.

For a man so young, Don Rumsfeld has unusually broad
experience in government.

--He has campaigned as a candidate four times,
and won election each time.

--He was an outstanding Congressman. I valued
him as a colleague.in the House of Representatives.

--He knows the workings of the Executive branch
as well as the legislative branch.

--He served with distinction in the White House
and he has administered important agencies, most notably
the Cost of Living Council during Phase II.

--And now, as Ambassador to NATO, he has added
experience in foreign policy and military matters.



PAGE TWO

Don is a hard-driving leader who demands maximum
effort from those he works with, and then works harder
than anyone else,

He is honest, he is smart, he is dedicated, and
he is experienced. That is why I have asked him to
take on this job.

HE
I am grateful thatAhas accepted.
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3 FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE MAY 26, 1969

OFFICE OF THE WHITE HOUSE PRESS SECRETAR
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THE YHITE HOUSE

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT

AT THE SWEAR CERENONY
oF DONAL AS DIRECTOR

OF TEE OFFICE OF ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY
THE ROSE GARDEN

AT 10:12 A.M. EDT

. Mr. Vice President, Members of the Cabinet, Mayor
Lindsay, Mayor Washington, ladies and gentlemen:

This is another one of our swearing-in ceremonies and
one of very great immortance to this Administration and also
to the Nation.

Don Rumsfeld will, after his swearing-in, assume
several responsibilities: one is an Assistant to the President;
second, as Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity; and,
third, as a member of the Cabinet by designation of the
President.

He will be the youngest member of the Cabinet, but
one very exverienced in all of the responsibilities that he
will have.

You have alreadv met him. I have already introduced
him at the time that his nomination was sent to the Senate.

Now, he will be sworn in. Judge glicklinq,of the
Circuit Court of Appeals of the District of Columbkia, will
administer the oath and Mrs. Rumsfeld will hold the Bible.

(Judge Fickling administered the ocath of office.)

END AT 10:14 A.M. EDT
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE APRIL 21, 1969

Office of the White House Press Secretary
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. THE "WHITE HOUSE

The President today announced his intention to nominate Donald Rumsfeld,
36, of Wilmette, Illinois, as Director of the Oifice of Economic Opportunity.
The President will also appoint him as an Assistant to the President with
Cabinet rank.

Se—

Rumsfeld, a Congressman from Illinois' thirteenth Congressional district
since 1963, is a member of the Government Operations, Science and
Astronautics, and Joint Economic Committees,

He has been active in the drafting of legislation which would streamline the
function and responsiveness of both the legislative and executive branches of
government. Rumsfeld has also been a strong advocate of ""Freedom of
Information'' legislation to eliminate unnecessary secrecy in government. _
During debate on extension of the draft in 1967, he introduced an amendment,
which was passed by the House, directing a study of the creation of an all-
volunteer army.

Following graduation from Princeton University in 1954, Rumsfeld joined the
Navy and served as a naval aviator and flight instructor until his discharge in
1957. He served as administrative assistant to former Congressman David
Dennison of Ohio in 1958 and Robert Griffin in 1959 while he was a Congress-
man from Michigan. He then became associated with the investment banking
firm of A, G. Becker & Co. in Chicago. He was elected to Congress November
6, 1962.

Rumsfeld is married to the former Joyce Pierson and they have three children.
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OFFICE OF THE WHITE HOUSE PRESS SECRETARY
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THE WHITE HOUSE

NOMINATIONS SENT TO THE SENATE ON JANUARY 4, 1973:
Elliot L., Richardsor;, of Massachusetts, to be Secretary of Defense,
Frederick B, Dent, of South Carolina, to be Secretary of Commerce,
Peter J, Brennan, of New York, to be Secretary of Labor, -

Caspar W, Wemberger, of California, to be Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare,

James T, Lynn, of Ohio, to be Secretary of Hou31ng and Urban
Development,

Claude S. Brinegar, of California, to be Secretary of Transportation,

John A, Scali, of the District of Columbia, to be the Representative
of the United States of America to the United Nations with the rank and
status of Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary, and the

Representative of the United States of America in the Security Council
of the United Nations,

Kenneth Rush, of New York, to be Deputy Secretary of State, vice -
John N, Irwin II,

William J. Porter, of Massachusetts, a Foreign Service Officer
of the Class of Career Minister, to be Under Secretary of State for
Political Affairs, vice U, Alexis Johnson,

William J. Casey, of New York, to be Under Secretary of State for;
Economic Affairs, (New Position)

I
Donald-Rumsfeld, of Illinois, to be the United States Perznanefrt )
Representative on the Council of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization,

with the rank and status of Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary,
vice David M, Kennedy.

John N, Irwin II, of New York, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of America to France, vice
Arthur K, Watson, resigned,

Daniel P, Moynihan, of New York, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of America to India,

Richard Helmsa. aof the Nigtrict nf Calirmhia #a he Avmhaccadaw
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RUM INTERNATIONAL WHO'S WHO RUN

Publs. Yoga: Art or Science, Message of Beauty to
Civilisation, Women as Artists, Dance and Music, The
Creative Spirit, Avt and Education.

Kalakshetra, Madras-41, India.

Telephone: 74836.

Rumbold, Sir Anthony, Bart., X.c.M.G., K.C.V.0., C.B.;
British diplomatist; b. 7 March 1911, Tokyo, Japan;
s. of Rt. Hon. Sir Horace and Lady Rumbold; m.
Felicity Bailey 1937; one s. three d.; ed. Eton and
Magdalen Coll., Oxford.

Laming Fellow, Queen’s Coll, Oxford 33; Foreign
Office 35-, Washington, Allied Headquarters (Mediter-
ranean), Prague, Paris; Principal Private Sec. to Sir
Anthony Eden 54, to Mr. Macmillan 55; Asst. Under-
Sec. of State, Foreign Office 58-60; Minister in Paris
60-63; Amb. to Thailand 63-67, to Austria 67-70.
Leisure interest: country pursuits.

Home: Hatch House, Tisbury, Wiltshire, England.
Telephone: Tisbury 238.

Rumbold, Sir (Horace) Algernon (Fraser), x.c.M.G.,
C.L.E.; British government official (retd.); b. 1906,
North Berwick, Scotland; s. of Col. William Edwin
Rumbold, c.m.G.; m. Margaret Adél Hughes 1946;
two d.; ed. Wellington Coll., and Christ Church, Oxford.
Assistant Principal, India Office 29, Private Sec. to
Parl. Under-Sec. of State for India 30-33, to Perm.
Under-Sec. of State 33-34, Principal 34, Asst. Sec. 43;
Commonwealth Relations Office 47; Deputy High
Commr. in South Africa 49-53; Asst. Under-Sec. of
State, Commonwealth Relations Office 54-58, Deputy
Under-Sec. of State 58-66; Chair. Cttee. on Inter-
Territorial Questions, Central Africa 63; Deputy Chair.
Air Transport Licensing Board 71-.

Shortwoods, West Clandon, Surrey, England.
Telephone: Clandon 757.

Rumiantsev, Alexei Matveyevich; Soviet journalist
and politician; b. 16 Nov. 1905, Mintsovo, Galich
District, Kostroma Region; ed. Kharkov Economics Inst.
Commissariat of Agrigulture, later Justice, Ukraine 26-
30; Dir. Inst. of Econs., U.S.S.R. Acad. of Sciences,
Head Social Science Dept., Ukrainian Acad. of Sciences
30-43; mem. C.P.S.U. 40-; party work, Kharkov
Regional Cttee., Communist Party of Ukraine 43-52;
on staff of Central Cttee. of C.P.S.U. 52-56; Editor-in-
Chief Kommunist 56-58, Problemy Miva i Sotsialisma
(Problems of Peace and Socialism) 58-64, Pravda Nov.
64-66; Sec. Econ. Branch of the U.S.S.R. Acad. of
Sciences 66-; mem. Central Cttee. of C.P.S.U. 52-;
corresp. mem. U.S.S.R. Acad. of Sciences 60-66, mem.
66-, Vice-Pres. 66.

U.S.S.R. Academy of Sciences, 14 Lenin Prospekt,
Moscow, U.S.S.R.

Rumor, Mariano; Italian politician; b. 16 June 1915,
Vicenza (Venezia).

Member of Parl. 48-; Deputy Sec. Christian Democrat
Party 54-64, Sec.-Gen. 64-65, now Political Sec.; imr.
Under-Sec. for Agriculture, fmr. Under-Sec. to the
Presidency; Minister of Agriculture 59-63, of Interior
63; Pres. European Union of Christian Democrats 65;
Prime Minister of Italy Dec. 68-Feb. 70, March 70-
July 70; Minister of Interior Feb. 72-.

Camera dei Deputati, Rome, Italy.

{ Eﬁinsield. Donald; American government official;

\
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\

\
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b. 9 July 1932, Chicago; s. of George and Jeannette
Rumsfeld; m. Joyce Pierson 1954; one s. two d.; ed.
Princeton Univ.

Administrative Asst. to Congressman Dennison 58;
mem. 88th-g1st Congresses; Republican; Dir. Office of
Econ. Opportunity 69-70; Counsellor to Pres. 70-; Dir.

Cost of Living Council 71-; Chair. Property Review
\ Board 71-; mem. of Cabinet 69-. FOp
| Leisure interests: sports, history and reading.

Second Floor, West Wing, The White House, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20500, U.S.A. ;
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Runciman, The Hon. Sir Steven (James Cochran
Stevenson), Kt., M.A., F.B.A.; British historian; b. 7 July
1903, Northumberland; s. of 1st Viscount Runciman
and Hilda Stevenson; ed. Eton Coll., and Trinity Coll.,
Cambridge.

Fellow Trinity Coll., Cambridge 27-38; Lecturer Cam-
bridge Univ. 31-38; Press Attaché, British Legation,
Sofia 40-41; Prof. of Byzantine Studies, Istanbul Univ.
42-45; Rep. of British Council, Greece 45-47; Chair,
Anglo-Hellenic League 51-67; Trustee, British Museum
60-67; Pres. British Inst. of Archaeology at Ankara 62-;
Fellow British Acad. 57; Hon. Fellow Trinity Coll.,
Cambridge; Foreign mem. American Philosophical Soc.
65; Kt. Commdr. Order of the Phoenix (Greece); Hon.
Litt.D. (Cambridge, Chicago, Durham, London, Oxford
and St. Andrews); Hon. LL.D. (Glasgow); Hon. D.Phil.
(Salonika); Hon. D.D. (Wabash, U.S.A.); Silver PEN
award 69; Apptd. by Oecumenical Patriarch, Grand
Orator of the Great Church 7o.

Publs. The Emperor Romanus Lecapenus 29, The First
Bulgarian Empire 30, Byzantine Civilisation 33, The
Medieval Manichee 47, History of the Crusades (3 vols.)
51-54, T'he Eastern Schism 55, The Sicilian Vespers 58,
The White Rajahs 60, The Fall of Constantinople 1453
65, The Great Church in Captivity 68, The Last Byzantine
Renaissance 70, The Orthodox Churches and the Secular
State 72.

Elshieshields, Lockerbie, Dumfriesshire, Scotland.
Telephone: Lochmaben 280.

Runciman of Doxford, 2nd Viscount, cr. 37; Walter
Leslie Runciman, Bt., A.F.c., 0.B.E., M.A.; British ship-
owner and industrialist; b. 26 Aug. 1900, Newcastle
upon Tyne; s. of 1st Viscount Runciman of Doxford,
P.C.; m. Katherine Schugler Jarrison 1932; one s.; ed.
Eton and Trinity Coll., Cambridge.

Chairman, Walter Runciman & Co. Ltd., Anchor Line
Ltd., Currie Line Ltd., Ciair. Trustees Nat. Maritime
Museum; Pres. Royal Inst. of Naval Architects
51-61; Chair. North of England Shipowners’ Asscn.
31-32; Chair. Council, Armstrong Coll., Durham Univ.
35-37; Dir.-Gen. British Overseas Airways Corpn. 40-43;
Air Attaché, Teheran 43-46; Pres. Chamber of Shipping
of the U.K. 52, Chair. Gen. Council of British Shipping
52; Hon. D.C.L. (Durham).

Leisure interests: sailing, shooting.

46 Abbey Lodge, Park Road, London, N,W.8, England.

Runcorn, Stanley Keith, M.A., sc.p., PH.D., F.R.S.;
British physicist; b. 19 Nov. 1922, Southport, Lancs.;
s. of W. H. Runcorn and Lily Idena Roberts; un-
married; ed. George V Grammar School, Southport and
Gonville and Caius Coll.,, Cambridge.

Experimental Officer, Radar Research and Devt.
Establishment, Malvern 43-46; Asst. Lecturer, Univ.
of M hes 6-48, Lech 3 Asst. Dir. of
Res in Geophysics, Ca e Univ. 50-55; Fellow,
Gonville and Caius Coll., Cambridge; Prof. of Physics
and Head of School of Physics, Univ. of Newcastle
upon Tyne; recipient lunar samples from Apollo X1
and XII; Rutherford Memorial Lecturer, Kenya,
Tanzania and Uganda 70; Napier Shaw Prize, Royal
Meteorological Soc. 59, Charles Chree Medal and Prize,
Inst. of Physics 69.

Publs. Editor of Continental Drift 62, Methods &
Techniques in Geophysics (2 vols.) 66, Maniles of the
Earth and Terrestrial Planets 68, The Application of
Modern Physics to the Earth & Planctary Interiors 69,
Palaeogeophysics 70; Co-Editor of Physics and Chemistry
of the Earth (Vols. 1-7) 56-66, Methods in Palaeo-
magnetism 67, Magnetism and the Cosmos 67; author of
approximately 8o scientific papers.

