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Joseph Kraft

Carter
And the”
QOutsiders

. NEW YORK—Jimmy Carter’s pas-
sage from primary to presidential can-
didate presents the most interesting
measure of the man we have had to
date. For Mr. Carter won the nomina-
tion with a little band of brothers—a
general, namely himself, with a staff of
half a dozen noncoRis.

To deal with issues and groups re-
mote from his immediate staff, he must
now expand the operation from' the
tiny wigwam of his familiars to the im-
mense universe of the Democratic
Party and its associated experts. As an
accasional critic of Mr. Carter, I am
pleased to report that so far at least he
is navigating this tricky passage
smoothly and at a good clip.

Possibly the best example lies in his

. dealings with the Catholic hierarchy on
- the issue of abortion, or right to life.
Just before the convention began,

Archbishop Joseph Bernardin of Cin--

-cinnati, the chairman of the Confer-
ence of Bishops, issued a strong state-
ment criticizing the plank in the Demo-
cratic platform which commits the
party to accepting the Supreme Court
decision permitting abortion in certain
circumstances. .

The inner Carter staff-——Hamilton
Jordan, the political adviser; Jody Pow-
ell, the spokesman; Pat Caddell, the
pollster; and Stuart Eizenstat, the is-
sues man—were disposed to minimize
.the issue. At a press breakfast they
pointed out that Archbishop Bernardin
-was only a single prelate; that he did
not speak for the whole hierarchy;-and
that, in any case, Catholics voted inde-
pendently, not under instructions from
church officials.

A wave of protests, however, caused
Carter to listen to outside advice. He
took counsel, among others, with Ed-
ward Bennett Williams, the Washing-
ton criminal lawyer who is 1. zal repre-

- sentative for several leading Catholic
« officials. Mr. Williams made zn exten-
sive canvass of the hierarchy.

He reported to Carter that Arch-
bishop Bernardin, far from acting only
on his own motion, spoke for the hier-
archy as a whole. He pointed out that to
a Iarge extent the hic-archy was under
gressure foorg e 0 Athot laity, cut-
ceged by the Do Ue L ait s toler-
rrea of Tonrion,

\ <)< ! \1’;} LY

AS @ result, Larer nas vecn alerted to
what could kave been a sensitive prob;
hm in the campaign ahead. He will
~robably be taking some action—per-
haps a visit to Archbishop Bernardin,
perhaps dispatch of an envoy to the
Vatican—which will ease his relations
with the hierarchy, and make it possi-
ble for the bishops to show all Catholics,
that they are not letting the abortion is-
sue go by default.

In picking a vice-presidential candi-
date, Carter again showed himself open
to advice from persons whom he barely
knew. One of the reasons Sen. John
Glenn of Ohio got as far as he did in the
vice-presidential race is that he was
given a strong endorsement by Major-
ity Leader Mike Mansfield.

Perhaps the most interesting case of
outside advice comes from the foreign
_policy area—notably in the speech
Carter delivered to the Foreign Policy
Association on June 23. An early draft
of that speech, prepared by Prof. Zbig-
niew Brzezinski of Columbia, empha-
sized solidarity between the United
States and its allies in Europe and Ja-
pan even at the expense of the Third

- World of Africa, Asia and Latin Ameri-

ca.

Gov. Carter asked for criticism of
that draft from halt a dozen other lead-
ing Democrats including Averell Harri-
man, George Ball and Cyrus Vance. He
ordered up and delivered another

-draft, which expressed a far different

attitude toward “the hundreds of mil-
lions of people on this planet who are
liviag in poverty and despair.”

-To be sure, these examples are dis-
tinctly limited. Reports of a closed sys-
tem in the Carter entourage still
abound. Scme Carterites have pre-
dicted that the candidate will turn for
advice chiefly to his fellow Southern-
ers. It has, for examp!e, even been sug-
gested that Eugene Black, the former
head of the World Bank and a South-
erner, might be selected to deal with
Near Eastern affairs, even though he is
well-known as a chief victim of the se-
ductive arts of the deceased Egyptian
dictator, Gamal Abdel Nasser.

But on the record, at least so far, Gov.
Carter has shown unexpected ability to
move beyond the little band of broth-
ers with whom he won the nomination.
Though a definitive judgment on this
bighly critical issue cannot yet be
made, Mr. Carter seems to be approach-
ing the transition from a primary to
presidential candidate with the same
discipline and deliberation that he
showed in developing his strategy for
winning the nominaticn.

€ 1676, 1'i~1d Enterprises, Inc.
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"By EDWIN L. DALE Jr. ;-

Ege ) WASHINGTON-—I; Jimmy Carter 3¢

.. big spender? - -

’ This is the most relevant Questxon
about his philosophy on economic
matters. The prospective candidate
of this week’s Democratic convention
has spoken in some detail on such
questions as sweeping tax simplifica~

tion and reform, standby powers to .

control or delay major price and
wage increases, and devices to induce
private employers to hire more work-
ers or to retain them during reces-
sions. All of these are mportant as
parts of economic policy. -~

But the underlying state of the,

economy four or five years from
now—how much inflation, how high
the rate of interest, the sufficiency
of capital formation for new invest«
ment—is likely to depend more than
anything else on the magnitude of
the Federal budget. Here Mr. Carter's
various positiongs may be seen as
contradictory,

On several occasions, including his

economic policy paper issued in
Pennsylvania in late April, Mr. Carter
stated his aim of a balanced budget
by 1979 “within the context of full
employment.”

In an interview with Fomme mag-
azine he cited &s a goal “a complete
reorganization of the structure of
government, the institution of zero-
based budgeting which would screen
out old and obsolescent programs,
and a heavy emphasis toward a bal-
ancing of the budget.”

There is no reason to doubt the
sincerity of these goals. The ques-
tions arise from other positions of
Mr. Carter on specific areas of Fed-
era] Government programs and

spending. The most comprehensive
statement of his positions has come
in his presentation last month to the

_ Democratic platform committee (and
the platform about to be adopted is

very close to the Carter prescrip-
tions).

There are no dollar tigures for the
various proposals. But the Carter’
list is much longer than generally
realized. Here is a brief rundown:

EDUCATION: The Federal share of

‘ financing of public'education, which

was 10 percent in 1974

increased.” H
TRANSPORTATION: “The task of

rebuilding the existing transportation

system is so massive, so important
and so urgent that private investment

"must be

will have to be supplemented with

=1

- "countercyclical assistatuce” at times ;i

- Federal Government.” The cities
would be absolved of all welfare
costs, with the_entire burden to ba
borne by the state and Federa.l Gov-
emments

substantial direct public investment
including “entirely new programs” i
some areas such as the railroads and
“increased investment levels” by, _‘.-
government in local transit. § . il
THE CITIES: There should be ¢

health
of substantial unemployment, an in-* § would be “financed by general tax
crease in general revenue sharing to> revenues = and employer-employee
allow for inflation and a new “public

: shared payroll taxes.”
needs employment program funde ING: houid be “direct
by the Federa] Government. - HOUSING: There shoui :

¢ Federal subsidies and low interest
WELFARE: Although Mr. Carter

2 loans to encourage the construction
opposes complete Federalization of & of lower and middle class housing”
welfare, he favors “one fairly uni-* *3;

> plus expansion of the present sub-
form, nationwide payment” to be sidized program of housing for the
“funded in substantial part by theﬁ elderly. ' ...

r‘-.‘-

HEALTH: He supports a “natwnal"‘
insurance program” which .

Y

The New York Timas

Preparing Madison Square Garden for the Democratic Convention

SOCIAL SECURITY- Here there is
an unspecific proposal for “an in-
crease in benefits in proportion to
earnings before retirement,” which
could be enormously expensive.

---JOBS: Here there is a fairly long

shopping. list, including incentives
for private sector jobs, funding the
cost of on-the-job training by private
business, doubling the public service
jobs program from 300.0\00\143

600,- -
000, and the new program of “public

LN Tons
o M3

Act of 1976 whose cost would ba
large although impossible to precisely
- - - calculate. Support for the bill—~whose
- aim is a 3 percent adult unemploy-
ment rate in four years—is prominent
in the draft Democratic platform.

The prospective candidate, it is
important to note, has exp" X
opposed perhaps the key featw

the bill: making the Government, if
necessary, the employer of last re-
sort in order to make good the guar-
antee of a job for everyone.
Whatever finally emerges with re-
spect to Humphrey-Hawkins, how-
ever, it is evident that Mr. Carter's
commitments in all the other areas
add up to a very expensive list.
What is to be made of this?
Ronald Reagan took one view last
week. He warned ths voters in a
television address: “You don’t disci-
pline an irresponsible and wastefut
Congress by putting an indulgent
friend in the White House.” - :
~ Another view  is that campsaign
" promises are not to be taken too
- seriously and that Mr. Carter’s stated
aim of ‘“‘attenuating the growth"” of
- Federal spending as a proportion of
. the gross national product is prob-
ably a clearer expression of his
s philosophy.
’ Still another possxbllity is that Mr.
. Carter’s much-touted revamping of
the tax system could turn out to be
. @ means of raising a good deal more
- money, which might make possible _
his many spending programs in a
budget in balance or near balance.
The difficulty ‘with this proposition
is that Congress has shown no * -
ingness whatever to raise t ,
" except in wartime. For the last 30
years every peacetime tax change
has been a net reduction.

v

needs jobs” in such areas as housmg‘\ As things now stand, the Carter

rehabilitation and railroad repairs.
In addition to all of this, Mr. Car-
ter supports, at least nominally, the

Humphrey-Hawkins Ful] Employment

posmons taken together lead to a
question mark, not an answer to the
~ question of whether he is at bottom
. a b1g spender. ™~
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Thlrty Questions

WASHINGTON—Elght years ago in |

an acceptance speech, a nominee used

a device -that speechwriters call “the
traln whistle,” as he spoke of his-

childhood: “I see another child . . . he

hears the train go by at night and he .

dreams of faraway places.”

The other night, the train whistle
blew-again: f‘Years ago, as a farm boy
sitting outdoors with my family on the
ground in the middle of the night . . .
listening to the Democratic conven-
tions in far-off cities-. . .”

Such comparisons of Nixon and
Carter campaign and rhetorical tech-
niques touch a sensitive nerve among
Carter men. On a street oulside a con-

vention party given by Rolling Stone,.

the newest Democratic house wergan,

a Carter insider felt called upon to -

excoriate this essayist, as is his right.

What infuriated Patrick Caddell; 26,
the Carter campaign’s chief pollster

and one of the half-dozen men closest.

to the candidate, was any suggestion

that the Carter staff formed a snap-to,’

self-righteous “Palace Guard” around
their man comparable to the one reg-
ularly denounced in the Nixon years.
Missing the point, Mr. Caddell snaps:
“We're not a bunch of convicted fel-
ons.”

different way. On March 8, 1976, Cam=
bridge Reports Inc., which is 35 per-

cent owned by Mr. Caddell, signed a’
contract with the Royal Saudi Arabxan '

Embassy in Washington,
For 850,000 per year, paid in ad-

vance, the Saudis receive four quar-.

terly reports on American public
opinion. This is two and one half times
the rate to others of what Mr. Caddell
calls a “subscription” to this service.
The contract calls for “an oral presen-

tation of the data,” which was recently

~onducted by Mr. Caddell for the
Saudis, and “personal consultations to
assist sponsors to understand and em-
ploy the information contained. . . ."”

For an additional $30,000, the Saudis

. have contracted with Mr.
pollster for thirty questions of their -
. choice-to be added to their “report.”

~ “counsel for the A.D.L.,
Let's approach the same point in a

- ESSAY

By William Safire

Carter's

In addition to the total of $80,000
from the Saudis, Mr. Caddell’s firm
receives $80,000 from four American
oil companies ‘for his report:” Exxon,
Arco, Shell, and Sun. Main business-

getter for Mr. Caddell is his McGovern’

campaign associate, Fred Dutton, who
is himself on a Saudi annual retainer
of $100,000.

The fact that Mr. Caddell is an agent
for a foreign principal (let us not use

the sinister “foreign agent”) is duly
filed at the Department of Justice.

- Anticipating some conflict-of-interest

criticism, Mr, Caddell wrote a letter
which’ was forwarded to the Anti-
Defamation League, making it appear

‘that all he was selling was a subscrip-
“tion to a report available to any buyer.

On the basis of that self-serving

letter—which Mr. Caddell will not
make public—Arnold Forster, general
.last week said
he saw ‘“nothing in thJs’»that would

disturb us” when called by a. New -
York Post reporter obviously anxious -
‘to put the story in a light least dam-

aging to Democrats.
- A few things disturb me:

1. Mr. Carter's- pollster claims his
relationship with the Saudis long pre-
dates his identification with the Carter
campaign, The documents show other-
wise: The Saudis knew they weren’t
hiring just another pollster.

2. Mr. Carter’s pollster claims he is
performing an “educational function”
in teaching Arabs about American at-
titudes, and insists no Middle East
politics are contained in his questions.
In fact, the information could well he
purchased 1o help lay the basis for

Arab propaganda in America, which is. .

precisely why the law requires his
registration with the Department of
Justice.

3. Mr. Carter’s pollster Insists his

$160,000 in oil money in no way in- .

fluences the questions posed or areas
covered in his report, which the Presi-
dential nominee reads. I am ready to
believe him, since Mr.
ready to let me see the report on
a restricted bas!s, which I would not

accept—but is there no potential for.

abuse apparent?

4. Mr, Carter’s pollster says, “the
confidentiality of my client situation”
keeps him from revealing the thirty
questions his Arab clients hired him
to ask. Can you imagine the editorial
roar of “Coverup!” if a Nixon aide
used that excuse?

5. Mr. Carter's polister—off with .

the .candidate and the staff on vaca-

tion this week—asserts forthrightly-
- that his Carter colleagues know all

about his Arab business arrangements,
and even approve his plans to solicit
other foreign clients.

Think about that: Jimmy Carter
knows about the foreign representa-

_tion of his pollster-aide-confidante,

and he sees no potential conflict of

. interest, He can spy no possible use

of the Carter association by a con-

sultant to sell a service, He accepts v

his aide's explanation that poll-ped-
dling for exorbitant fees to Arabs

"and others who may want a Carter

connection is not “representation,” be-
cause the press has not yet hollered
about it. So. much for “moral leader-
ship.”

Mr. Carter cannot see the appear-
ance of impropriety because he knows
his aides and‘ himself to be honest,

_truthful, God-fearing, upright men who

do not intend to do wrong. And that

. is why I blow the sad train whistle of

recent experience: the bright young
men most likely to fall into the great-
cst error are those who are certain
they are ‘olier than thou,

Caddell was

LT
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Marquis Childs

Glimpses of

The Real Carter

NEW YORK—As hardened as one
can become through years in this busi-
ness of columning, there is always
room for a surprise, and I think the fol-
lowing personal anecdote is relevant to
the man who will run for president on
the Democratic ticket.

It was my first face-toface meeting
wlth Jimmy Carter. My recollection is
that it was som?® time in late February
or March after the New Hampshire pri-
mary, and the Jowa caucuses had given
him a i{ft from obscurity.

We were talking about issues and, as

I recall it, gpecifically. about full em-
ployment,.

“When will you surface that, Gover-
nor?" I asked.

Solemnly, without a trace of the fa-
miliar grin, he replied:

- “Well you see, I'm saving that for my-

inaugural sddress.”
Ithought this must be a joke.
Not for the speech In next week's pri-

. “The Republican
strategists will hammer
away on the alleged
duality of the Carter
persorial ity.”

mary? Not for his acceptance speech
when hé was nominated by his party?
Notatall. . '
" The peanut farmer from Plains, Ga.,
was in dead earnest. His step-by-step
plans, carefully formulated and rarely
disclosed to any but the intimate mem-
bers of his staff, envisaged this ulti-
mate step of the path of ofiice for the
presidency. And I do not doubt that he
knew very well at that point what he
meant to say in assuming the office.
Now that the nomination is an ac-
complished fact with the demonstra-
tion of how well he could keep the se-
cret of bis choice of Sen. Walter Mon-
dale for vice presidency, Carter’s stern
decision-maldng ‘quality is coming to
tho fore. The analogy with Richard

Nixon is belzg suggested: a loner

driven by ruthless ambition, sur-
rounded by a handful of associates to
whom he delerates faceless euthority.