School of Physics, University of Newcastle upon Tyne,
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 7RU; Home: 16 Moorside

¢ \Court, Fenham, Newcastle upon Tyne, England.

w

1448

Felephone: Newcastle 28511 (Office).
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$L1180I8 : Bz'ogr'aph'ical

1232, and reclected 1956 and 1960; married to the former Audrey B. Vasey of
Taronto, Canada, who died September 3, 1967; one daughter, Beatrice (Mrs.
Apdre Donaid Etienne); two sons, Michael and Oliver; member Chicago, Lake
tsenty, Illinois State, and American Bar Associations, Law Club of Chicago;
cleoted to the 88th Congress November 6, 1962; reclected to the 89th, 90th, and
<137, Congresses.

+HIRTEENTH DISTRICT.~Co0X Cotsry: Townships of Elk Grove, Evanston, New Trier, Niles,
Nerthfeld, Palatine, Schaumberg, and Wheeling. Population (1580), 467,052; estimated to Juiy 1567,

507,000,

NALD RUMSFELD, Republican, of Wilmette, IIl.; born in Chicago,
1, July 9, 1932; attended Winnetka public schools; graduated Princeton Uni-
versity, 1054, in politics; served as a naval aviator and flight instruetor until
i037; married the former Joyce Pierson of Wilmette; two daughters, Valerie and
i{arey; son, Donaid Nicholas; administrative assistant to Congressman David
Dennison, Ohio, 1958; formerly associated with A. G. Becker & Co., Ine., Chicago
investment bankers, as registered representative; elected to the 8Sth Congress
November 6, 1962; reelected to the 89th, 90th, and 9lst Congresses. o
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FOURTEENTH DISTRIET.—DU Pace Counry: All of Da Poge County éxcept that part that lics
within tbe boundaries of O’Hare Field in the city of Chicago. Wit CocNtY: Townships of Du Page,
Joliey, and Lockport. ;’opulation (1560), 439,182; estimated to July 1967, 550,090. £ b £

JOHN N. ERLENBORN, Republican, of Elmhurst, Iil.; born in Chicago, Ill.,
February 8, 1927; graduated Immaculate Conception High School, Eimhurst,
1044; served with the U.S. Navy in World War II; undergraduate Notre Dame,
Indizna State Teachers College, University of Illinois, and Loyola of Chicago;
graduated Loyola of Chicago LL.B. 1949; engaged in the practice of law in
Elmhurst, I, law firm of Erlenborn;, Bauer and Hotte; married to the former
Dorothy Fisher of Glen Eliyn May 10, 1952; three children, Debra, Paul, and
David; assistant State's attorney 1950-52, Du Page County, Illinois; State
representative (36th District) 1957-65; elected to the 89th Congress November
3, 1964; reclected to the 90th and 91st Congresses. A
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FIFTEENTH DISTRICT.—Covuvties: DeKalb, Grundy, Kane, Kendall, and La Salle’ (3 counties).
Pepuolation (1560), 410,650; estimated to January 1569, 465,5€0. ’ A
CHARLOTTE T. REID, Republican, of Aurora, Ill.; attended public schools

of Aurors and Illinois College at Jacksonvilie, Ill.; under the name of Annette

King, served as staff vocalist on NBC and appeared as a vocalist for 3 years on

Don MecNeill’s radio program; active in civie and political affairs; married to the

Jate Frank R. Reid, Jr., in 1938; two sons, Frank R. Reid III and Edward

Thompson Reid; and two daughters, Patricia (Mrs. George Lindner) ard Susan

Heid; elected to the 88th Congress November 6, 1962; reelected to the 89th,

- S0th, and 91st Congresses.

’

SIX'f}:ES'rH DIS;rRJC‘i‘.-JCtSvsnzs: -I;cone,' Ca}roll, Jo Daviess, Lee, Ogle, Stebhempﬁ{an’d Tinne-
bago (7 counties). Population (1560), 304,431; estimated to January 1969, 425,000, )

JOIIN B. ANDERSON, Republican, of Rockford, IiL; born in Rockford, TIL,

February 15, 1922; graduated from Rockford Central High School in 1939; A.B.
and J.D. degrees from the University of Illinois; LL.M. degree from Harvard
Law School; while at Harvard served on the faculty of Northeastern University
School of Law, Boston, Mass.; admitted to practice before the Supreme Court of
Illinois in 1946; during World War I enlisted in the U.S. Army and served in the
Field Artillery for 234 years, 10 months of which were spent overscas in four major
campaigns in the Buropean Theater of Operations; member of the U.S. State
Department’s Career Diplomatic Service in 1952 and then sent abroad and sta-
tioned in West Berlin for 2!4 years as an adviser on the staff of the U.S. High
C_nmmissioncr for Germany; engaged in practice of Iaw in 1955; State’s attorney
of Winnebago County 1955-60; maried to Keke Machakos; four children,
Elsanora, Jehn, Jr., Diane, and Karen Beth; member of Winnebage County Bar
Assacintion, American Legion, the University Club of Rockford, and the First
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Cal., 1936-37; chicf engr. Rearwin A/C & Engines, Inc., Kansas City,
Kan., 1937-42; chicf design engr. Commonweaith A/C, Inc., Kansas
City, Kan., 1942-43; v.p. engring. Trans World Airlines, Inc., Kansas

jelene S lune 25, 1930 (dec.
ey, Louts Bishured, William Simon,
5 )..:;m Leftler Aug 1, 1965. Reporter

2d It. C.E., U.S. Army, 1922, advanced through grades to maj. gen.,
1953; acting chief engr. Army Forces, S.W. Pacific, 1945-46; engr. 8th
U.S. Army, Korea, 1952-53; dep. chief engrs. U.S. Army, 1954- 55;

o ® ¥

S Y sumniara (714, 15; asst. sports

sph. N YO 1915-17; with N.Y.
vk D€ 192041 Ninancial editor N.Y.
- - it Tnanciwl ~olumn to  Hearst
: waas Service 1141 38 editorial writer for
. e teachiig staff Sch. Journalism,
* . emmentatin MBS writer syndicated

chief staff 6th U.S. Army, 1955-57; div. engr. N. Central div. Corps
Engrs., 1957-59; associated with Tex. Instruments, Inc., 1959-62.
Decorated Legion of Merit with oak leaf cluster, D.S.M.; Ulchi Medal
(Korea). Mem. Am. Soc. C.E., Soc. Am. Mil. Engrs., Newcomen Soc.
N.A., S.A.R. Mason. Home: 8639 Edgemere Rd Dallas TX 75225

RUMBAUGH, RONALD ROLAND, assn. exec.; b. Greensburg,

City, Mo., 1943-59, v.p. planning and research, 1959-69, v.p. tech.
devel., 1969—. Fellow Inst. Aero. Scis.; mem. Soc. Automotive Engrs.
Mason (Shriner, (32). Clubs: Pinnacle, N.Y. Yacht (N.Y.C.); Cedar
Point Yacht (Westport, Conn.); Aspetuck Valley Country (Weston,
Conn.). Home: 4 Berndale Dr Westport CT 06880 Office: 605 3d Av
New York City NY 10017

; "_:i". Moncy 110 Irir. Nat. Outlook Pa., May 19, 1932; s. Ross O. and Jane St.C. (Stenhouse) R.; B.S., RUMOR, MARIANO, ltalian politician; b. June 16, 1915. Mem. "
e baneie. N Y . I7%h 62 Mem. Acad. Allegheny Coll., Meadville, Pa., 1954; m. Shirley Johnson, Nov. 13, Italian Parliament, 1948—; dep. sec. Christian Democrat Party,
“T v ssansham ol nlumbia U. (pres., 1954; children—Mark St. Clair, Marcey Lynne, Melissa Brooke. 1954-64, sec.-gen., 1964-65, now polit. sec.; former under-sec. agr.,

o s Cotumbaa 1 Reachpoint. Author:
s s 44 luvestients, 1924; Financial
v imsestinent wiel Speculation, 1930;

.

A

Research engr. Speer Co., St. Mary's, Pa., 1958; excc. v.p. State
College (Pa.) C. of C., 1958-61; exec. v.p. Danbury (Conn.) C. of C.,
1961-65; exec. v.p. Am. C. of C. Execs., 1965—. Mem. exec. com. nat.

former under sec. to Presidency; minister agr., 1959-63, interior, 1963;
pres. European Union Christian Democrats, 1965—; premier of Italy,
1968-70. Address: Chamber of Deputies Rome Italy

" wmaner. 1991 L Pviary of a Prudent bd. regents Inst. Orgn. Mgmt. Adv. council N.Va. Community Coll.

o s oy 8 Chavpeop World, 1940; Life  Served with USAF, 1955-57. Mem. Am. Soc. Assn. Execs,  RUMRILL, CHARLES LEWIS, advt. agy. exec.; b. East Syracuse,
Y it oA Perreaal Progress, 1958; The Washington Soc. Assn. Execs., Nat. Exec. Club. Mason (Shriner). N.Y., May 12, 1901;s. Charles Clark and Winifred Churchill) R.; B.S.,
‘:_‘ w + Collective Burgaining: The Power Home: 8841 Burbank Dr Annandale VA 22003 Office: 1133 15th St U. Rochester, 1922; m. Janice Clark, Aug. 21, 1926; children—Janice

o e @ magy o liene v trade, nat. affairs. NW Washington DC 20005 (Mrs. George Dewire), Charles Clark. Founder, 1933, now chmn. bd.

D e Baahciie NY g

aei & STASLLY, Jo, hinwleasting exec.; b.
v+ Stanicy i) Rerenice (Simon) R.;
w otara Wilbiaen October 22, 1960;
bw v @ Bern Kopnter Albany (N.Y.)
g SOr Senvhy, NLY.C; J95E; TV
. 17%).57;, with NBC,

»
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RUMBOUGH, STANLEY MADDOYX, Jr., industrialist; b. N.Y.C,,
Apr. 25, 1920; s. Stanley Maddox and Elizabeth (Colgate) R.; A.B.,
Yale, 1942; grad. student bus. adminstrn. N.Y. U, 1947-51; m.
Nedenia Hutton, Mar. 23, 1946 (div. Dec. 1966); children—Stanley
H., David P., Nedenia C. Rumbough; m. Margaretha Wagstrom, Dec.
21, 1967. Vice pres., dir. Willis Air Service, Teterboro, N.J., 1946-47;
v.p., dir. White Metal Mfg. Co., Hoboken N.J., 1945-61, pres.,

Rumrill-Hoyt, Inc., Rochester, N.Y; dir. Marine Midland Trust Co.,
Rochester, Asso. Industries N.Y. State. Trustee Ithaca Coll.; trustee,
chmn. bd. Rochester Mus. Assn.; bd. mgrs. Meml. Art Gallery; pres.
Bur. Municipal Research, Rochester Arts Council. Recipient

ding al award U. Roch , 1955. Mem. Rochester C.
of C. (past pres., trustee), Theta Delta Chi (pres. 1941-46). Clubs:
University (pres. 1955), Rochester Country, Genesee Valley
(Rochester); University, Fifth Avenue (N.Y.C.). Home: 34 Sutherland

e s Washinglon, 196), v.p, press and 1960-61; pres., dir. Metal Container Corp., 1950-59, Am. Totalisator, St Pittsford NY 14534 Office: 1895 Mt Av Rochester NY 15620
o v ad with AL IM51.54 Mem. Acad. Balt., 1956-58; pres. Rumbough Co., 1956—; chmn. bd. Extrusion
et S mior and IV e Nat. Press. Club. Devel. Corp., 1959-61; chmn. bd. Elec. Engring. Ltd., 1960-69, RUMSEY, JOHN MARSHALL, physician; b. Kansas City, Kan.,

nee ® waw Yok Ly HY 10024 Office: 30
. ed Lrg SY o0

o me % S Y O Do 15 1913;d. Lawrence
s e @ wdent Bieldaton % ha | 1919-30; Vassar
- e o il | s, William L. Author
wnm s wees IV lecn 1ohe, faculty Sarah
w + i 2 lchin Wiilers Collaborative,
o wme wewd 1942 Guggenhieim fellow, 1943;
s vwn w1961 Mo Nat Inst. Arts and
o Lavor Theury ol Flight, 1935; US. 1,
wn TR N and Iln.lry ol luhn Brown, 1941;
s« v ew 1904 [he tireen Wave, 1948;
o @ Py 199 Nclo il Poems, 1951; One
wawon 0 Waterhly Ve, 1962; The Orgy,
cwmecomon ¥4 The Liavva of Thomas Hariot,
K tasdern » bouky Come Back Paul, 1955;
swe. ™ Mazes 1910 Liapalator: Sun Stone,
e o« soerw Paz 19610 (with Leif Sjoberg)
e $vand 1907 Muslia | legy, 1971. Office:
4% v %3 Av New Vuwik City NY

e W MON, mag edity, h N.Y.C., June 8,

Wallace Clark & Co., 1961-69; dir. Dart Industries, New Co. Ltd.,
Internat. Flavors and Fragrances, Bowmar Instrument Corp., Trinidad
Flour Mills Ltd., Wallace Clark & Co. Trustee Internat. House. Spl.
asst to sec. commerce, 1953; spl. asst. White House charge exec. br.
liaison, 1953-55. Chmn. U.S. Com. for UN, 1957-58. Co-founder
Citizens for Eisenhower, 1951; vice chmn. Citizens for
Eisenhower-Nixon Com., 1952. Trustee Young Presidents’ Found.,
1957-70, pres., 1962-65; dir. N.Y. World's Fair Corp., 1961-70;
trustee Library for Presdl. Papers. Served as capt. USMCR, 1942-46.
Decorated Air medal with 7 oak leaf clusters, D.F.C. with oak leaf
cluster. Mem. Young Presidents Orgn. (founding mem., dir., pres.
1962-63), Fgn. Policy Assn. (bd. dirs. 1961-70), Zeta Psi. Republi

June 9, 1912; s. Frederick Crosby and Sarah (Leary) R.; B.S., U. Kan.,
1933, M.D., 1936; m. Muriel Fairman, Oct. 11, 1937; children—Lynn
(Mrs. Shrum), John F. Intern U. Kan. Sch. Medicine, 1937; fellow
Cleve. Clinic, 1937-40; pvt. practice, Kansas City, Mo., also mem
faculty U. Kan. Sch. Medicine, 1940-43; mem. staff Rees Stealy Med.
Clinic, San Diego, 1943—, med. dir., 1961—; cons. San Diego County
Univ. Hosp., 1943—; sr. cons. Sharp and Mercy Hosp., San Diego,
1943—. Vice pres. Blue Shield Cal., 1950-53; mem. Nat. Commn.
Community Health Care Service, 1963-66. Dir. Silvergate Savs. &
Loan Assn., San Diego. Mem. A M.A. (ho. of dels. 1957—, chmn.
council med. service 1968-70, mem. council health manpower liaison
with il med. edn.), Am. Hosp. Assn. (council profl. practices

Clubs: Meadowbrook (Jericho, N.Y.); Raquet and Tennis, River
(N.Y.C); Maid E. Hamp N.Y.); Metropolitan
(Washington); Seminole, Everglades (Palm Beach); Lyford Cay
(Nassau, Bahamas). Mem. Davis Cup Com., 1955-57, 69. {lome: 318
Caribbean Rd Palm Beach FL 33480 Office: 445 Park Av New York
City NY 10022

RUMER, RALPH RAYMOND, Jr., educator; b. Ocean City, N.J.,
June 22, 1931; s. Ralph Raymond and Anna (Hibbard) R.; B.S., Duke,
1953; M.S,, Rutgers U., 1959; Sc.D., Mass. Inst. Tech., 1962; m.
Shirley Louise Haynes, Nov. 30, 1953; children—Sherri Lynn, Sue

1964-66), Am. Diabetes Assn., A.C.P., San Diego Assn. Yacht Clubs
(sr. staff commodore 1960—). Club: San Diego Yacht (staff
commodore 1959—). Home: 640 San Elijo San Diego CA 92106
Office: 2001 4th Av San Diego CA 92101

e s A e

George Donald and Jeannette (Husted) R.; A.B., Princeton, 1954; m.
oyce Pierson, Dec. 27, 1954; children—Valerie Jeanne, Marcy Kay,
Donald Nicholas. Admi v. asst. to Cong Denni 1958;
staff asst. to Congressman Robert Griffin, 1959; registered rep. A.G.
Becker & Co., Chgo., 1960-62; mem. 88th-91st Congresses, 13th Dist.

wae awe becemse (Mimaon) R A B, Princeton, Anne, Sandra Dawn, Sarah Louise. Engr., Lukens Steel Co., Ill; dir. Office Econ. Opportunity, 1969-70; mem. Cabinet and
» @ camdodge (Lng) U, 1962-63; m.  Coatesville, Pa., 1953-54; instr. Rutgers U, 1956-59; engr. Soil Domestic Council, White House, 1970—; counsellor to President
we B i) hllien  Lisa Ellen, James Conservation Service, U.S. Dept. Agr., New Brunswick, N.J,, Nixon, 1970—. Mem. Council for Urban Affairs, 1969—; chmn.

Bue ® hea 196162 wall eporter, Europe,

o Mwosse mag. 1967 71, ywem. bd. editors,
# cesd 01 W wch Plann NJ 07076 Office:
o wed A B2g Rocbelellvn Center New York

W i v Detront, My 1,1932; 5. Eugene

e AR Lo Warem O, 1953
e P Moy A Mooashen, Bet.

1957-59; asst. prof. Mass. Inst. Tech., 1962-63; asso. prof. State U.
N.Y., Buffalo, 1963-69, prof., 1969—, chmn. dept. civil engring.,
1967—; sr. research fellow Cal. Inst. Tech., 1970- 71. Served with U.S.
Army, 1954-56. Am. Soc. C.E. research fellow, 1960, Ford
Postdoctoral fellow, 1962-63, Danforth Asso. Mem. Am. Soc. C.E.,
Am. Geophys. Union, Am. Water Resources Assn., Am. Soc.
Engring. Edn., Internat. Assn. for Hydraulic Research, Internat. Assn.
for Gt. Lakes Research, Internat. Assn. for Theoretical and Applied

e ovee Paud Suvan Yeaching asst. U
o Fugliah and Am. Studies,
e wodergial studies, 1963- 64,
oo naar ot Washingion 1., S,
S _‘ ol g dept. English,
w Ic\r-:i g ), 1964-65; lectr.

o AU Caownil Tehrs. English
. T VBN Mem. A Agssn.
3 -y he Ruddia, wery of American
e ;..:«‘ Iww o0 1967; also essays,
e e Thee %0 A Callection of Critical
o b o A\WWiian Literature, 2
Shngton Uiy St Louis MO
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- :‘. ‘-u. A Nk, N.Y., Feb. 1,

$ e 1“1 I‘ BN s Adminstrn.,
S oA Y 1 hildren—Judith

.:..m : :.«ln:\u.\.\.l‘c. Dean, David.

“‘Mm TN Nationwide Mut.

- Natwnwide Li
- e b Kera o wide Life Ins.

S s o N Center, Inc.; sec Fred Charles and Elsie (Lilley) R.; student pub. schs. Port Carbon; m. Assurance Co., Canadian Pacific & Crown Trust Co. Served with
- -~ ringe . 190 | Nationwide Mae Irene Rauch, Sept. 1922. Engr. W.G. Parke & Sons, Pottsville, Ordnance Corps, Royal Canadian Army, 1940-45. Home: 225 °
P e S Ine, 1964; v.p., Pa., 1920-22; bond salesman Nat. City Co., N.Y.C., 1922-31, Le i inni itoba R3IM OGS Canada Office: Box

3 . :‘m Fatic Life Ins. Co.
o e . "'\ slumbus YMCA,
.""‘ <o %% ¢ gt Assn., 1950;
ST * Moy Aan, Mem. Am.
vy Lenappe Dr
ambus OH 43216

L logy, Sigma Xi, Chi Epsilon. Contbr. articles profl. jours. {

RUMLER, ROBERT HOKE, assn. exec.; b. Chambersburg, Pa.,
Apr. 4, 1915; s. Daniel Webster and Jennie (Sellers) R.; B.S., Pa. State
U., 1936; m. Frances Jeannette Montgomery, June 7, 1939;
children—Craig M., Karen A. Asst. county agt. U. Mo., 1936-37;
county agt. Pa. State U., 1937-45; asst. mgr., editor agrl. promotion
div. E. I. duPont de Nemours & Co., Inc., Wilmington, Del., 1945-48;
asst. exec. sec. Holstein-Friesian Assn. Am., 1948-53, exec. sec.,
1953—; chmn. bd. dirs. Vermont Nat. Bank. Trustee Eastern States
Exposition. Bd. dirs. Asso. Industries of Vt., Brattleboro Meml. Hosp.
Mem. Purebred Dairy Cattle Assn. (mem. exec. com.), Nat. Soc.
Livestock Record Assns. (dir.), Am. Dairy Sci. Assn., Dairy Shrine
Club (pres. dir.), Alpha Zeta, Gamma Sigma Delta. Conglist.
(deacon). Kiwanian, Mason. Home: 26 Country Hill Brattleboro VT
05301 Office: 1 S Main St Brattleboro VT 05301

RUMLEY, LARRY, newspaperman. Book editor Seattle Times.
Office: Seattle Times Co Fairview Av N and John St Seattle WA
98111*

RUMMEL, F.C,, bus. exec.; b. Port Carbon, Pa., Oct. 21, 1901; s.

Higginson & Co., 1931-32; gen. mgr. Chandler & Co., Phila., 1932-38;
pres. Burr & Co., N.Y.C., 1938-48; pres., dir. Spokane Internat. R.R.
Co., 1948-59, also chmn. exec. com.; chmn. bd. M.M. Freeman & Co.,
Phila., 1959-66; chmn. exec. com., chmn. finance com. Royal-McBee
Corp., N.Y.C.: chmn. finance com. Gen. Instrument Corp.; limited
partner Freeman & Co., N.Y.C; dir. Royal-Precision Co., Indsl.
Devel. Lab., Attelboro, Mass.,, McBee Co., Athens, O., Gen.

Property Rev. Bd., 1971—. Served with USN, 1954-57. Republican.
Home: 1373 Ashland Lane Wilmette IL 60091 Office: White House
Washington DC 20500 -

15 . e & _—

RUNALS, CLARENCE RIDER, lawyer; b. Arcade, N.Y., Mar. 27,
1893; s. Leonard Earl and Nellie Gray (Rider) R.; LL.B., U. Buffalo,
1915; LL.D., Niagara U., 1957; m. Edith Ruth Landsheft, Dec. 17,
1919; children—John E., Jane Elizabeth (Mrs. William Metz
Crandall), Ruth (Mrs. Robert Gussenhoven). Admitted to N.Y, bar,
1916; sr. partner firm Runals, Broderick, Shoemaker, Rickert,
Berrigan & Doherty, and predecessors, Niagara Falls, N.Y., 1951 —.
Mem. hon. adv. bd. Marine Trust Co. of Western N.Y. Del. N.Y. State
Constl. Conv., 1938; commr. Niagara Frontier State Park, 1955-57.
Past pres. Community Chest, Niagara Falls; trustee YMCA,; adv. bd.
Salvation Army, Niagara Falls. Recipient citation for meritorious
achievement U. Buffalo, 1956. Fellow Am. Coll. Trial Lawyers; mem.
N.Y. State (pres. 1957-58, del. ho. of dels. Am. Bar Assn. 1957-62),
Niagara county (past pres.), Niagara Falls (past pres.) bar assns.,
Niagara Falls (N.Y.) C. of C. (past pres.), Nat. Conf. Christians and
Jews (past Protestant co-chmn. Niagara Falls chpt.), Newcomen Soc.
N.A. Clubs: Rotary (past pres.), Niagara Falls Country (past pres.),
Niagara (past pres.) (Niagara Falls). Home: 151 Buffalo Av Niagara
Falls NY Office: 256 Third St Niagara Falls NY

RUNCIMAN, ALEXANDER MCINNES, grain co. exec; b.
Invergordon, Rossshire, Scotland, Oct. 8, 1914; s. Alexander and
Evelyn (Anderson) R.; came to Can., 1928, naturalized, 1933; m.
Marjorie Evelyn Dick, Oct. 8, 1949; children—Dorothy, Catherine.
Farmer, Abernathy, Sask., 1934-61; dir. United Grain Growers Ltd.,

Winnipeg, Man., Can., 1955-61, pres., 1961—; dir. Great-West Life

Kingsway Av Winnipeg M
6600 Winnipeg Manitoba R3C 3A7 Canada

RUNCIMAN, SIR STEVEN, (James C. Stevenson), author; b.
Northumberland, Eng., July 7, 1903; s. Walter, Ist Viscount, and
Hilda (Stevenson) R.; student Eton Coll., 1916-21; B.A., Trinity Coll.,
Cambridge U., 1924, M_A. (fellow), 1928; Litt.D. (hon.), Cambridge
U., 1955, Durham U., 1956, London U.; LL.D. (hon.), Glasgow U.,

.'q: L P ,:" '%.1931: d. John  Instrument Corp., Elizabeth, N.J.,, Old Nat. Bank, Spokane, Wash. 1955, also Oxford U.; D.Phil. (hon.), U. Salonica, Greece, 1951; D.D.
" e A 0 "N schs; m. Ben Gas & Electric Co., Tacoma. Mem. Pa. Soc. Republican. Clubs: (hon.), Wabash Coll.; D.H.L. (hon.), U. Chgo.: Litt.D., St. Andrews
XE i, L) Broadway Baltusrol Golf (Springfield, N.J.); Bankers, Bond, Economic (N.Y.C.); U. Service in Near East, 1940-42; prof. Byzantine studies U. Istanbul

- n ‘.-‘-l{ ¢ Peach 1954, Night
B RN B "1 motion picture
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& AN Nea York City NY
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\ B Stanford Sch.

A Lhaa LI WORRE engring.,
Vv e Y Mchenectady,
n;;mulus sales

951-55, mgr.
et ‘:‘ S mgr. def. field
* Phila, 1963- ..
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Spokane, Country (Spokane); Philadelphia Bond; Seignory (Que.,
Can.); Pousville (Pa.). Home: 33 Robert Dr Short Hills NJ 07078
Office: 61 Broadway New York City NY 10006

RUMMEL, JOSIAH FRANCIS, univ. dean; b. Lake Mills, la., June
16, 1911; s. David Harry and Alice Beulah (Harris) R.; B.A, la. State
Tchrs. Coll., 1933; M.A,, State U. la, 1947, Ph.D., 1950; m. Margaret
Charrie Cooper, Sept. 24, 1934; children—Richard Harris, Lawrence
Dean. Elementary sch. tchr., Cedar County, la., 1930-31; scale supr.
Armour & Co., Mason City, la., 1934- 42; math. tchr , high sch. prin.,
Cresco, la., 1946-48; research asst., univ. exams. service U. la,,
1948-50; with U. Ore., 1950-67, prof. ednl. measurement and
research, 1950-67, personnel dir. Sch. Edn., 1951-63, dir. Ore. Coop.
Testing Services, 1952-65; asso. dean students for grad. students,

(Turkey), 1942-45; head Brit. Council in Greece, 1945-47. Trustee
British Mus.; pres. Brit. Inst. Archaeology at Ankara. Created knight,
1958. Fellow Brit. Acad.; corr. mem. Royal Acad. History Madrid;
mem. Am. Philos. Soc. (fgn.). Author: The Emperor Romanus
Lecapenus, 1929; The First Bulgarian Empire, 1930; Byzantine
Civilization, 1933; The Medieval Manichee, 1947; History of the
Crusades, Vol. I, 1951, Vol. 11, 1952, Vol. I1I, 1956; The Eastern
Schism, published, 1955; The Sicilian Vespers, pub., 1958. Contbr. to
Cambridge Economic History of Europe, Vol. 11, 1952, Byzantium,
1948, Golden Ages of the Great Cities, 1952; The White Rajahs, 1960,
The Fall of Constantinople, 1965; The Great Church in Captivity,
1968. Home: Elshieshiclds Lockerbie Dumfriesshire Scotland

RUNCIMAN, WALTER LESLIE, (Viscount Runciman of

RUMSFELD, DONALD, govt. ofcl; b. Chgo., July 9, 1932; 5.