In my opinion it is far too early to
reach any such conciuvsjon. Certainly it
toox all the drive and the stamina to
get 10" where Carter {5 today just as it
took the incessent crisacressing of the
itate of Georgla, shaking 600,000 bands,

> win the governorship in 1970 after’

18 crushing defeat four years earlier.”

Many have found it difficult to work-
with Carter. Failure to match his stand-
ards can bring & cold rebuff, the anger
that shows in those ice-blue eyes. Pre-
sent and past associates have been talk-
ing about these traits.

Ironically, in view of his criticism of
the lone-ranger style in the conduct of
foreign policy, a parallel that comes to
mind is Secretary of State Henry Kis-
singer, who drives his closest assoclates
to the brink with his demands.

In his jack-and-the-beanstalk career
Carter has had few close friends. One
of the few s Charles Kirbo, the Atlanta
lawyer, whose wise counsel was invalu-
able In the Georgla phase of his career.

Vhile he said he consulted with per-
haps 40 persons about his choice for
vice president, it i3 a good guess that
Kirbo was one of the few with roots in
Carter’s past based on mutual respect..

Incidentally while he had been ad-
vertised as anti-Washington, the way he
kept the secret of his choice was evld-
ence of his understanding of Washing--
ton ways. '

1f he had told in advance only three-
or four persons around him, the secret
would surely have leaked. By saving it,
be kept the speculation going In a con-
vention that tended otherwise to be ri-
tualistic and dull.

The Republican strategists will ham-
mer away on the alleged duality of the
Carter personality. It was a favorite
line of attack on Nixon: Will the real Ri-,
chard Nixon please stand up? The inti-
mation was that no reality existed back
of the skillful facade of the seasoned—
and ruthlessly ambitious—politician.

Wil the real Jimmy Carter please
stand un? Is it the twice-born Baptist
who can preach love and compassion
with true fervor? Or is it the tough re-
lentless officesecker with a pious front
of “religlosity?”

In my opinion the duality is false.
Like every man with a driving a2mbi-
tion Carter is a complex personality.
Being a loner Is slmost a prerequisite to
success in the toughest of all games.

It may gound odd to compare the pea-
nut farmer with the president ¢f Prin-
ceton University but a close paralle] at
this moment is with Woedrow Wilson.
Wilson was, in his own way, decply reli-
gloua.

Carter's meticulcus thought process-
es, his careful deliberation, his knowl-
edge of just where he wants to go and
how, compare with the same qualities
in Wilson. The presidency is a long
gamble and the neminetion of Carter is
a first step in the greatest of those gam-
bles.

© ©1¥6, United Feature Byndicate, Inc,
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A Pragmatislt“

[Labels Won't
Stick on the
Democrats’
Nominee

By CHARLES MOHR

PLAINS, Ga.—When a huge majority of the 3,016
Democratic convention delegates vote Wednesday
night to nominate Jimmy Carter for President, some
will do so with reservations, Liberals, especially,
may still be troubled by the man they must now
rally around.

Finding a single ideological label for the former
Georgia governor is not easy, and he asserts that
labels do not fit him. Several times he has said he
was a conservative on spending and a liberal on
human welfare; Mr. Carter did not seem to recog-
nize or acknowledge that there may be an inherent
contradiction in that statement.

Mr, Carter, who is endowed with at least a normal
political ego, might enjoy being thought of as a
personality too complex to define. The longer one
looks at the evidence, however, the less true that
seems to be. His record indicates that Mr. Carter
is as conservative—or as liberal—as he needs to be
at any moment or in any given political situation.

In his 1970 gubernatorial campaign, Mr. Carter
unashamedly courted the conservative vote in
Georgia, charging that his opponent, Carl Sanders,
had sold out to “the ultra liberals.”

In his sporadic comments on the Vietnam war,
Mr. Carter seemed.to try to avoid stirring up his
often hawkish constituents, and committed himseif
to support a cenflict which was in its late stages
and seen as a mistake by most Americans when he
took office in 1971. In general, Mr. Carter is a
strong liberal on foreign policy questions.

There are a few mystifying footnotes in_his
record as governor. After the Pentagon Papers were
published, raising a national uproar, Mr Carter told
a press conference that he had called a Senator to
discuss “the enactment of Federal legislation that
would make news organizations criminally liable” for
such publications.

When Spiro Agnew was under fire, before he had
plea hargained his way out of the Vice Presidency,
Mr. Carter told reporters he had telephoned Mr.
Agnew, who ‘“needed to hear a friendly voice,” and
urged him not to resign under pressure.

Mr. Carter was usually critical, sometimes bitterly,
of President Nixon. But he also seemed to recognize
that in Georgia there was considerable sympathy
for the belcaguered President until the final stages
of the Watergate crisis. Mr. Carter described his own
fecling as an “unfavorable reaction” to early de-
mands that Mr. Nixon resign.

From Aug. 12 to 18, 1973, Mr. Carter made one
of his periodic “feedback tours” of Georgia to elicit
opinions from citizens, but also to explain himself.
A reporter who went on the trip wrote that Mr.
Carter had described himself as “a strong conserva-
tive,' a ‘‘conservative businessman” and as one
who had vowed to return the Democratic party to
“moderate to conservative voters.”

- L\«Q&j L/UiO CIC«
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Yet, in fact, Mr. Carter was by no means a
conservative Southern: governor. He displayed en-
lightened moral leadership on the race issue. And
there is no question that he learned a lot. He began
to chide judges and lawyers about the class bias in
American law that sometimes subtly subverts equal
justice. He began to argue, as he still does today,
that those in government are almost aiways power-
ful and affluent and that “their families don’t suffer
when government makes a mistake” although the
weak and politically mute do.

At a Southern political conference in 1974 he
courageously distanced himself from other governors
who were denouncing “welfare cheaters.” Mr. Carter
said, “I used to think that all welfare recipients were
absolutely worthless, and I guess some—black and
white—are. But put yourself in the positions of
having three or four children and trying to support
them on $1 a day per person . . . it is absolutely
ridiculous to assume that all poor people are lazy.”

As Candidate, a Different Face

Of course, Mr. Carter showed a considerably dif-
ferent political visage as a full time Presidential
candidate after January, 1975. But he certainly did
not run as a liberal, and felt that 1976 would be a
disastrous year for liberals. Nor, significantly, did
he run as the prophet of a new and personally
devised ideology.

Perhaps the most Slgmfncant thing he said during
the primaries was that in the long campaign he
had learned from voters and “what we learned we
gave back to them in a political program that
reflected what they wanted, not what we wanted
for them.” This candid admission that Mr. Carter
believes in saying what people want lo hear may
not be blameworthy, but it does not conform with
evangelical liberalism.

Mr. Carter has also shown an essentially mechan-
ical bias in politics. The most consistent theme of
his campaign was not programmatic at all. It was
a pledge of “competence,” of good management. He
has never taken the populist view that structural
changes in society itself were desirahle. Instead, he
has concentrated on promising “a complete reorgan-
ization” of the structure of adminisiration and of
bureaucracy.

Whenever Mr. Carler came close to embracing
liberal dogmas, on subjects ranging from nuclear
energy to full employment, he almost always care-
fully qualified his remarks to satisfy scme conserva-
tive objections.

Mr. Carter clearly wants not only to be a good
President, but to he remembered as & great one,
if elected. That will probably require an activist,
aggressive and innovative legislative program. Even
if the rhetoric remains careful and middle-of-the-
road, the direction. may be leftward. However, like
the convention delegates who vote Wednesday, the
country will have to wait and see.

Charles Mohr is a Washm"Lon bascd "orrebpondent
of The New York Times.
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The Carter vision

When someone registered surprise at the flat-
tering epitaph of a known scoundrel, Dr. Samuel
Johnson wisely observed that ‘‘a writer of lapi-
dary inscriptions is not upon oath."’

No doubt Dr. Johnson’s wise saying fits politi-
cal 's,peeches generally and the acceptance
speeches of new presidential nominees especial-
ly. A freshly chosen nominee, addressing a
party ready to march and hungry for spoil after
eight years, is no more on oath than epitaph
writers or platform writers. A generous grant of
poetic license is assumed.