By R e Ml e St e e

ot el 1965-67; prof., dean Sch. Edn., U. Mont., 1967 . Served with USNR, Doxford), shipowner; b. Newcastle upon Tyne, Eng., Aug. 26, 1900;
e 00y ‘ da), I)u!-qu_csnc 1942-45. Mem. Am. Assn. U. Profs., Am. Ednl. Research Assn., Nat. s. Walter Viscount Runciman of Doxford and Hilda Stevenson; King's s,
| by Congressional Council Measurement in Edn., Nat Soc. Study Edn., Phi Delta Kappa, scholar, Eton Coll,, 1914-19; M.A. Trinity Coll., Cambnidge (Eng.) U.,

- ~
g ...T_: Sy Home: 827
™van Center Plaza

Kappa Mu Epsilon, Delta Tau Kappa. Methodist. Kiwanian. Author
textbooks, articles. Home: 219 Agnes Av Muissoula MT 59801

1928; m. Katherine Schuyler Garrison, Apr. 11, 1932; | son, Walter
Garrison. With Walter Runciman & Co. Ltd., 1924 - chmn., 1937 —:
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November 12, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: DONALD RUMSFELD

FROM: ROBERT A, GOLDWIN

This is my reworking of the draft Lee sent to you.
Lee was mistaken in thinking that I had done a separate

draft. She never asked me to work on one for Gene. I
did do two others for her.

Attachment
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This is my reworking of the draft Lee sent to you.
Lee was mistaken in thinking that I had done a separate

draft. She never asked me to work on one for Gene. I
did do two others for her.
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DRAFT

The Honorable
Eugene V. McAuliffe
Acting Permanent Representative
on the North Atlantic Council
Brussels, Belgium
Dear Gene: > ) G

As you already know, I am deeply grateful for your superb
backing while I was Chief of Mission.

I cannot imagine how-one could~have a better deputy: your
judgment is sound, you know how to keep the .,Mlission humming
smoothly, and you have a deep and exhaustive knowledge of
the Alliance's political-military affairs.

Your knowledge and éxperience, coupled with your talent
for facts, names a:vl;lg figures, both large and small, impressed

o
me. Who else could switch/easily from a discussion of the grand

\
design of Atlantic relations to the complexities of the Infrastructure
program, and catch the experts up short in their own field?

In all candor, however, I must acknowledge that you were not
without fault. Alt.hough you drafted well, in a clear and vigorous
style, you were not always able to decipher my handwriting and tell

Yy rs
me what I had written. Then there was also a barely concealed
A
lack of interest in invitations to the ballet. Finally, there was
the lack of Midwestern birth. True, you tried to compensate for
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Page 2

this by avowing that you were just a country boy from Boston; but

I must tell you, Gene, that your accomplishments at the negotiating
table made your story unconvincing.

I appreciated your ability to understand what I wanted and to
get it done. You regularly anticipated my requests and the results
surpassed my expectations. These qualities are rare: they place
you among the very few who are capable of directing large staffs
and getting out of them the maximum in quality and quantity.

I am grateful to you for your dedication, your hard work, your
devotion to the concept of service inherent in the nature of the
Foreign Service, and for your loyalty. I could not have found a

better deputy.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Donald Rumsfeld
Assistant to the President
11/12/74
. Fr\
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December 5, 1974

Dear Don:

The small Chinese box is really splendid. I am grateful for it and
for the note that accompanied it.

But I must, once again, add some words of advice. When one begins
to move in a new direction, it is important to avoid excess. You
used the word "thanks'" twice in a letter of three short sentences.

You musta't allow yourself to be carried away. Moderation must be
the rule.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Goldwin

Mr. Donald Rumasfeld
White House




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 4, 1974

Dear Bob:

Thanks so much for the use of your coat.
It was most thoughtful and certainly came in
handy.

Here's a small Chinese box I brought back

for you to say thanks.
Regarz s

=

137ia1d Rumsfeld

Mr. Robert A. Goldwin
Room 128 E.O.B.



December 10, 1974

MEMORANDUM TO: DON RUMSFELD
FROM: BOB GOLDWIN

Here is a photocopy of the letter from Irving Kristol describing in
detail a proposed Council of Social Advisers.

You asked me last night to send you another copy at once.

Kristol left out of his letter the chief point he made in his conversation
with us: a Council of Social Advisers would give the White House the

initiative in setting “the public agenda."

In answer to your question about James Q. Wilson, I agree with
Kristol that Jim would be cutstanding as a member of this group
or as its chairman,




:

December 10, 1974

MEMORANDUM TO: DON RUMSFELD
FROM: BOB GOLDWIN

I have beean informed by the Chief Executive Clerk's office that I
will be sworn in as soon as my commission is signed--in a day or
two. They propose to do it in my office with no formal ceremony,

Would you do me the favor of allowing the swearing-in to be held
ia your office, in your presence, to add digaity and slegance to the
occasion?




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

12/10/74
Mr. Goldwin:

I talked to Mr. Ratchford in Bob Linder's
office (he is Chief Executive Clerk) and

he said that you would be sworn in as soon
as your commission is signed which should
be tomorrow or Thursday.

Mr. Ratchford said he would probably swear
you in in your office - there isn't any formal

ceremony.

Mary



December 31, 1974

MEMORANDUM TO:

DONALD RUMSFELD

FROM: ROBERT A, GOLDWIN

Feldstein is an unusually interesting young economist. The

articles he refers to in the letter have been sent to Alan
Greenspan, but his brief explanations are instructive in

themselves.

Enclosure




January 1, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD
THROUGH: RICHARD CHENEY

FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

lrving Kristol called to say that Robert Bork has spoken to Seaator
Hruska about the Edward Levi appointment. Bork thinks that Hruska
has been brought arcund at least to the point that he will not oppose

the Levi appointment if the Presideat continues to support it vigowously.

Beork teld Kristol that he thinks Eastland is the problem and that
similar talks ought to be held with him. Bork's suggestion was that
William Buckley, Milton Friedman (the economist), and Bork could
meet with Eastland and appropriate senior staff in the White House

to try to persuade Eastland that a good conservative should not oppose
the Levi appointment.

I responded to Kristbl that I thought Buckley, Friedman and Bork might
be more persussive to a Republican like Hruska than to & Democrat
like Eastland. Kristol tended to agree and said he doesn’t know the
answer but he thinks the right question is, who does Senator Eastland
listea to? Whoever it is, efforts should be made to carry the argu-
ment to Eastland to diminish his opposition to the appointmeant.

In a subsequent coaversation I had with William Safire, he brought up
the matter of the Levi appointment and offered the opiaion that nothing
could have been more helpful to President Ford at this time than to have
the vociferous criticiam of a Mississippi Democrat. Safire doubts that
there will be buckets of blood on the floor, as Evans and Novak predict.
Safire thinks that if the Presideat continues to push the nomination of
Levi, that Eastland and others will do little more than grumble, that the
nomination will go through, and that the President and Levi will look
good as a result.

//1_/7 S/""”_”“Z\/













January 17, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD

FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

The attached copy of a letter from Irving Kristol makes

an interesting argument for appointing professors to
ambassadorships.
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Editors: IRVING KRISTOL » NATHAN GLAZER

&
m EDITORIAL OFFICES: 10 East 53 Street, New York, N. Y. 10022

Associate Editor: PAUL WEAVER

January 15, 1975

Mr. Robert Goldwin

Room 170

Executive Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Bob:

I'd like to call to your attention an important reason why professors
should be appointed to more ambassadorships than now seems to be the
practice of either the White House or the State Department. It's not
that professors will necessarily be better than appointees from the
Foreign Service or the business community -- though I have no reason
to think they will be worse. The point is that there is a superior
long-term “"payoff." When Foreign Service types or businessmen cease
being ambassadors, they also tend to cease to play any important role
- in foreign policy decisions. On the other hand, when professors cease
being ambassadors, they return to the academic community, and are then
accepted naturally as having a special expertise and distinction in
the field of foreign policy. This means that their voices are heard
more frequently and more loudly. It also means, one hopes, that the
level of foreign policy discussion in this country would be improved.

So it would be nice if the White House and the State Department got
together and appointed a few friendly professors to ambassadorial positions,
even minor ones.

I am taking the liberty of sending a copy of this letter to Helmut

Sonnenfeldt of Kissinger's staff. Perhaps you and he can have a chat
about it one of these days.

Best,
Irving Kristo;“:"

IR:x1

cc: Helmut Sonnenfeldt

Publisher: Warren Demian Manshel Chairman of the Publication C tee: Daniel Bell

Publication Committee: Orville G. Brim, Jr. « Nathan Glazer = Daniel P. Moynihan ¢ Arthur J. Rosenthal » Leo Rosten « Martin E. Segal

Stanley Simon » Arthur L. Singer, Jr. » Robert M. Solow « Roger Starr « James Q. Wilson



January 21, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT
THROUGH: DONALD RUMSFELD

FROM: ROBERT A, GOLDWIN

In our meeting on Sunday, you asked me to write down the
argument I gave on the subject of the presidential veto,
partly derived from The Federalist. I have done it in the
form of Q & A,

Q. There has been a lot of criticism of your threat to veto
any new spending legislation. Can you explain that threat,
and especially how it is consistent with your other state-
ments that you seek conciliation and compromise with
Congress?

A, Yes, I think it is important to understand why the
Constitution gives the President the veto power, Asl

see the veto, it is not a threat but a means for any President
to work in cooperation with the Congress.

The veto, as provided in the Constitution gives the President
an occasional role in the legislative process, just as some
other constitutional provisions, like advice and consent, give
Congress a role in the executive process.

My view of the veto, the best and most constructive use of
it, is that it does not pit the President against the Congress
in a test of strength, nor does it substitute executive will
and judgment for legislative will and judgment. A veto that
can be overridden enables the Congress and the President
to interact on the most important matters before the
decision becomes final,




Memorandum to the President

Page 2
January 21, 1975

if the President thinks the Congrese has acted too hastily,
he can make them take more time and reconsider. If the
President thinks that the deliberation was incomplete,
that there were arguments or facts that should have been
considered but were not, he can present those facts and
arguments to Congress as part of his veto, And finally,
if the majority is narrow, and perhaps not truly national, as
sometimes happens throggh the ordinary working of the
majority-rule system, the President by veto brings into
effect the comnstitutional requirement that passage be by
two-thirds. Such a majority is sure to be truly national,
as befits a very important decision.

Now, in my Message to the Congress, I said, "I will not
hesitate to veto any new spending programs."” Andl will

not hesitate, especially if I think they were adopted too
hastily, with incomplete deliberation, or with less than a
truly national majority. By vetoing I will assure that
additional time is given to phe question, that more deliberation
takes place, and test whether a decisive majokity exists

in opposition to my views.

At the root of this stand is my conviction that high levels
of spending are in themselves a national danger, which we
must face promptly or suffer the consequences. And use
of the veto is a constitutional means to bring this danger
to the attention of the Congress and the people.

If I am sustained in these vetoes, 1 am convinced that a
good purpose will be served. If I am overridden, I will
regret it, but I am convinced that I will have done what the
Constitution intended--thorough congressional deliberation
and action in good time, expressing the will and judgment of
the nation,

I will judge my success not by keeping score on how many
times my veto is sustained, but rather by judging how widll

my cooperation with the Congress serves the national interest.
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January 22, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT
THROUGH: DONALD RUMSFELD

FROM: ROBERT A. GOLDWIN

Here is the first try at writing up our conversation of
last Sunday. You will recognize much of it as your own
first responses to my questions, In some cases I have

made an attempt to amplify your thoughts and follow
some of the implications.

I recommend as the second step that you give me your
additional thoughts and comments and I will then make
a second effort. We can continue in that way until
you are satisfied.

By this process, we can also develop an agenda for the

next conversation, and so continue in your search for
over-arching themes.

Attachment




What would you say is your chief characteristic, as a man
and as a political leader?

I like people. I like to talk to them, I like to listen to
them, I like to ask them questions. It is a pleasure for
me to discuss things with all sorts of people.

And when a decision has to be reached, my practice is to
be sure that everyone has a chance to have his full say.

I think it is better to develop a consensus than to impose
a decision on unwilling people.

I enjoy doing things that way, and I also think it is the
most constructive way. The spirit of the American system
requires that we listen to the other fellow and appreciate
his viewpoint, what his legitimate interests are.

In Congress you conduct affairs every day with people
whose thoughts and convictions are different from yours,
but the national interest demands that you work smoothly
with these people. When I disagree with someone, he goes
away with a good feeling that I knew what he was saying
and why he was saying it.

I've known people in public life who would make you mad
at them even when they were saying yes. They usually
don't last long.

America is made up of a great diversity of interests, and
we have to develop unity out of the competition of these
differing groups and persons. That's why we have to be
strong in the skills of conciliation and co-operation.