We assume, then, that the first and proper
purpose in Governor Jimmy Carter’s mind last
Thursday evening was to thank the Democratic
delegates for their confidence, and then to play
back to them the familiar~old melodies of the
Democratic litany. For, let us remember, ac-
ceptance speeches are also occasions of reas-
surance. The disgruntled must be gruntled,
suspicions of heresy and fears of schism quiet-
ed. All this Governor Carter did most effective-
ly.

At the risk of seeming literal-minded, how-
ever, we must say that Governor Carter
revealed quite a bit about the kind of candidate
he is and the kind of President he proposes to
be. And some of what he revealed must be mild-
ly surprising to those who understood him to be
the main preacher of the so-called ‘‘anti-Wash-
ington’’ message this year.

For one thing, he stationed himself solidly in
the tradition of the activist Democratic Presi-
dents since Roosevelt, which is to say among the
unblushing wielders of national power. In his
characterizations of the Presidents of that tradi-
tion there is little that is unorthodox. Thus FDR
“inspired and restored this nation in its darkest
hours,” and Harry Truman ‘‘showed us that a
common man could be an uncommon leader.”
John Kennedy was ‘‘brave’ and ‘‘young,”” while
Lyndon Johnson, *‘a great-hcarted Texan,” sur-
passed all the rest in advancing ‘‘the causes of
human rights.”’ Governor Carter might have
cribbed all this — though doubtless he didn’t —
from any old yellowed brochure at the head-
quarters of the Democratic National Committee.

A second theme, congenial to the picture that

regular Democrats have, of themselves, is that:

Democratic presidencics are closer to ‘‘the peo-
ple.”” We counted no fewer than six references
to the virtues of the people, and we may have
missed one or two.

No presidential candidate will lose votes on
that line of thought. But as columnist Michael
Novak observed in these pages Sunday, there is
something disquieting in this slavish tribute to
the moral infallibility of Demos. It is collective
guilt turned on its head, so that we come out
with something like collective innocence. The
sccond may be as mythic as the first.

Is it really quite true to say, for instance, that

tragedies like Vietnam, Cambodia, Watergate
and CIA miscreancy “could have been avoided
if our governrnent had reflected the sound judg-
ment, good common sense and high moral
character of the American people’’? It would be
nice to think so. But it would be mass self-delu-
sion. In the first place, these tragedies resulted
from differing conceptions of what was right
and moral. But in any case there is no evidence
‘hat they were thrust upon us by a scheming

elite without our consent of complicity. If they
were, to cite one major embarrassment, where
were all the dissenting votes — where the public
clamor — when the Tonkin Gulf Resolution
whizzed all but unchallenged through the U. S.
Senate in August 1964?

We would not labor the point, except that it
seems to be one of Mr. Carter’s principal
themes — the theme of intrinsic public inno-
cence confounded by arrogant leaders. But we,
the governed, cannot be absolved of ethical re-
sponsibility for what our leaders do for us and to
us — unless you believe, as Governor Carter
apparently does not, that our institutions for
processing and registering public assent to gov-
ernment policy are all out of whack and need
major overhauling. ’

In some respects, for all its polish, Governor
Carter’s acceptance speech also seemed longer
on inspiration than on means and measures.
There are not a few passages in which, on sober
reinspection, ambition overwhelms the known
possibilities of action, and sound overbears
sense. v

How, for instance, does Mr. Carter propose to
“‘“release civil servants from bureaucratic
chaos,” especially where the chaos is of their
making? What is a ‘““complete overhaul” of the
tax system, and what features make it not mere-
ly imperfect or inequitable but — milder words
failing — ‘‘a disgrace to the human race’’? Do
faces flush over this disgrace in Katmandu and
Kiev?

What, also, is ‘“‘universal voter registration,”
and what entrenchments on the prerogatives of
the states would it entail, whatever it is? Just
whose ‘‘system of economics . . . sees value or
virtue in unemployment’’? Isn't it rather the
case that while everyone sees the virtue of full
employment, everyone also sees the vice of
‘“‘inflationary spirals’’ and differs as to how to
strike the right balance? And last but hardly
least, how many of the laudable programs men-
tioned by Governor Carter — national health
insurance, for instance — can be achieved, and
how, together with that ‘“‘balanced budget’’
which the governor (along with everyone else
who ever ran for President) is ‘‘determined to
see’'?

We started by saying that acceptance
speeches are not uttered under oath. As the
campaign develops, we trust that Governor Car-
ter means to outline the means and measures,
as well as the goals, he has in mind. A few price
tags would help, too. But it may be spoilsport to

~ask too many questions now.

The questions will be asked, however, and it is
a fact that specific proposals tend to be as divi-
sive as visions are unifying. Properly so.

The elaborate discussion of heavy issues is by
and large a waste of time in primaries — that is
not what the voters seem to be looking for. But
presidential campaigns are‘another story.
There, substance is the thing; and substance in-
vites choosing sides. Governor Carter will find
an attentive audience as he begina to specify the
policies and proposals that underlie his vision of
love translated into ‘‘simple justice.”” We are
willing to take Mr. Carter’s word for it now that
justice can be simple. But it often turns out to be
complicated, and so it may be when Governor
Carter turns, this autumn, to the fine print.

f



5
¢

Roscoe Drummond

Y

Washington

Nearly every Democratic liberal who is sup-

porting his party’'s presidential nominee, isn't

quite sure that Jimmy Carter is a liberal. And

nearly every Democratic conservative isn't
quite sure that he's a conservative.

It is an intriguing uncertainty. Though cam-

paigning for the presidency for 19 months,
making the long trek through 30 contested pri-

maries, the uncertainty appears to linger with

a large number of Democrats.

It is puzzling how Carter could simulta-
neously win substantial Democratic liberal vot-
ers and substantial Democratic conservative

- voters without alienating either.

It doesn’t puzzle Governor Carter. I put the
question to him in a conversation a few days
ago here in Washington. He considers it quite
understandable that he was able to appeal suc-
cessfully to voters who want less government
and those who want more government, to vot-

ers who -want less stress on civil rights and
those who want more, to blacks and whites, to
blue-collar workers and to white-collar work-
ers. '

Carter’'s view is that individually most
Americans are not either all conservative or
all liberal, that they really don’t like to be
ticketed ideologically. He put it this way:

“Most Americans, I find, are not reacting in
terms of traditional ideology. In their own
thinking on concrete issues they are neither to-
tally conservative nor totally liberal. The is-
sues are more complex than that. Voters are
more complex than that.

“This is why I feel some of my opponents in
the primaries made a mistake in saying, in ef-
fect, ‘vote for me because I am a liberal’ and
thus seeking to appeal to them on narrow ideo-
logical grounds. Most are both conservative
and liberal and so am L.”

Carter can cite considerable evidence from

Carter: conservative, Iiberal, or both?

his own campaign to justify this point. He has
identified himself as conservative on many fis-
cal matters and liberal in dealing with human
problems. He proposes to rigorously reexam-
ine outdated, costly federal programs. He
doesn’t think that appropriating a lot of money
is automatically the best solution to every-
thing. He is against overspending and repeat-
edly affirms that he will aim to get a balanced
federal budget in four years. He proposes zero-
based budgeting, which means that govern-
ment departments can't just take last year’s
budget and add to it, but must justify new
spending from zero up.He seeks to slim down
the federal bureaucracy. These are conserva-
tive positions.

At the same time Carter supports govern-
ment assistance to reduce residual unemploy-
ment, a national health insurance program,
and aid to distressed cities. These and others
are liberal positions.

In foreign affairs Carter would seek to make

detente more of a two-way street, would use

dll -our advantages, including withholding or
granting grain sales, in negotiating with the So- [
viet Union. He told John Dillin of The Christian |
Science Monitor that in dealing with the So-

viets his policy would be to ‘‘get tough.” It

seems clear that he would conduct an activist

foreign policy with a strong and large lead-

ership role for America in behalf of the free

world. These are conservative positions.

He would negotiate in good faith to try to
halt the U.S.-Soviet nuclear arms race and
would hold out a helping hand to the ‘‘third-
world”’ nations. These are liberal positions. -

No correspondent can foresee with certainty
how a nominee will operate in all particulars
when he gets to the White House, but it seems
clear that Jimmy Carter is a more moderate.
centrist Democratic candidate than any since
John W. Davis ran against Warren larding in
1920.




’{‘Why Not the'Best?’ The Epigmg of Jimmy Carter Is Realﬁ_’{

BY DAVID S. BRODER

NEW YORK—In his autobiography, "Why
Not the Best?" an awkward, engaging vo-
lume that is perhaps more revealing than its
author intended, Jimmy Carter tells the story
of his boyhood ecxperience, selling bags of
boiled peanuts from his father's farm to the
townspeople of Plains, Ga.

"Even at that early age of not more than
six years," he writes, "I was able to distin-
guish very clearly between the good people
and the bad people of Plains. The good pco-
ple, I thought, were the ones who bought
boiled peanuts from me!"

By that criterion, the Democratic conven-
tion is filled with “"good people”" They have
not only bought peanuts, they have bought
the peanut vendor. But just what is included
in that package is by no meanstertain—even
to the delegates themselves.

A Washington Post survey of delegates
found that on issues ranging from busing to
the Central Intelligence Agency to oil compa-
ny divestiture, majorities of those voting for
Carter in Madison Square Garden said either
that they did not know his position or that
thev thought he agreed with them—even
when those delegates disagreed with each
other.

That finding precisely paralleled earlier
surveys of primary election voters. It showed
that they, too, saw Carter through the prism
of their own prejudices—a smiling reflection
of whatever policies they cared to project
onto him.

On Meet the Press last Sunday, Carter filed
a disclaimer. saying, like Henry Higgins in
"My Fair Lady," that he was "just an ordina-
ry man," or, to put it in Carter's words, "no
more of an enigma or a mystery than other
people.” That does him less than justice.
There are few people who can match Carter
when it comes to weaving a spell with words.
He has been called "fuzzy” by his critics, but
the truth is that he uses language with extra-

ordinary precision of effect—but not to’clari- «

fv meaning.

His intricate sentences weave in and out of
an issuc, each strand of words spelling reas-
surance to part of the audience. A student of
psychology and learning techniques, Carter
employs the principles of selective perception
and reinforcement—{or example, letting crit-

ics of abortion focus on his statement that "I
think abortions are wrong," but nourishing
their ¢pponents' hopes by adding, a few
phrases later, "I am opposed to any constitu-
tional amendment” in this area. .

But there are paradoxes within paradoxes
of Carter that make one believe he is psych-
ing himself as much as he is his audiences
when he wraps the cocoons of words around
the hard realities of choices that a politician
—or a President—must make.

He is a man who preaches the goodness of
America and its people, and decries the evil
of its government and politicians—as if the
latter were not a reflection of the former.

He is a man 'who speaks for the restoration
of values and the maintenance of institutions
—the family, the neighborhood, the commu-
nity. But his own career represents a relent-
less upward thrust from his rural roots and a
restless urge to restructure every govern-
ment where he works to the design of the
new tenant—Jimmy Carter.

s
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He speaks with extraordinary compassion
of the plight of the poor, the uneducated and
the victims of prejudice, and sometimes talks
of redistributing power in a way that would
let the victims of our society prescribe their
own compensation.

But if his sociology is that of his humanita-
rian mother, his economics are those of his
businessman father. There is nothing in his
approach to the relationship of government
and the corporations and banks that would
cause John Connally to blink.

Then there are the ultimate paradoxes of
personality that a journalist can only note,
and not explain.

‘Why, for example, is the same Jimmy Car-
ter who speaks so easily of the redemptive
power of the love of God and man so very
quick to ascribe the worst of motives to poli-

ticlans who chance to stand in his®way? .

Why does a man who wants to control his
destiny by advance planning—to memorize

his speeches, computerize his schedules and’

Q\bh\ /ﬂ e T

“

analyze every factor in his environment—

seek the one job in this world where such to-

tal control is least attainable?

How .would a person whose motto is "I do
“not, intend to losc" react to an office where
both the Constitution and political reality dic-
tate that, more often than not, his hopes and
designs will be frustrated by inertia, by oppo-
sition and by sheer chance?

Deny it as he may, the emcrma of Jimmy
Carter is real.

As James P. Gannon noted in his. Wall
Street Journal profile, Carter was not the
kind of governor that his campaign had led
voters to expect, and he probably would not
be the President they bargained for. -

' The new leader of the Democrats is a man
of unpredictable consequences for this coun-
try. They may be good or bad, but they are
not certain. And the fact that he could be—

+ no, will be—something that not even he may
. suspect is what makes his elevation so por-

tentous.
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TREB Fro:m Washington

WASHINGTON — Jimmy Carter has “a
streak of ugly mcanness — an egotistical
disposition to run right over pcople .
dlspoutxon to be a sore
; head,” that is the re-
"cent testimony of re-
spected columnist Jo-
seph Kraft.

He has “a vein of
vindictiveness” say the

syndicated  columnist
team of Rowland. |
Evans and Robert
Novak;, they quote

“Carter’s old enemies
back in Georgia™ as de- “ i
claring that along with mtelhgence dlSCl'
pline and dedication there is_“vindictiveness
extraordinary even for a politician.”

So he is mean and vindictive, and likely
to be the next president of the United
States! How did we get info this fix? But
wait a bit, here is contrary evidence:

Sensitive and compassionate analyst
Anthony Lewis of the New York Times says
Jimmy Carter “really does see himself
fighting entrenched power, the status quo..
He instinciively identifies with the victims
of official abuse, the poor, the disadvan-
taged.” Yes, says Lewis, “He cares about
the powerless in society — genuinely, I am
convinced.”

And lere is an unusual character wit-
ness, eccentric iconoclast Hunter S. Thomp-
son (“Hells Angels,” “Fear and Loathing on
the Campaign Trail”) writing in Rolling
Stone (of all places) June 3, “my first in-
stinctive reaction to Jimmy Carter ... I
liked him” and who notes an extemporane-
ous speech Carter made in May 1974 to big
wigs in Georgia attacking special privilege;
it was a “king hell bastard of a speech” (I
assurpe this is praise); to which Thompson
adds, “I have never heard a sustained piece
of political oratory that impressed me
more.”

Let’s drop Carter and look at the set-
ting. It's one of the most astonishing politi-
cal years in history. “The United States has
the most elaborate, complex, and prolonged
formal system of nominating candidates for
chief executives in the world,” say William
Keech and Donald Matthews (Brookings:
“The Parly’'s Choice”) A system which the
late Clinton Rossiter called “a fantastic
blend of the solemn and the silly.” And this
year more than usual.

For eight years we have had split gov-
ernment in Washington — White House one
party, Congress another, something no other
nation could survive: and before Kennedy
and Johnson, Ike had six years of split gov-
ernment.

Now there’s near stalemate in Washing-
ton with Ford's 49 vetoes. Political parties
are in decay. Loyalty has so declined that
that when Richard Nixon wins every state
hut Massachusetts he still faces a Demo-
cratic Senate and House (first time since
Zachary Taylor). Republicans are now
weaker than at any time since the Depres-
sion — probably since the party started in
the Civil War.

The national mood? Cynical and peni-
tential; Vietnam and Watergate aren’t men-
ticned but obtrude their frustration
everywhere. In 1950 three-quarters of the
people Lhox.gH their gover nment was run
primarily for the bencfit “of the people” (17
per cent said “big interests”) now only 38
per cent think so and 53 per cent say “big
interests.”

Who would have thought that the
Panama Canal could be an issue; that an
incumbent President could be seriously

——
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The Dichotomous Mr. Carter

challenged,; that in 30 dreary primaries only

about a third of those eligible to vote would
vote; or that an almost unknown former
governor and peanut farmer from Georgia
could be front-runner for President of the
United States?

In 1972 George McGovern revealed to
astonished politicians how vulnerable mod-
ern parties are to penetration by well
organized and strongly activated groups in
primaries where only a minority vote. .

In 1976 there are more primaries and
direct Federal financial aid to ambitious po-
litical individuals (not parties), and Jimmy
Carter has shown how porous such parties
are to penetration by a highly motivated
individual whose cause is ambiguous (un-
less, indeed, “love and ‘“anti-Washinton” are
causes) and who offers the sullen nation a
fresh face and a striking personality, bla-
zoned by the all-powerful news media.