How does someone learn these skills? Is it something
that should be studied or taught in schools?

For me, it has come out of my long years of experience
in Congress. Of course, some Congressmen and other
political leaders never learn it no matter how long and
hard they try. Some don't seem to try. I guess you have
to have the temperament, and you have to like people, as I
do. Maybe it can be taught or learned from books. Harry
Truman said he learned a lot of his political savvy frcm



reading history books. Basically it is a matter of under-
standing how American government works and how
important it is always to try to influence the actions of
the majority in order to get results that are good for

the people.

Your mention of being part of the majority reminds us
that through just about your entire congressional career
you were part of a Republican minority. Has that
influenced your view of the political system and your role
in it?

Yes, I was in the minority for all but two years of my
congressional career. I would have been very pleased to
have more majority experience. But I think what we have
been talking about is the same, whichever party you are

in. Many bills that pass are supported by a majority of
both parties. And the majorities keep shifting, with a
different composition from bill to bill. At all times it is
important to use the skills of compromise and to be
trustworthy in your dealings with others, those who support
you and those who oppose you.

The word compromise has a bad connotation as well as a
favorable one. It often means that someone abandons
principle for selfish or unscrupulous advantage. But you
always speak of compromise approvingly. Do you see a
danger in being too ready to compromise?

In a political career it is very important to stand by your
principles, to stand for something, and to follow a mean-
ingful course. Without that you have no sense of direction,
no rudder, no map. This matter of compromise is com-
plicated,but not too complicated for anyone to understand--
and if you are in pclitical life as your lifetime career, you
had better understand it, or you will make a mess of things.

There are two dangers. One is that you will have no
principles, no scruples, and just make any deal that
advances your interests or your career. That is contempt-

ible. I have no respect for such people. The other danger is

that you will be too rigid and inflexible, too sure that you
are right and that everyone who disagrees with you is wrong.



Rigid people find it hard to modify their position and com-
promise. They fail to influence the majority. You have to
be able to agree with others in part in order to get them
to agree with you in part.

One reason that I like people and get along with them is that

I find most people make a lot of sense when they explain

why they are working for some result. They might not have
hold of the whole truth, but there is usually a lot of truth

in what they are saying, and that makes it easier to co-operate
and compromise with them.

Some people are too self-righteous. It is important to live
by sound principles, but some people confuse the rightness
of their principles and their own rightness. I try not to be
self-righteous. A self-righteous man finds it hard to
compromise with anycne. A righteous man can compromise
with other decent people.

Mr. President, what comments do you have on the upheaval
now taking place in Congress, the ouster of Committee
Chairmen?

I have mixed emotions about it. There is some cruelty in
turning out men who have served for a long time and worked
hard for what they think is right. On the other hand, I take
into account that some of them were inflexible and unyield-
ing. I also take into account that these new people in Congress
feel they have an important mission and changing the

chairmen and the way of appointing them is important to

their objectives.

The real question, and we'll have to wait a while for the
answer, is whether the government will run better now. |
Time will tell. These things cannot be judged in the ‘
abstract. I judge by results. Will the legislation be better
or worse? Will relations with the Administration be better
or worse? Will there be a stalemate of forces when the
needs of the Nation require leadership? The verdict on
whether what is happening now is good or bad will depend
on the answers to those questions.



January 22, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD

FROM: ROBERT A, GOLDWIN

Attached are two short selections from Plain Speaking, the
oral biography of Harry Truman,

The first is a humorous example of how Truman used his
reading of history directly for his practical guidance
rather than for scholarly purpases.

The second gives an interesting list of books Truman
recommended to a [riead to teach him about "'the nature

of man and about the culture and heritage of Westera
civilization in general.”

I leave it to your judgment whether they should be passed
on to the President.

Also enclosed is one more interview with "the White
House's lightaing rod.”

Attachments
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MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT
THROUGH: { DONALD RUMSFELD

FROM: - ROBERT A, GOLDWIN |

You asked me to look up the beginnings of the seniority
system in Congress, in relation to the rule of Speaker
Clarence Cannon.

The historical origins of the seniority system of choosing '
Committee Chairmen are complex, according to the best

scholarly analyses (see accompanying chart).

But it is probably not inmwih to simplify the story, some-
what as follows, if you want to give an historical comment
on the present "reform" in the House:

b

The method af appointing commitiee chairmen has often
been a matter of contention in the House of Representatives.
There was a time, until around 1910, when the Speaker made
all committee appointments, and there was a time when the
party caucus made all committee appointments. That era
was called King Caucus, and it was called a "reform' move«
ment because it overthrew the one-man rule of the Speaker,
"Czar Cannon."

When chairmen began to be selected primarily by seniority,
around 1920, that was also looked on as a reform, as a way
of ending the abuses of the caucus system. S Fop
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———— Meforandum to the President
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The seniority system was considered a reform because it
gave party leaders much less control over the selection of
chairmen and gave members much more freedom to vote
their own mind,

Seniority, rigidly adhered to, had its abuses, no doubt, We
must wait to see, however, how the newest "reform" will

work.
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From Congressional Behavior edited by Nelson W. Polsby 1971

GROWTH OF THE SENIORITY SYSTEM 195

AT GRASS ROOTS

IN CONGRESS —

Split in GOP
ca. 1890 \ GOP in

Congress

Insurgency
Splits \
/ / GOP Caucus
RO Speaker Weakened. Committee
Fribrgiont Punishes on F}ommittees Makes
sy Insurgents Assignments Via
1907—09 Seniority (since 1919)
Demands to
Weaken Speaker
SENIORITY
Rules Changes SYSTEM
1910-11
. Growth of
Democratic Speaker ___ Lt il Conservative
Committee on Weakened g Pmish Cross-Party
Committees Makes Misnes Coalition
Assignments Via
Caucus 1911-1919 Reform of
1946 Minor
- Committees :
: Democratic
Growth of Abolished \
g - Caucus Weakened
Democrat oo
Urbanc;fl: Committee Assignments
Seats (since 1932) s
Demands
For

U.S. Population House Increases

Demands for

Decentralization

Grows in Size ____—— Specialization,
U.S. Budget Workload Routinization
Grows Increases

FIGURE 5 Historical causes of seniority system

coalition undermined the Democratic
caucus.*’? Meanwhile, longer-term pres-
'sures for routinization and specializa-
tion were having marginal effects.
This is the complexly interrelated set
of historical “causes” of seniority as
it exists today that we have attempted
to diagram in Figure 5.

Seniority is also an ongoing social
process that helps to maintain itself

by creating conditions favorable to its
own perpetuation. Our speculation as
to the important causal relations in
this process and their connections with
the processes that established the sys-
tem are diagrammed in Figure 6.

To summarize, we believe that our
data show the effects of four main
influences upon the growth of the sen-
iority system in the U. S. House of



January 23, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO:
FROM:

DONALD RUMSFELD
ROBERT A, GOLDWIN

The enclosed article from Roll Call may be of interest
to you. The book from which it is derived is available
in the White House library,

Enclosure




January 24,1975

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT
THROUGH: DONALD RUMSFELD

FROM: ROBERT A. GOLDWIN

Morality is not easy to talk about publicly. It would pro-
bably be better if a President could answer such questions
by letting his actions speak for him. But John Chancellor
did ask the question, and others will, too, in the future,

It seems necessary, therefore, to develop strong answers
that are well grounded in moral philosophy.

I have composed one possible alternative answer to
Chancellor's question, based on a discussion of the same
question by John Locke, the British philosopher whose
writings had such a profound influence on the authors of
the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution.

I also attach the excerpt from Locke, to show you his
argument in its original form.

Q. (Chancellor) What about the moral implications?
If a country is being strangled by a country or
ancther set of countries that own a natural resource,
is it moral to go and take that? It is their oil, it
is not ours. Isn't that a troublesome guestion?

A, Yes, it is a troublesome question, but it is a question
that I have thought about and there are answers that
seem to make sense to me,

We start with the fact that there is, and always has

been, uneven ownership of goods and resources,
ameag individuals and among nations. But I think — {;\ <
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January 29, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD

FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

The two attached short articles are an example of
how alleged facts sometimes get manufactured and
then develop a life of their own. Note how Childs
speaks of people buying dog food and the account,
trom The Public Interest, of how that story,
unverified and unverifiable, got started in the first
place.

Attachments




January 28, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD
FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

This article on open enroliment by Joha McAdams
reopens the possibility of a voluntary substitute for
forced busing. I think it merits serious attention.

McAdams is a graduate student in the government
department at Harvard.

Attachment




January 29, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD
FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

The attached article by Irving Kristol on "“Republican
Virtue” is one of the best and deepest 1 have read in
a long time. It seems to me to be just the kind of

writing you were asking for in our conversation a
week ago.

The eoriginal is attached in case you think it should
be forwarded to the President.

This article would be an excellent basis for a con-
versation of an hour or more. Important conclusions
and themes might easily develop from such a dis-
cussion.

Attachment
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Irving Kristol

Repﬁbﬁncan Virtue vs. Servile Institutions

In the end, when all has been said
and done, the only authentic criterion for
judging any economic or political system,
or any set of social institutions, 1s this:
what kind of people emerge from them?
In this sense, it is true to say that
institutions are made for the people, not

©ice versa. But today we understand this

e

s@position in a very aifferent way: we
worry whether our institutions are
sufficiently “responsive’’ ro the people as
they are, and assume that any discor-
dance between the two constitutes strong
evidence that the institution needs to be
changed. Behind this assumpticn there
lics a deeper dogma: that the very idea of
helping people to shape themselves in a
certain way 15 both presumptuous and
supertluous. Presumptuous, because
there is no superior knowledge available
as to how people should be shaped.
Superfluous, because the people will, if
left alone, shape themselves berter than
anyone or anything can shape them. This
might be called the democratic dogma,
and it is a very different thing from the
republican philosophy  which  animated
this nation during its earlier decades but
which gradually has become ever more
incomprehensible to us. Indeed, it is by
now so incomprehensible we  find it
difficult even to imagine that, as we
remake—‘restructure,”’ as we say—our
traditional institutions to suit us, we may
simply be debasing these institutions so
that they will more snugly fit our
diminished persons.

It will be said that even to suggest such
a hypothesis shows a remarkable lack of
faith in the American common people. |
would half-heartedly deny that accusa-
tion. I do indeed have faith in the
common people—only 1 don't have very
much faith in them. Nor is there anything
snobbish or, as we now say, ‘“‘elitist”’

= = =

about such a statement. I include myself

among those common people and,
knowing myself as I do, I would say that
anyone who constructed a political
system based on unlimited faith in my
good character was someone with a
fondness for high-risk enterprises.

“To put it another way: The common
man 1s not a fuol, and the proof that he is
not a fool is that he kas such modest faith
in himself. On the other hand, the
common man is human, too, and if
politicians go around saying nice things
about him, he'll not deny them either.
What wi// happen is that the common
man will simply become cynical about
politicians and politics and public iife in
general—and this cynicism will, in the
long run, have a deleterious effect on his
character. For cynicism about others is
always accompanicd by a proportionate
increase in self-centeredness. And as we
become self-centered, we become less
open to reason, have a weaker sense of
obligation to our fellow citizens.

That it is possible to corrupt a

citizenry—or for a citizenry to corrupt.

itself—is something the Founding
FFathers understood but which we seem to
have forgotten. Today we are sometimes
prepared to believe that the people have
been deceived into thinking erroncously,
But we find it well-nigh impossible to
admit that they are corrupt—behaving as
if they had a bad characrer as distnct
from a bad opinion or two. This is why we
tend to take it for granted that all
expressions of zaterial grievances by the
people must be basically legitimate. After
all, people do have intimate as distinct
from abstract—knowledge of their
material circumstances. To regard this
knowledge as less than authoritative is to
cast doubt on their innate capacity for
sclf-government. The Founding Fathers

The Alternative: An American Spectator February 1975

permitted-themselves to have such
doubts, which their political theory then
encompassed. We give ourselves no such
license. Our instinct is always to assume
that, once these marterial grievances are
satisfied, the people’s nartural goodness
of character will reassert itself.

Yer the evidence is much to the
contrary: satistying material grievances,
these days, does not seem 1o calm people
or mike them more reasonable—it often
rather encourages them to be even more
unreasonable, and even sometimes to
invent grievances as an occasion for
being more unreasonable. The relation
betweensausfying men’s material wanes,
or even material needs, and the quality of
their moral nature is evidently an
ambiguous and cquivocal one.

This ambiguity was something the
Founding Fathers were much more alert
to than we are. They were sufficientdy
close to their Puritan heritage, and to
traditional republican political philos-
ophy, to believe that “‘luxury,”” as they
called it—by which they meant merely
that degree of material well-being which
we today call “*affluence” —would always
represent a grave threat to the spirit of
our institutions. None of the Founding
Fathers, to my knowledge, ever praised
their handiwork by suggesting it would
icad to a *‘society of abundance.” We
may think that the Sears, Roebuck
catalogue is a splendid testimonial to
American civilization. Most of the
Founding Fathers would have found it a
worrisome document. And, had they
been informed that people were pur-
chasing this incredible variety of mer-
chandise by going into debt, they would
have been wildly alarmed.

Perhaps nothing better signifies the
diffcrence between the spirit of demo-
cratic capitalism in our old Republic and
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in our . contemporary one than their
contrasting attitudes toward debt. To be a
debtor, in the older view, was to
mortgage your future and to surrender a
portion of your independence. They
regarded indebtedness as a condition to
be avoided, if possible. And they had a
low opinion of those who were per-
petually in debt, or who seemed uncaring
as to whether they were in debt or
not—such people were then called
“feckless.”” It isn't that the Founders
were simply less sophisticated about
economics than we are today. They were
very sophisticated, in a different way.
They judged an economic system, not
merely by whether or not it improved
one’s standard of living, but also by what
it did to the character of the people who
participated in that system. Our sophis-
tication about economics completely
ignores this aspect of the matter—to
some degree, one suspects, because we
assume that ‘‘the character of the
people’” is inherently unproblematic, but
also because we assume that improved
material conditions, no matter how
achieved, cannot possibly mean an
unimproved people.

This last is one expression of that
“‘democratic dogma’’ which has sup-
plantea the republican philosophy of the
early period of this republic. A clear sign
of the transformation I am referring to is
the way in which the very words
“republican’ or “rcpublit. have glvcn
way before the terms “‘democratic” or
“‘democracy.”” This verbal shift mirrors a
profound political and psychological
change. It is not that the two terms stand
tor distinctly different conceptions of the
proper relations between a citizen and his
polity. They need not, and for a long time

~did not: up until about fifty years ago,
¥ Y

they were used without any scnse of
tension or contrariness existing between
them. Indeed, they were frequently and
familiarly conjomed together, so that one
could speak easily of “‘our democratic
republic’”” or ‘‘our republican democ-
rau" w1[h()ut g,wmg the matter much

thou;,,ht Ye( todd\ the term ‘repub
lican”” has fallen into disfavor, and is
rapidly falling into disuse. It is still the
title of one of our major parties, but it is
not exactly a proud tutle: Republicans
(with a capital *R"") do not speak about
“‘republicanism’’ (with a small “‘r"’) but
instead, like everyone else, speak about
“democracy’” and claim to represent the
spitit of democracy, properly understood,
not the spirit of republicanism, propetly
understood.

Why does the word “‘republican’ make
us so uncomfortable? Why have history
textbooks ceased bearing such tides as
“The American Republic: from its
Founding to the Present Day,"" in tavor of
something like *“The Democratic Exper-
iment’’ or “‘The Democratic Exper-
icnce’’? Why don’t we ever talk about
“The Republican Experiment’” or ““The
Republican Experience’”? I don’t think it
is merely fashionable linguistic con-
vention which is at work here, but a much
deeper and extremely significant habit of

PRIy pr

mind. The two terms have assumed, over
the decades, very different connotations.
“‘Republican’ is something we used to
be; ‘“‘democratic’” is what we have
become. As a matter of fact, one can put

it more strongly than that: being

“‘republican” is what we have been
liberated from so that we could become
**democratic.”’

There i1s no doubt that the term
‘republican,’” today, has about it an aura
of confinement, constriction, a limitation
of possibilities, whereas ‘‘democracy’’
suggests a genial expansiveness. If 1
were to say to a group of American
educators that the purpose of our public
schools is to produce republican citizens,
they would either assume that 1 was
being hostile or, more likely, that I had
meant to say ‘“‘democratic’’ and was
merely engaging in a literary fancy. They
would certainly sense that a school for re-
publican citizens is something different
from the kinds of schools they now
administer and teach in.

At the root of that term, *‘republican,”’
there lies the idea of self-government.
Not merely popular government, and not

“We cannot imagine how
an- increase in prosperity
could possibly make peo-
ple worse; rather than
better. Neither the Old
Testament nor the New
had any difficulty in con-
cetving such a possibility;

nor did John Adams or

Thomas Jefferson.”

merely individual liberty, but a popular’

government and an individual liberty that
is defined—and is therefore self-limiting
—in a certain i Self- govcrnment is

L O
self-definition. It is somethmg strenuous,
something which involves our makmg
painful demands upon oursclves, some-
thing which directs us to a normative
conception of the self to which we should
properly aspire. You cannot have ‘“‘self-
government’’ in the individual case
unless you have a clear—if general—idea
as to the kind of person you ought to be,
and you cannot have self-government
collectively unless the members of that
collectivity have a clear idea as to the
kind of people they want to end up being.
The idea of self-government is intrinsi-
cally normarive and stands in opposition
to any social and political system which
fails to link popular government or
individual liberty o a set of accepted
values. That is why it is possible to speak
of “‘republican virtue” —we do not in fact
speak of it today but we do not find the
phrase meaningless, either. On the other
hand, one apparently cannot talk about
“democratic virtue' —not only do we not

use that phrase, but the very phrase itself

does not exist: it seems not to be a
possible political expression. And the
reason why this is so must have
something to do with the fact that we
conceive  of democracy as a way of
government.and a way of life which has
liberated us from the confines of such
“virtue.”” We have separated the demo-
cratic idea from the idea of self-
government.

Montesquieu, whose political philos-
ophy so powerfully shaped the thinking of
the Founding Fathers, understood that
in a large, commercial republic, whose
stability was based on an equilibrium of
economic interests and a balance .of
political factions, this stability could very
easily dissolve into a war of all against all.
To prevent this from happening, he said,
one could not rely on any set of
institutions but on the “‘spirit”” of its
citizens. It is this spirit to which the term
“republican virtue’' refers.

Because the very word ‘‘virtue”
so friphtens us today, suggesting, as it
does, fixed ideas of right and wrong
which circumscribe our liberty—it is im-
portant to emphasize that “‘republican
virtue,”’ in the American meaning of that
phrase, is a very different kind of virtue
from, say, Christian virtue or classical
virtue as the ancient Grecks understood
it. It does not signify an excellence of
the soul, a perfection of the person. Our
idea of ‘‘republican virtue’ derives from
the Romans, and it is a political
conception rather than a religious one.
Which is to say, “‘republican virtue™
has fairly modest moral implications,
rather than high and ambitious ones.
Because these moral implicztions are so
modest, ‘“‘republican virtue'' is com-
patible with a liberal society in which
people can have, within limits, different
opinions as to ultimate religious truths
and different preferences as to their ways
of life. What “‘republican virtue'’ asks of
people is merely that the) be pubhc-
spirited.

If this doesn’t sound like such a
formxdable demand it is bccau%c we no

1 B

Innger quxte undersmnd thr it means to
be public-spirited. We think it means to
have passionate opinions about the public
good and to work furiously to translate
these opinions into reality. In  truth,
public-spiritedness, in its original sense,
means almost the opposue of that. It
means curbmg one’s passions and
moderasing one's opinions in order to
achieve a large consensus that will ensure
domesric tranquility. We think of public-
spiritedness as a form of self-expression,
an excrcise in self-righteousness. The
Founding Fathers thought of it as a form
of self-control, an exercise in self-
government. If we are asked to identify a
public-spirited citizen, we are likely to
point to someone like Ralph Nader. The
Founders pointed to “that noblest Roman
of them all,”’ George Washington, as a
model for the American citizen. And
whatever Ralph Nader's merits may be,
they are not George Washington's.

[ have said that *‘republican virtue,”” in
its original American meaning, had only
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modest moral implications. But it did
(and does) have som e moral implications,
and it we look at George Washington, we
sce what they are. They include probity,
truthfulness, self-reliance, diligence,
prudence, and a disinterested concern for
the welfare of the republic. In short, they
are those virtues which we familiarly
associate with ‘‘the Protestant ethic’’ or
‘‘the bourgeois ethic’’—though, as a
Jew, I might point out that they could also
be properly associated with ‘‘the
rabbinical ethic,”” a fact which the
Puritans were certainly very conscious of.

Now, there are two things to be said
about such virtues, and about the kind of
human character they are supposed to

.give rise to. First, they are compatible

with practically all the religions of
Western civilization—including such
essentially secular religions as Deism and
Stoicism—and are therefore appropriate
to a liberal and pluralistic society. And,
secondly, they are rather **dull” virtues,
precisely because they are so modest in
their scope. This ‘‘dullness’’ was always
taken to be meritorious, since it meant
that you didn’t have to be an exceprional
person to be a perfectly good citizen.
“‘Republican virtue'’ is an easy virtue,
by the traditional standards of religion
and moral philosophy: George Washing-
ton is—and was always supposed to
be—a model American whom every
school boy could assemble from his own
parts.

So the question naturally arises: if ‘‘re-
publican virtue' is so easy, why do we
find the very suggestion of it so irksome?
More than that: why do we find the very
conception of it so repugnant? For the
better part of American history, it was
thought proper that every American boy
should be encouraged to want to grow up
to be like George Washington. Today,
-that would be regarded as a dismal fate,
and we have even taken Washington’s
Dbirthday away from him for the conven-
ience of a long weekend.

I would say that the basic change in
American history took place when it came
widely to be believed that it was both
natural and right for our republican
institutions simply to adapt themselves to
the American people, rather than vice
versa. It was a gradual change—so
gradual that only a few observers took
notice of it. For the most part, it was
simply accepted as the predestined
fulfillment of **the democratic promise”
and the full flowering of **the democratic
faith” —phrases which are themselves
by-products of this transformation. The
history of the United States came to be
written as the progressive liberation of
the American people from all sorts of
prior restraints which our rather narrow-
minded ancestors insisted on establishing
for the people’s own good. I think that the
Bistory of the United States can indeed be
fairly written in these terms. The key
question s the degree to which one

‘wishes to regard this history as pro-
gressive or otherwise. ‘

We do, of course, regard it as pro-

gressive because this history has made

the United States into a wealthy
and powerful nation. Above all, wealthy:
we find sufficient justification in
American history by reason of the fact
that it has raised our standard of living so
spectacularly. But we are not moved to
‘inquire whether this has made us a better
people or worse, in terms of the original
ideals of this republic. In truth, we cannot
imagine how an increase in prosperity
could possibly make people worse, rather
than better. Neither the Old Testament
nor the New had any difficulty in con-
ceiving such a possibility; nor did John
Adams or Thomas Jefferson. They
believed that people, if they lived
carelessly and unreflectively, could
.corrupt themselves. We think the people
are naturally good and that only their
institutions can be corrupt.

It is not surprising that the first sphere
of human action in which this new spirit
manifested itself was the economic. It
was the American businessman who first
liberated himself from the idea of
“‘republican virtue,”’ in order to create as

“‘If we are asked to
identify a public-spirited
citizen, we are likely to
point to someone like
Ralph Nader. The Foun-
ders pointed to ‘that
noblest Roman of them
all’... And whatever
Ralph Nader’s merits
may be, they are not
George Washington’s.”’

much wealth, as quickly as possible, for
himself as for us. Prior to the Civil War, a
businessman was a professional man, in
the same sense that docrors and
clergymen were professional men. That is
to say, it was taken for granted that there
was a connection between what he did
and what he was—between his vocation
and his character—a connection that
intimated a code of behavior which
defined what was “‘honorable’” and what
was not. Thus, it was thought to be
dishonorable for a businessman to go
bankrupt—not because this was a sign of
failure, but because it meant that he was
cheating his creditors, who had trusted
him. And if a businessman did go
bankrupt, it was thought honorable for
him to spend the rest of his life paying off
his creditors nevertheless—and for his
children to assume this burden as well.
This may not make any economic sense;
our present casual and impersonal
attitude toward bankruptcy might be
more economically productive. But it did
emphatically make political sense—if you
believe that the effects of economics on
our standard of living are less momentous
than its effects upon our character.
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“Pree enterprise,”’ until the Gilded
Age, was supposed to be-—it wasn't
always in fact, but it was supposed to
be—a form of moral behavior, and the
business life was supposed to be a
morally sanstying life. [ know it will seem

incredible but, up until the advent of the -

morally neutral entreprencur who is
nothing but an economic instrument—up
until the Civil War, that is—most
Americans seemed to be of the opinion
that to be a businessman was to be an
honest and trustworthy man. They were
greedy and unscrupulous ‘‘speculators,’’
of course. But a sharp distinction was
made between such ‘!speculators’” and a
businessmzn—not least by the business-
men themselves, who did not permit
“speculators,”’ no matter how wealthy, to
become members of their clubs. The
American businessman had ‘‘character,”’
as we now say. And he was in good
repute among his fellow citizens. Not 1n
the very best repute, it must be said:
prior to the Civil War, it was statesmen
and soldicts who were the heroes of
popular biographies, since they were
thought te have an even greater measure
of “‘republican virtue.”” But businessmen
were much respected, and were thought
to be an honorable class of men engaged
in an honorable activity—i.e., an activity
from which they emerged better men
than when they first entered it, as a result
of the discipline which this activity
exercised upon their characters. The
institution of business was thought to
make for self-improvement and not
simply self-enrichment.

This ‘‘bourgeois’’ businessman—

about whose life and work there was
absolutely nothing value-free—was suc-
ceeded by a more ‘‘liberated’’ type, a
more ‘‘democratic’’ type, whose attitude
toward _eccnomic activity was purely
instrument:]l. The businessman ceased
being a kind of man and became a kind of
function, devoid of any specifically
human qualities. Sdill, it is astonishing
how long the bourgeois ethos lingered on.
When 1 was very young, people who
bought things on the installment plan
were stll regarded as feckless and
irresponsible. But people who so/d things
on the installment plan were regarded as
engaged in z shady enterprise—because
they were, after all, corrupting other
people into fecklessness.

All that was in another time, of course,
and, 1 sometimes think, in another
country. Today, businessmen assemble
in solemn mecetings in order to figure out
what they should do to achieve public
respect and favor. Their concern is both
serious and sincere, and one almost does
not have the heart to tell them that their
problem is not in the area of doing but in
the area of feing. They, like the rest of
us, were born into a world they never
made, and-—again like the rest of
us—find it close to impossible to imagine
that the trouble they are in is organically
related to their having become the kind of
successful bcople our society said thev
should become. _—
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Another illustration of what | have in
mind is the extraordinary increase, in
recent years, of strikes which, for quite
trivial reasons, inflict enormous damage
on the community. I am thinking
especially of strikes by policemen,
firemen, garbage collectors, and trans-
port workers. These are quite common
today, though they were yesterday very
rare, and the day before yesterday were
close to unthinkable. American trade
unions used to be essentially defensive
institutions—protecting the human rights
and economic position of their mem-
bers—and their ethos was one of
fraternity. They have become purely
acquisitive combinations, exercising
monopoly power in a spirit of the-public-
be-damned.