Jimmy Carter planned it that way. I
first met him in the snows of New Hamp-
shire last January and liked him and was
astonished by him. I enjoyed the calculated
impudence with which he told what he plan-
ned to say in his Inaugural, and reacted
with the expected astonishment. I never met
a candidate like that before and it was swell
copy. The confrontation of southern and
New .England cultures was wonderful, too;
when the YMCA-type clean-cut young man

- -at Durham made the reticent Yankee ladies

cringe by asking Carter straight out, had he
been saved? — and Carter answered quietly
that, yes, he was a “born-again Christian”
and what was the next question?

Carter started his campaign in Septem-’

ber, 1972 while still governor and after his
term ended worked full-time at it. He saw
the vulnerable place in the primary system
was right at the start. It didn’t matter if
only a fraction of a fraction voted nor if the
margin was miniscule, the point was to get
the headline “Jimmy Carter Wins.” He did
that in the precinct caucuses of Iowa, first
of the year, and in the tiny state of New
Hampshire. Next, of course, he had to knock
Wallace out in Florida, March 9, and he did.
He was launched. The press grabbed him. In
her remarkable series in the New Yorker,
Elizabeth Drew {ells how it was done, and
her cautious assessment of this “enigmatic
and hidden man” who is asking us to take
such a big gamble. He can talk about “love”
and be tough and even ruthless. Was that a
grin, a natural honest-to-God grin, he was

. giving her at one point (not the toothy

smile)?

“It seems to be a natural grin by some-
one who might, after all, have a sense of
humor about himself. “It is odd”, she re-
flects, “to spend time considering whether a
grin just might be natural.” Yes, she notcs,
Carter may have “a certain mean streak.”

George McGovern fired his left-wing

political operative Alan Baron, who was
quoted as calling Carter “a positive evil,
surrounded by a staff committee with no
ideals, like Haldeman and Ehrlichman.”
This sounds silly and venomous to me, I like
him and still do. James T. Wooten put it
negatively in the New York Times:”
He is not a liberal, not a conservative, not a
racist, not a man of long governmental ex-
perience, not a religious zealot, not a South-
erner of stereotypical dimensions,” and
from such negative deductions, he says,
many have concluded “that Jimmy Carter is
not entirely unacceptable as a presidential
ca‘ndidate.”

(TRB is the pen name -
Strout, long-time
correspondent for The
Monitor.)
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s WE FLEW from Mississippi to Geor-

gia in a chartered jet one night last

_ December, Jimmy-Carter settled back

and casua].ly volunteered the most re-

vealing*statementrof our four hours
of conversation. “You-know-what:McGovern’s:
biggest. mistake-was?>-hesasked; and- contine.
ued without waiting* for’an-answer<‘He-never

. should have-made the:Vietnam war am-issue:’
I mentioned that the war might-have been one-
of the issues-that gave birthto- the McGovern
campaign,.-and - notivice~versa: Carter=stared »
. back. bl:m‘dy -and--said,» ‘That-s"not how-m
works:” ¥

Carter says }'e decided to run for the 1976

Democratic Presidential nomination in Septem-
bee of 1972, when he was less than. halfway
through his term as governor of Georgia—be-
fore the revelations of Watergate, the energ gy
¢risis, the fall of South Vietnam, the economic
downturn, and most other events that should
shape the *76 race. These issues, however, were
irrelevant to Carter’s decision, because he knew

! - he’d run on personality. So far he hasnt

cnanged his mind.

Sincerity first

T 4:30 IN THE AFTERNOON in the Ad-
A miral Benbow Inn in Jackson, Missis-
A sippi, Carter sits opposite a dozen
b seventeen-year-olds, asking them to
help him become President. Each
teen-ager 1s a leader in a nelzhboring hizh
~chool, aad the group is there because Missis-
Appt faw eliows seventeen-year-olds to vote in
the Janvary 2t delegate selection caucuses if
they will he eizhteen l)\ Election Day. Carter’s
loeal oresinizers, who have been working the
state for months, are counting on the \tudcnt\

éEa/ with 1natter/of

to flood the otherwise sparsely attended cau-
cuses with their friends.

“I grow peanuts overin Georgia,”: Carter be—
gins:softly, his blne: eywﬁ_ndmu each of ‘them
one by-one..”I'm. the first child in:my: daddy
family-who ever-had-avchance.” His voice is
humble yet proud-“I- ‘usedsto get up- at-four=

in the:morning to- pick peanuts. ThemrI’d-walks

-three<miles - along. the:‘railroad  track " to* de-

liver~them. My house-had=ne-running-water =
or-electricity. .. But~~made-it-to-the- .S~
Naval-Academy and became-a-nuclear physi«
cist- under Admiral Rickover-#=::: Then-}-came-
back -home- to- the -farms and - got - interested
in ‘community- affairs; <52 1019701 became
governor-of . Georgia with-a-campaign-that-ap- -
pealed~to--all people. I reorganized the-state~
government and proved that government. could.,
prondewlove -and - compassien~ to - all people,
black and-“white—becduse~Ibelieve in Tt
Now-I-want to be-your President; so I can give+
you a government that’s honest-and that’s. illed
with "love,” competence,~and- compassion. . . .
And when-1 am your President,”. he grins, his
eyes lighting up now even more, “1 hope you'lt «
come see me. Please don’t leave me up: there in
the thte ouse all by myself .

~ct 'nt/and blandly
answering a few questions abont energy and
foreign policy, he closes with a request that “1f
you have any questions or advice for me, please
write. Just put ‘Jimmy Carter, Plains, Georgia’
on the envelope, and I'll get it. [ open every let-
ter my:.df and read them all. . . . One more-
mm" " he continues, his voice starting to gquiv-

“IE T ever lie to vou '—his voice c|r0p~ oft;
he waits about three seconds—Sor if I ever
mislead  you”—two ' more second:i—*please-
don’t vote for me.”

When the meeting iz over. Carter, having

|

Steven Brill. q politice!
writer, is ¢ contributing
New

editor o_f York

magazine.
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Steven Brill been introduced to the students before his  To vanden Heuvel and. appareatly. his audi- !
—————7 speech, remeinbers all their names. o ence, it dida’t mutter that Carter led the stop-
JINMY The kids are now Carter converts. One of MeGovern forces at the 1972 Demoeratic con-

CARTER’S  them, Blake Bell, explains later: “I'mi going to  vention, nominated Scoop Jackson there, and
PATHETIC help him because he’s totally sincere, and he’s  urged a month before that George YWallace be
LIES nota politician.” ) the \"we—Presxdentxs_d nominee; Lh;tt he has al-
Mississippi teen-agers aren’t the only ones___ways opposed abortion reform, busing, and, un-
for whom the personality pitch works. “I’'m for  til this year, a federal tukeover of welfare; that
him because of his total sincerity,” explains he favored right-to-work laws; that he supports
William vanden Heuvel, a former Robert Ken- the death penalty and preventive detention; that
nedy aide who has been associated with lib- he opposed federal aid to bail out New York "‘a‘L
eral causes and candidates in New York. City; or that in 1972 he sponsered a resclutiony,}s
Four days after Carter’s session with the stu- at the Demoeratic Governors’ Conference- urg- "/, , £
dents in Jackson, vanden Heuvel introduced ing all Democratic Presidential candidates noL.N""v\
him to liberal Demoecratic activists at a Manhat- to make the Vietnam war an issue, because, as> PO g
tan cocktail party as “someone who has stood he explained to me, “We should have appreci~z ;i
_with us on the right side in every. fight that’s ated and supported Nixon’s efforts.” What did.5s>g
been important to us over the last two decades.” matter, beyond the delight _the partygoers
' - seemed to take in having discovered a real live
e “enlightened Southerner,” was Carter’s intoxi-
cating sincerity—as evidenced by the low-key
voice, the Kennedy-like grin, the sixteen-hour
person-to-person campaign days, and the way
he looks you in the eye. What also mattered was
that he looked and talked like a winner.
Nationwide, this is his appeal. “Carter is
what got me interested in Carter,” explains Jim
Langford, his Sonthern states orgaunizer. “He’s
smart, he’s honest, and he’s going to win.” “No
issue brought me here,” says Rick Hutcheson,
Carter’s store-faced, brilliant twenty-three-year-
old delegate hunter. “Just the fact that he’s
very intelligent and that he’s going to win. He
can move where I think the Democratic Party
is moving.” “He’s just totally honest,” explains
Lisa Bordeaux, a twenty-two-year-old who’s vol
unteering full time for Carter in Meridian, Mis-
sissippi. “And that’s what we need. He’s better
than any politician.” -
This is where we are in 1976. The activists
want a winner. The rest of the country wants a
saint. As a nation we are tired of fightinz over
.issues like Vietnam or busing, fed up with cor-
ruption and an economy that won’t spring back,
and fearful that the humiliation in Vietnam and
the energy shortage spell the end of our ability
to control the rest of the world. So we yearn for
a hero—an honest, sincere, smart, fresh face
who can worry about alt of these things for us.
Carter seems to understand this better than
the other candidates. He more than anyone is
convincing people as: disparate as Bill vanden
Heuvel and Lisa Bordeaux that he is the totally
sincere autipolitician they're looking for. Tt’s
easy to believe. for instance, that he really
does, as he told the hizh-school students, open
all his own mail. T did. until Lis press secretary
told me the next day that the mail sent to
Plains, Georgia. i1s ferwarded to the Atlanta
headquarters.
This is the paradox of Jimmy Carter. His is
the most sincerely insincere. politically autipo-