Now, I am not saying that, in some
instances, these Americans who go on
strike do not have legitimate grievances.
On the contrary: I assume they do. But a
legitimate grievance can become illegit-
imate—just . as a just war can become
unjust—if the means employed are
incommensurate with the ends sought.
And I must say that I am appalled that a
group of American workers should cease
performing essential services to their
tellow Americans because they seeck a 5
percent or 8 percent increase in pay over
what they receive or over what was

+ offered them. Something is definitely
wrong when that can happen, as it now
does with increasing frequency. How can
that rather trivial goal possibly justify
such aggressive and costly action?

I have used the phrase, “‘that rather
trivial goal,”’ in order to put the matter as
provocatively as possible. (Sometimes we
do have to be provoked to think clearly.) I
know I will be told that these workers

_have a difficult time making ends meet
and that a 5 percent or an 8 percent
increase is not to be sneered at. That is
true enough—but I would also insist it is
really beside the point. Very few of our
workers live on the margin of sub-
sistence; they are not in the kind of
extreme and desperate condition which
might justfy such extreme and desperate
action. The extra money, after taxes have
been deducted, will make their situation
slightly more comfortable that it was.
And for this they are prepared to
convulse the community and threaten the
livelihood of their fellow-citizens—many
of whom are surely less well off than they
are. This can only be described as
sclfishness. And that description applies
whether one regards their grievances as
legitimate or not.

Nevertheless, very few of us seem to be
able ta say this bluntly, without embar-
rassment. We are more likely to point out
that these ordinary people are behaving
no differently from many greedy and
unscrupulous businessmen. This argu-
ment has some truth in it—but what a
strange truth it is! It implies, in effect,
that the legitimate criteria of behavior in
a democracy are to be found somewhere
in the vicinity of the lowest common
denominator. And, of course, under the
pressure of this perverse moral egal-

8

itaviantsm, the lowest common denom-
inator sinks ever lower.

After business and organized labor,
just about every other areca of American
life followed a similar path. Religion may
have followed more reluctantly, but
follow it did. The sermon which de-
nounced the failings of the congregation
slowly gave way to the sermon which
denounced the inadequacy of our social,
economic, and political institutions.
Making demands upon oneself became
unpopular; making demands upon others
became habitual. It is interesting to recall
that, up until about a hundred years ago,
it was common for Congress or state
legislatures to call, by resolution, for a
day of fasting, to take note of some
particularly solemn occasion. Moreover,
such calls were directed toward all
citizens, rich and poor, indiscriminately.
It is quite impossible for Congress even to
contemplate such a resolution today. And
should some brave Congressman intro-
duce such a resolution, 1t would quickly
be studded by amendments exempring all
those below a certain level of income or
who were engaged in various essential

“‘Self-government is self-
definition. It is some-
thing strenuous, some-
thing which involves our
making painful demands
upon ourselves, some-
thing which directs us to
a normative concept of
the self to which we
should properly aspire.”’

services. We find the very idea of a
fast-day barbarous—it violates the
nutritional rules established by HEW.
And the idea that poor people should fast,
just like everyone else, would strike us as
utterly preposterous. We énow that only
people with full stomachs and on a
well-balanced diet can be expected to
meet such a harsh moral obligation. The
fact that our ancestors, who were much
poorer than we, thought otherwise is
attributed to their lack of enlighten-
ment—as is the fact that, even today,
observant Jews and Catholics and
Moslems think and act otherwise.
Dostoievsky predicted, in The Brothers
Karamazov, that when the anti-Christ
came, he would have inscribed on his
banner: *‘First feed people, and then ask
them to be virtuous.”” We have improved
on that slogan to the extent of adding
decent housing, good schools, free
medical care, and adequate public
transportation as necessary preconditions
of virtue. And then we wonder why such

‘benevolence scems not to encourage

people to have a good opinion of their
political order. It does not occur to us
that, in a democracy, if the citizenry lack

scll-respect they will be incapable of any
kind of respect—that to the degree we
officially propound a mean and squalid
view of humanity, there will emerge
mean and squalid human beings. All of
us normally become what we are
expected to become, and if our socicty
thinks it is normal for us to be enslaved to
our zppetites and our desires rather than
to govern them, then we shall come to
regard such enslavement as true liberty
—and shall simultancously regard any
suggestion of self-government as an
infra ction of this liberty.

Our politicians have, over these past
decades, learned this lesson well, in the
sense that they have successfully
debzsed themselves to what they rake to
be the appropriate common level. The
average politician of today sees it as his

role to gratify the appetites of the’

people—to liberate them from depriva-
tion, as we say. The truly creative
politician of today is more *‘‘far-sighted”’
in that he discovers new and original
deprivations, popularizes them, makes
them keenly felt. ““What have you done
for us lately?’’ is now assumed to be the
absolutely proper question for the citizen
to address to his representative, who, in
turn, frantically speculates as to what he
can do for them tomorrow. What
this means, quite simply, is that by our
tracitional standards of republican polit-
ical philosophy, American politics today
is the politics of demagogy, the politics of
bribery. We obscurely recognize this fact
by reserving the term “‘siztesman’ for
those exceptional politicians who hold
themselves somewhat aloof from this
process of soliciting and pandering—
though we are also so suspicious of our
own sentiments, which smell ever so
slightly of indecent elevation, that we will
quickly and cynically wonder whether the
“‘statesman’’ is merely a politician who is
not running for re-election.

If anyone were to suggest that, in a
self-governing republic, it should be
normal tor the people’s representatives to
wish to be as statesmanlike as possible,
continually engaged in a reasonable
conversation with their constituents, he
would be informed that he is not living in
the real world. But this real world is
something which we have ourselves
constructed. American politics wasn’t
always like this, and wasn't ever
supposed to be like this. Unbelievable
though it may seem, there was a time—in
living memory—when those who cam-
paigned too energetically for public office
were, for that reason alone, viewed with
more suspicion. Public office was thought
to be a burdensome obligation to which
only the more public-spirited would
aspire. I don’t want to idealize the past or
exaggerate its merits—what we are
talking about is a matter of degree. The
“‘democratic politician’’ has always co-
existed, in this country, with the
“‘republican statesman.’’ But he certainly
never predominated so absolutely as he
does today.

The one group which seems to
understand this situation best of all is the
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politicians themselves. Most of them will
admit, in private conversation, that they
would much prefer to be statesmanlike,
only they don’t see how that is possible.
They must, they say, be “'responsive’ to
the people if they are to be able to
funcion ac all. The irony is that, as they
become ever more ‘‘responsive,’”’ the
people put less and less faith in them and
in our political institutions generally.

Very much the same thing has
happened in the ficld of education. When
our schools were ‘‘republican’ institu-
tions, instructing young citizens in the
three R's, in elementary civics, and in the
rudiments of good manners, they had
both selt-contidence and universal re-
spect. Today,whenthey are **democratic”’
institutions, when they are making few
demands on their students but feverishly
trying to satisfy all the demands which
students make on them, they are in a
condition of perpetual crisis. Most of the
‘“‘progressive’’ and ‘‘liberating"’ reforms
in education, over these past decades,
have resulted in most of us being more
dissatisfied with American education
than was previously the case. You would
think that this might give us food for
thought—but, no, it only incites us to

invent new and better reforms, all in the.

direction of encouraging students to
- express more freely their appetites, to
more freely indulge their desires. And,
inevitably, students end up lacking
confidence in these institutions which,
lacking all self-confidence, seem to have
no other purpose than to pander to them.

And this, 1 think, is the main point

"Whlch cmerges from the American
“democratic experience of recent years.
Pcople do not have confidence in
institutions which do not have confidence
in themselves. People do not have respect
for institutions which, instead of making
demands upon them, are completely
subservient to their whxms. In short, a
people will not respect a polity that has so

“low an opinion of them thart it thinks it
absurd to insist that people become
better than they are. Not simply more
democratic; not simply more free; not
simply more affluent; but, in some clear
sense, better.

The original republican idea of self-
government was what we would today
call high-minded. The self which is
supposed to govern is necessarily con-
ceived of as being a better self than the
self which naturally exists, and the
purposc of the republic, in all its aspects,
is inherently a self-improving one. The
later democratic idea of self- government
is based on the premise that one’s natural
self is the best of all possible selves, and
thatit is the institutions of society which

are incvitably corrupting of natural
goodness. These are two very different
readings of human nature, and they lead
to different kinds of politics. The first
results in people making moral demands
upon themselves; the second resules in
people making  moral  demands  upon
social reality.

I know of no way in which this
philosophical argument about human
nature can be setiled in the abstract. But
our own political experience does, I think,
give us some empirical clues as to whlch
reading- of human nature is more
humanly satisfying. And the evidence
seems overwhelmingly favorable to the
republican reading. After all, it is a fact
that Americans today ‘‘have never had it
so good,’’ as one says, in_the sense that
they are wealthier and healthier and
enjoy greater personal freedom than did
their fathers or grandfathers. But it is
also a fact that they don't feel at all good
about themselves and their condition,
and a great many of our young people
seem to feel positively miserable about
their human condition. It can hardly be
without significance that, among the

‘Scarsdale is obviously
an experiment that has
failed. And the reason—
equally obvious, I should
think—1s that the life it
proposes to its citizens is
so devoid of personal
moral substance, and is
therefore so meaning-
less.””

young especially, the idea of *‘liberation’
trom a *‘repressive’” actuality should now
be so popular. There are some of us who
will delude ourselves into believing that
these young peopie are fretful at the
remnants of republican restrictiveness,
and they will assert—in the words of Al
Smith—that the only and sure cure for
the ills of democracy is more democracy.
If you are committed to the democratic
dogma, that is the only possible remark
you can make. You are not likely to
contemplate the possibility that it is the
very society based on this dogma which
comes to be felt as “‘repressive’” and
from which *“liberation’ is sought.

Some ten years ago, in the midst of the
rebellion on our campuses, an article
appeared in the New York Times
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Magazine. It was written by a Yale
psychologist, and its title was a quotation
from onc of the student leaders. That title
was “You Don’t Know What Hell Is Like
Unless You Were Raised in Scarsdale.”
Now, Scarsdille is one of our most
allluent and sophisticated suburbs. It is
also, so far as young ptople are
concerned, one of the most tolerant and
“‘permissive’’ places in America. Nothing
is too good or too expensive for the
children of Scarsdale. And vyet, the
children for the most part despise it and
leave it as soon as they can.

This is a serious matter. For the
American democracy today seems really
to have no other purpose than to create
more and more Scarsdales—to convert
the entire nation into a larger Scarsdale.
That is whart our political leaders promise
us; that is what our economic leaders
promise us; and even our religious
leaders will issue indictments against the
nation because there are still so many
people who are “‘underprivileged’” by the
Scarsdale standard. But Scarsdale is
obviously an experiment that has failed.
And the reason—equally obvious, I
should think—is that the life it proposes
to its citizens is so devoid of personal
moral substance, and is therefore so
meaningless.

We are troubled by this phenomenon,
and we wonder why it is that Americans,
even as they improve their material
conditions, are losing faith in their
institutions. We also begin to wonder
how these institutions can be made more
“‘responsive’”’ to the people, so as to
soothe their discontent. What we do nnt
wish to see is that our institutions are
being made ever more ‘‘responsive’’ to
the wrong people—to the people as they
are, not as they might be. People do not
respect institutions which are servile;
people only respect a society which
makes demands on them, which insists
that they become better than they are.
Without such a moral conception of the
self, without a vivid idea as to the kind of

_person a citizen is supposed to become,

there can be no self-government. And
without self-government, the people
perish—from boredom, from a lack of
self-respect, and from a loss of con-
fidence in their institutions which, they
realize, only mirror their alienation from
the betrer selves that lie dormant within
their actual selves. [

The above essay was delivered as a
Poynter Lecture at Indiana University.
Reprints are available at $.50 each from
The Poynter Project, Sycamore 217,
Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana
47401.

e

e s

i




January 31, 1975

M

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD

FROM: : ROBERT GOLDWIN

This lecture by Irviag Kristol on the American Revolution
is 2 companion piece to the lecture I seat you a day or

so ago on "Republican Virtue. " It is a similar message,
but in an historical context.

The thesis is that we bave much more to be proud of

than we seem to realize. The American Revolution was
unique because it was so successful. I attach two coples

in case you agree with my recommendation that it ought to be
given to the President for serious reading.

Kristol is the most articulate spokesman today of ideas and
themes that are wholly in accord with the spirit and style
of the Ford Administration. This judgment leads me to
recommend that an effort be made to find 2 high level
position in the White House or Administration for Kristol,
so that we have the benefits of his intelligence and express-
ive abilities on a full-time basis.

Ia = recent letter to me, Kristol urged that we try to recruit
some professor. He assumed that the man would be initially
unwilling but then went on to say, "I see ao reason why he
should be permitted to languish comiortably up there. It's
time he performed some service for this country, and I

am sure he would do this task extremely well.” My recom-
mendation is that we say the same thiag to Kristol.

Attachments / <. FO







January 31, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT
THROUGH: DONALD RUMSFELD

FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

In your meeting with the National Council of Churches
yesterday, you spoke of the difficulty of explaining a
complex program whea the TV commenbators are foreed,
by the aature of their medium, to reduce everything to
"headlines.” In my opinion, the Presideat has a better
chance than anyone else in the nation io overcome this
difficulty, because his own words will be listened to, and
will continue to sound in the ears of the listeners, even
as the TV interpreters strive to simplify and abbreviate.