ywoaiper ¢




litical, and slickly unslick mmpai*rn of the year
Using an mage that is a hybrid of honest, sim-
ple Al»e 1. mcoln and charming. idealistic John
Kennedy, he has packaged himzelf to take. th

idol-scekers for a long ride.

N 1970, WHEN CARTER RAN for governor of
Georgia against former Gov. Carl San-
ders, the package was different. Accord-
ing to his media consultant, Gerald Raf-
shoon, the campaign slogan, “Isn’t it time
somebody spoke up for you?” was “directed at
the state’s rural working people. We were run-
ning against the powerful special interests, the
bureaucrats, and people in cities.” The cam-
paign may have been anti-special interests, but
it was also anti-mainstream Democratic politics.
One Carter television commercial featured a
Sanders campaign button; when a rag was
rubbed over it, Sanders’s face turned into Hu-

bert Humphrey’s, as a voice warned that San-:

ders was really a Humphrey Demoecrat. On Au-
_gust 22, Carter announced that the next day he
would hold a press conference at which he

_ would reveal information so damaging to San-
ders that Sanders would be forced to withdraw
from the race. What he did give the press the
next day was a copy of a picture of Sanders and
Humphrey on the same platform, which, Carter
charged, proved that Sanders was ready to sell
out the interests of Georgians to the “ulira-lib-
erals.” On the same day he also accused San-
dets of selling out to the “big unions” by favor-

g#bneal of nc'ht-to-\vork laws.

On June 21,.1970 Carter'told a Georgia re-

nation for governor,
Ceorgia conservative Democrat. ... ’m basi-»
cally a redneck:” Nine weeks later, he went out
of his way to deny having said that the Supreme
Court decisions'on school integration and othgt
issues were morally and Ieo'ally correct.!

In the g rechd onl

- anonymous leaflet which s

porter that'if he. recewed the- Democratic nomi~
“I would run-as-a local~

- ilton Jordon, was

n,,m;)...m fha;chool had been e:tablhhed

to avoid school integration, and \»hen Carter
N.\\tol(l the press that he was there to “reassure
't Georgians of my support for private education,”
the implication was elear. Carter also ran with
a promize to invite George Wallace to speak
£ before the state legl-lature, and with the en-
dorsement of Roy Harris, a virulent segrega-
tionist who had run Wallace’s Presidential caan-
paizns in Georgia, and who had organized the
> White Citizens’ Council.

Sl Personal attacks on his opponent were as
=i MSmueh a Carter trademark in 1970 as the grin
and 'o'v{‘\’:;y, living-room campiigning are to-
4!‘)4— ’M(‘\"! ke gy
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day. Carcter called the former gover
Links Carl,”
mamwearing huge cuff links stepping out of-a
private jet and accepting a bucket of cash from
another prosperous-looking man. Repeatedly,
Carter told his audiences that the issue of the

nor

campaign was “Sanders’s integrity and how he .
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got tich so-fast.l” (Carter had so built up his
peanut warehousing business by then that he
may have been wealthier than Sanders.1 Carter
also charged that Sanders had promised to do
favors for his campaign contributors. He never
substantiated the charge, and, indeed. refused
to make his own list of contributors public.
{Today Carter says that the list of those who
gave him money in 1970 is still unavailable.)

Beginning in June, Carter repeatedly claimed
that he had a “list” of occasions on which San-
ders, as governor, had used his office for per-
sonal financial gain. Finally, on August 26, he
gave reporters the “Carter proof packet” of
charges against Sanders. The list, it turned out,
consisted of an allegation that Sanders had in-
terceded on behalf of a friend with the Federal
Communications Commission. That allegation
was never substantiated, nor in fact was there
any charge of illegality or personal gain.

Perhaps the lowest blow was deali by aun
howed Sanders, who
had been a part owner of the Atlanta Hawks
basketball teamn, being given a champagne
shampoo by two of the team’s black players
during a victory celebration. The leaflet was
mailed statewide to white Baptist ministers and
white barbershops. Carter denies any knowl-
edge of the leaflet, saying, “The campaign was
not involved in any way.” However, Ray Aber-
nathy, an Atlanta public-relations man who
worked for Carter’s media director, Rafshoon,
in 1970 says, “We distnl uted;that leaflet.Jt
was-prepared- by-Bill Pope\who-was then-Car-
ter’ a»pxeiswecrehry*-'lt{w'gs -part-of-an-opera~
tion-we-called-the-stifl-tank.”.” He also says
that Carter’s current campaige manager, Ham-
“directly involved in the
mailing. He and Rafshoon masterminded it.”
Pope, who no longer works for Carter, con-
firmed Abernathy’s allegation that the cam-
paign was involved but denied his own role.
Rafshoon and Jordon deny any knowledge of
thie mnailing.

Tn the 1070 primary, there were three md]m
candidates: Carter, who waz the con=trvative:
Sanders, who ﬂ})‘[)f‘dlr‘tl to white moderates: and

liherals and to blacks: and C. B. King. a black

lawver who appealed essentially to hlacks
Clearly, King took votes away from Sanders.

Abernathy also alleged that “Cuarter’s campaign
financed King's media advertising. [ perzonally
prepared all of King's ridio ads while T was on
Rafshoon™s pavroll and =upervised the produe-
tion. And I helped channel money to tae com-

“Cuff “Jimmy Carter’s
aud one of itz TV spots ~howed a-

campaiuzn is the
most sincerely
msincere,
politieally anti-
political, and..
slickly unsliek
one of the
year.”

™

B iritnd

Ty
ey




Steven Brill

TINMY
CARTER’S
PATHLETIC
LIES

W Bre
L

813,135,552 in thr last fizcal year that ke had
control of the budzet —which means he record-
ed a net dgplenon of 517,814,544,

Consistently, Carter talks, as he did one night
in a Mississippi living room, about a plan un-
der which “I achieved welfare reform by open-
ing up 136 day-care centers for the retarded :
and using welfare.mothers to stafl them. Insteadd
of being on-welfare, these thousands of-women+1
now have jobs and-seli-respect. You.should see .
them bathing and feeding the retarded children.:
They’re the: besl workers we have in the state
government.» This sounds like an excellent pro- ’
gram, and, indeed, Carter was praised for it in
The New York Times M agazine. However, while

.do with capital gains or entertainment deduc-

Carter did establish 134 community centers for
retarded children, the idea of wellare recipients
staffing them remains only an idea. According
to Derril Gay, deputy director of the state Men-
tal Health Division, “There is no such program.
.. . I'm not sure what the Times article was re-
ferring to. . . . No one has been taken off wel-
fare and. put in any mental-health job.” Betty
Bellairs, director of the division of benefits
payments, agrees, saying that there is “deh-
nitely no such program.” Jody Powell comnment-
ed that “if Carter ever mentioned such a pro-
grami, I guess he was mistaken.” While I ac-
compamed him, he made the mistake before five
audienceg in =

other aspects of his record Carter raen-
tioned while I traveled with him were an up-
grading of rehabilitation programs in the pris-
ons and a strict merit system for cabinet and
judicial appointments. Both claims are essen-

*tially true.

m HE TANTALIZING promises Carter is
9 making are potentially more disillu-
sioning than the myths he is floating
about his past record. They are vague
enough’ to please everyone—for now
—and Carter hypnotizes his audience with them
so effectively that most seem to go away con-
vinced that all his pledges will materialize about
four hours after his inauguration.