The formuba that can work is the one you stated ia the
meeting--"lay all the options before them' --especially
if you pose the options very sharply and repeatedly.

For example, the chances of the energy program getting
through Congress in its preseat form are doubtiul,
primarily for two reasons: first, it imposes a burden on
the American people~--and Congress doesn't like to impose
burdens; and second, the tendency is to look at it in
isolation, not in comparison with other realistic alternatives.

if people are asked whether they want to impose an import
taxcon themselves that will cause an increase in the price of
all petroleum products, or te leave ihings as they are, the
natural reaction is to say no to import taxes. But your
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position is that doing nothing at all sbout our dependence
on the increasing flow of imported petroleum is not
one of the respeasible alternatives.

The realistic choices are (1) the President ‘s program,

{2) mandatory rationing of oil and gascline, or (3) a large
increase in the tax on gasoline at the filling station. The
President has the platform to keep these three options
before the Congress aad the people by repeated words and
actions. The public and Congrees can be persuaded to
look at your program as one of these three options if you
continue to pose them very sharply, on every occasion.
And they may be won over to your program if you continue
to reiterate your support for it as superior to the others.

The preceding paragraphs are based on your remark in the

yesterday; on conversations over the last 10 days
with Martin Diamond aad Irving Kristol, who are eagerly
exploring ways to help muster support for your program:;
and on a letter Kristol wrote to me, at my request, after
a long phone conversationa on the subject.

In his letter (copy attached), Kristol goes on to link use of

the veto io the lay-all-the-options-before-them approach.
Keowing your reluctance to speak of veto possibilities in
advance, I simply iorward Kristol's letter without additional
comument. It may be useful at 2 later time.

Attachment




THE WHITE HOUSE Sp//
WASHINGTON '

February 21, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

FROM: DONALD RUMSFELD
Subject: Handling of the Pxesident's Effort to

Achieve our National Energy Goals
(and other similar efforts).

| Problem: Ron Nessen is getting advice from many
~ different people each day. He feels forced, in a sense, to
answer a great many questions each day, as ar: other
Administration spokesmen. As a result, the staff gives their
best advice on each specific question from the slant the
question is asked. Ron poses the questions to the staff. Then
Ron gives the answer which represents the best judgment of
the people he talked to on that specific matter. Yesterday,
for example, when asked if the President was ready to
compromise, he was advised to say, and he said, 'the answer
is, a firm 'no'. ™

2. Question: What is the best way to handle this
particular effort concerning energy? And for that matter, from -
a technique standpoint, what is the best way for the Administra-
tion to handle efforts of this nature, which last over a period
of months? Needless to say, it is vital that the President's
credibility be preserved, that Ron's and other spokesmen's
credibility be preserved. However, it is important that the
President, through Administration spokesmen, say things
that are helpful in moving the President towards his goal.

The only way I know to do this is to develop an
approach to the problem -- an overall approach which then
enables Ron and all Administration spokesmen to have a broad
sense of how all the various specific questions can best be
answered. This requires dissemination of broad policy
guidance which is carefully thought through, communicated
throughout the Administration, and then repeated and repeated
by Administration spokesmen,



3. There are several of options.

One, for example, in this energy effort, would be to
say flat out, '"we are just not going to compromise. ' In my
judgment, that is not wise because, under the Constitution,
eventually the Executive has to try to find a solution,

Another option is to admit "we are gomg to
compromise. ' That is not helpful either, in tha.t it takes the
steam out of our supporters' efforts to get what'is needed.

A third approach would be to not comment very
much, and live with some mystery as to what may be done. That
has the problem because it reduces the opportunities to use
public communication to assist in moving towards the goal,

The best approach is a fourth option -- namely, to
develop a general approach and state it repeatedly, answering
specific questions within that overall approach, and staying with
it long enough that it begins to sink into the press, the American
people and through them to the Congress.

4. Specifically, in the case of the energy effort, we
would get general agreement of the key people in the White House
and the Administration that the goal of what we all say will be to
have the press, the Congress and the public eventually see the
President as making a serious, purposeful effort to achieve a
goal. Thus, answers should be phrased to posture the President
as urging action, not in a truculent or belligerent way, but,
rather in a determined, steady manner, expressing his desire
to see the country meet a problem facing the Nation.

/

S, For example:

- There is a danger to America in the present
vulnerability of our country to foreign sources of energy, in the/
waste of energy and in the large dollar outflow that results from
payments to foreign sources for the energy we import. »



- There is a danger to the industrialized Nations
of the world in their vulnerability, wastefulness and dollar
outflow and our circumstances economically are interlinked.

- It _i_épossible to do something about these problems.
- But, it takes the cbuﬁtrz to develop a national
solution -- the Executive Branch, the Legislative Branch, and the

people of the country -- working together.

%
.

- A national effort requires a national goal. In
this instance, the goal is energy sufficiency by 1985. This means
a circumstance where the United States is (a) no longer vulnerable
to foreign sources of energy, and (b) where we have slowed the

dollar outflow resulting from oil imports and thus, the danger of
blackmail.

This goal can be achieved by a serious conserva-
tion program over a period of time and by the development of
alternate sources of energy. -

- This is not a new problem. The Congress and
the country have known about the problem for years and next to
nothing has been done.

- The President has dev'eloped a comprehensive
program. He has put it before the Congress. It involves higher prices
for energy but those added costs will be returned to the American
people by a tax cut, thus, putting the dollars back into the pockets
of the American people and into the economy.

i - When asked if and when the President is willing
to compromise, the answer is: This country needs a national
energy program. Under the Constitution, the Congress must
legislate such a program. For the country to have a program, the
Congress must act. The President is eager to work with anyone
to achieve a national program that will achieve those goals. “But, -
is he willing to compromise in the sense of letting the Congress
do nothing? No! Is he willing to see the country continue to be
vulnerable? No! Etc.



6. Having an approach such as the above has the
advantages of:

a) It leads to repeatedly restating the goal, the
urgency and the actual situation. And to lead in a democracy
requires repetition. We should not get bored with repetition.
We not only do not need a fresh new answer to every question,
but also it is harmful to have new answers everyday.

'

b) It avoids the danger of having the President
seem to be without purpose or weak or, conversely, as being
truculent or unyielding.

c) It avoids the danger of answering specifically
a whole range of specific questions that contain inaccurate
assumptions within them, or that give away ground without
getting anything in exchange.

d) It enables Administration officials to say
something rather than remaining silent, for fear what they
say might send out the wrong signals.

1. In short, we are doing fine on the energy effort.

The Administration and the Congress were in
disarray last winter. Today the Administration has a program.
The work done was good work. The program is standing up to.the
test of outside analysis. Our people are proud that it is good
work., And, they are standing with it.

The Congress is still in disarray. The Democrats
are in disarray. Even when and if they develop a program, it
will suffer strong criticism, even by Democrats. :

The goal, and the President's purposefulness, are
getting through to the people, the press and to the Congress, " ' D)
because of the effectiveness of the Administration's spokesmen.
They are doing a good job. :

The task now is to keep it up. The Administration--
wants to win this vote, yes, but regardless of how this vote comes
out, the country will still need an energy program. And, this
Administration is going to see that the country gets one.



February 26, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD
FROM: ROBERT A, GOLDWIN

1 have been invited to attend 2a international mesting for 5
days in Berlin on the relation of cultursl institutions to
goveraments, as described ia the attached telegram. On
the telephone Mr. Nielsen emphasized that they were
aware that I am not an expert on the details of such matters

but they wanted me for my “thoughtfulness,”

In my opinion this conference would be helpfel to me in
my work as the White House liaison wiith the arts endow-
ment, the humanities endowment, the Smithsonian, and
universities, :

Ken Lazarus thinks the expeases must be paid by the White
House (memo attached).

1 would like your advice on whether I should attend.

ec: Mr. Richard Cheney
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PMS MR. ROBERT GOLDWIN

THE WHITE HOUSE WASHINGTON D.Ce.

YOU ARE INVITED TO ATTEND A SHALL, HIGH LEVEL INTERNATIONAL MEETING
ON THE CURRENT PROBLEMS OF CULTURAL INSTITUTIONS TO BE HELD IN
BERLIN, WEST GERMANY FROM MARCH 22-26, 1975. TWENTY TO TWENTY-FIVE
LEADING PERSONS FROM GOVERNMENT FUNDING AGENCIES, PRIVATE
PHILANTHROPY, AND THE ARTS FROM U«Ke, FRANCE, GERMANY AND THE

'US WILL PARTICIPATE. FOR EXAMPLE: HEAD OF THE ARTS COUNCIL AND

FORMER TORY MINISTER FOR THE ARTS FROM Ue.K.§3 CHAIRHMAN OF NEW YORK
MAYOR®'S COMMITTEE ON CULTURAL POLICY AND DAVID ROCKEFELLER, JRe,
FROM U.S« AND PERSONS OF COMPARABLE STATURE FROM FRANCE AND
GERMANY., DISCUSSIONS WILL COVER IMPACTS OF INFLATION ON THE ARTS,

TREND TOWARD INCREASING DEPENDENCE ON GOVERNMENT SUBVENTION, AND
BROAD PHILOSOPHICAL AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS,

MEETING IS SPONSORED BY ASPEN INSTITUTE. FUNDS ARE PROVIDED BY
INSTITUTE AND GERHAN AND AMERICAN FOUNDATIONS. FACILITIES ARE
PROVIDED BY GRANT FROM GOVERNMENT OF WEST GERMANY,

CAN PAY YOUR ROUND TRIP TRAVEL IN ADDITION TO BERLIN COSTS IF ,;P
APPROPRIATE AND NECESSARY . e

YOUR PARTICIPATION OF HIGHEST IMPORTANCE TO THE BALANCE AND
QUALITY OF THESE DISCUSSIONS.

WALDEMAR Ao NIELSEN

o R

lrv;, -



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 26, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: ROBERT GOLDWIN

FROM: KEN LAZARUS (’l

Referencing your inquiry, the sponsors cannot pay for either
your travel or living expenses in connection with your attendance
at the Berlin conference. Your participation in these meetings
can only be viewed as relating to your official position, and as
such, payment of all expenses must be made from official furds

as the White House lacks the legal authority to accept reimburse-
ment for such costs.



February 27, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD
FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

Here is your argument azgainst wearing o helmet elevated
to the lofty pedestal of academic research. How did you
kaow?

s
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM
OF CALL

T:——&_

FF-760 WERE CALLED BY— [ ] YOU WERE VISITED BY—

[ PLEASE cALL ——> CODMTENT ok of R o

~

[] wiLL cALL AGAIN [] 1s WAITING TO SEE YOU
[J RETURNED YOUR CALL [[] wisHES AN APPOINTMENT
‘MESSAGE

Wi You AT
MNowe Heep o THE

DATE TIME




March 20, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD
FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN

You may remember the reply we were goiag to send to

the New York Times to a column by Bill Safire.

This is a revised version of it on the subject of morality
in foreign policy.

Let me know if you want me to do more on the subject.

Attachment
Jnoality « Ottt

\
Nrygi™
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April 18, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: DONALD RUMSFELD

FROM: ROBERT GOLDWIN -

Yeu asked for suggestions for persons who could add
scholarly depth and historical understanding to the speech-
writing effort, especially in connection with the maay
Bicentennial speeches the Presideat will be making for the
next year and more. I attach the resumes of two men l
recommend very highly. If you desire, I can furnish more
names in a few more days.

Paul Theis has interviewed Kirk Emmert and told me he would
have appointed him three or four months ago, but there was
no slot for him, Emmert was one of my students at the
University of Chicago and worked under me in one of the
Percy campaigns. He stayed on with Percy as speechwriter
for a while, but left because of differeaces of pelitical view-
point and because he wanted to resume his academic career.
Emmert is 3 student of Winston Churchill's pelitical thought,
is right-minded, and is a man of sterling character.

Bill Walker has interviewed Marc Plattner, with another kind
of position in mind, but to the best of my knowledge nothing has
thus far. Feor the last several years Plattner has
worked for Irving Kristol as managing editor of
Most people who have worked with Plattner consider

him one of the most brilliant young men they have ever encouatered.

He made Phi Beta Kappa at YMde a3 a sophomore and graduated
summa cum laude and first thetle class from Yale. He did his
graduate study under Allan Bloom and Walter Berns and they

consider him one of the best graduate students they ever taught.




THE WHITE HousE

WASHINGTON

4/18/75
Dr. Goldwin:

After talking with Mr. Storing the
first time, he called back and said:

He had talked to Mr. Paynter and
that Mr. Payater doesn't regard
=imself as 2 Republican - hasn't
Deen active in politics since the
Civil Rights Movement and that was
cn an independent basis.

Mary




Born:
Education:

BA 1960

JOHN EDWARD PAYNTER

November 1938

Knox College
Galesburg, Ill.

Graduated magna cum laude
Phi Beta Kappa

1960-1963 Attended the Divinity School
University of Chicago

MA 1968

Ph.D 1974

Dissertaticna:

University of Chicago
Political Science Dept.

University of Chicago
Political Science Dept.

"The Ethics of John Adams: Prolegomenon

to a Science of Politics"

Work on ~dams being prepared for publication and in this
connection has received a2 Grant from the Relm Foundation.

PRESENT POSITION:

Teaching at:
1965-1974

Taught in
1964 at:

James Madison College
East Lansing, Mich.
(it is part of Michigan State University)

Le Moyne College
Memphis, Tenn.

FELLOWSHIPS:

Rockefeller Bros. Theological
Danforth Foundation Fellowship




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 22, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: BOB GOLDWIN

FROM: DON RUMGFELD

Anything you can give me by way of speech material or reading material
before I leave Wednesday night I would appreciate. I particularly want
copies of those speeches that I marked up back, and then anything you've
drafted or anything you think I ought to read.