For example, he promises he’ll cut the num-
ber of federal agencies from 1,900 to 200. As
he says it you can almost see the red tape being
slashed and the briefcases foating down the
Potomac. But when I asked him to name a few,
or even one, of the 1,700 agencies he’d abolizh,
]w = id ht. l'd(]n’t uorl\f-d out th(- dcta'll\ yet.

wiping out gow,rr ment waste ard says that the
Pu)td"«m “is5 by far the most wastetul bureau-
cracy.” he told me that the Penta"on budget
could be cut only “about 5 percent.”

Carter raises his voice when he talks about
taxes, “The tax system s a dis-grace to the hy-

,r:’}‘{' man race,” he told a group of municipal labor-

ers. I believe all income should be treated the
same, If's a scandal that a businessman can.de-
duct his 330 Junch but a worker can’t deduct the
sandwich in his lunch pail.”” This sounds like
populist tax reform, including, for example, an
end to preferential treatment of capital gains
and a limit to business entertainmeat deduc-
tions. But, again, when asked later about spe-
cifics, Carter said he hadn’t yet worked out the
details and that he couldn’t be siure what he’d

tions. Three days later, he responded to'a ques- i
tion at a Manhattan cothaxl -party- by- saymgsTA)l
he’d-consider: taxing- cdpital gains the-same:as /
othermcome -When the. audlence moaned, he~ ‘f
smiled-and said; £} said I'd consider-it, not. thaa
Pd-dosit2n
Carter’s positions on spec1ﬁc issues are, 1.

fore, difficult to determine from his campaxsfn
pxtche; But, when forced to articulate them-
during a loncr interview, he emerges, essentially,
sa consenatn’e Democrat although there are
nouvh exceptions to make hlm dxﬂicult to clas-

] A

He feels-that.& delente has heen- pushed too-%z
ar,” and that the-Russians have gotten the bet- -~
er of usiin every deal we've made with them;
cluding the joint space flight fHismzsin for=
eign-polit.?r @lvisgrs: carew:Degh Rusk” afide
Zbigmiew treat, aud—-—hls"ehmf-—-:mluary
adviser is his former boss, Adm.-Hyman G.
Rickover. He never publicly oppozed the
Vieinam war until 1971, and even now, he de-
fines it as a mistake of strategy, not of policy
or morality. In 1972, as noted, he argued. tha*
the Democrats should support the Nmon Vier . .
nam policy. He feels that “‘the king Vo &,_. %
is to lro«-rand oht even- 1f’yomtfunk—:aawé::iﬁ, 4—""‘
immoral,” £nd that-the® CIA” has-been—a"cﬁ'ﬁ'— ci\Ah
pled’> by the recent- mvestwano&an&_ evel velay
tions==y "'

Carter’s welfare-reform plan, he says, would
cut off aid, now given under the Aid to Fami-
les with Dependent Children program, to chil-
dren of able-bodied parents who won’t work,
and he thinks chronic alcoholics or drug addicts
should be considered able-bodied. His tax-re-
form plan includes the climination of “double
taxation’ of corporations by abolishing the cor- &

Ou--)n) &

porate income tax. He:fav orrcap)hL ‘puuish;
inent “‘ia some cases .and preventive dr-tenhtm ;,
of “habitual criminals” and he thinks-the-. o,
randa Supreme Coust devision limiting cnmm.\l» ":; .
confessions contaioed “too many technicalities.”

Carter said he would be against any jol-
opportunity plan that required the hiring of
specific percentages of persons from minority
aroups. and he thinks the union seniority sys-
tem should not be amended to help blacks and /l’(", A
women. At»—for-aho.tion, he is “iotally opposed ”
to-it:” and noted that afier the Supreme—Court

struck. down - the Cf:or_r?-m law=in-the landmark
3




Steven Brill  abortion—easerhe had-signed -o-new Jaw-that  campuses to put down disorder “even.-hefore
ooy Ywaslagrestrictive sas possiblel consistent.avith o violenre eruptsy ™7 Ts the real Carss the govec-
JINIMY ‘the Court’s-decision..” He does not favor a con-  nor who told a Congressional comniittee in Juns
CARTER’S .itutional amendment on abortion, but he  of 1971 that he oppose! any total federal financ-
PATHETIC  would not approve any national health-insur-  ing of welfare and wus against the federal gov-
LIES rance plan that includes abortion as part of the  ernment bypassing the states to aid cities direct-
medical care to be covered. ly, or the Presidential candidate who now says
Carter-says-he-would-support.thes:Democratic  he favors a federal takeover of welfare and
ticket-eveiib-George=Wallace~wass.oimitmand—= wants federal revenue-sharing to bypass theH ’f{
Jack e, —O that-Lnext~tommyseli-Ld.say~Scoop.Jackson-is~ states and go directly to the cities? Is the real A
~—most=qualified=tobe=President?” Repeatedly Carter-the candidate-who tells conservative busiwl#,
during our talk and in his Mississippi speeches - nessmen-in-Mississippi,. »Mayor:Daleynis-ray
he referred to Fred Harris, Birch Bayh, Morris  friend;-he-knows-EFm-the. only.one; willing: to.go: - {

Udall, Sargent Shriver, and Frank Church as -against~[Governor}~Dan-Walker-for=him:¥ or "Cm'

“the-fivenultracliberalsstomtheerace.”’ -the-candidate-who-campaigns-against the, Spowmbessd
On some issues, though, Carter is quite lib-  erful politicians??
eral. He favors comprehensive national health There could be legitimate explanations for

care, hand-gun control, and tough environmen- these and other contradictions. Politicians are
tal and energy policies. He supports strong anti-  entitled to grow and change their minds like the
 trust enforcement, reform of federal regulatory rest of us. But Carter’s changes seem to span
agencies, and a halt to production of the B-1 the range of basic national issues aud corre-
bomber. He opposes mandatory minimum jail spond totally with the constituency he seeks.
sentences and would pardon all Vietnam-era And they must be conszidered in the context of
draft evaders. He favors repeal of right-to- the pious antipolitics campaign ke is running.

work laws, although he never tried to repeal - More than that, they may be the lip of an as- .
Georgia’s, and ran against repeal in 1970. He yet concealed iceberg of contradictions. At the .
supports the Equal Rights Amendment. Georgia State Department of Archives and His-

tory there is widespread feeling that, in the
= Who is 1; hat is he? words of one research librarian, “Governor Car-
10 is Jimmy, what is he? . 0 q his people censored documents, espe- .
: cially speeches, that should be in the public
HE PROBLEM with evaluating Carter’s record.” According to Frank Daniel, a veteran
stated positions is that inconsistent archivist who every four years prepares a vol-
statements in his past record, such as ume of the complete public statements of
the ones on right-to-work lais, make Georgia governors, his attempts to compile the
it difficult to tell if he really means Carfer volume have been ‘:}{E,’{K%i <
what he says. In fact, a scanning of Carter’s six- tef#] feghle--. . ~They’ve foaly sént’ me the
year public record leaves one wondering who speeches! they want to include. That’s never
ke really is. happened to me before.” Another archivist ex- .
Is the real Carter the candidate who told the plained, “You can’t find any speeches Carter
. voters in Brunswick, Georgia, on July 31, 1970, made to groups in Mississippi, Alabama, rural -
I { C( “Las-neveraslibetaks. I-am-and-have-always— Georgia, or places like that, because they never
i@ “}g _been-a.conservativey” or the one who is now sentthem over here. We got a copy of his sched-
= _ 4[

telling adoring audiences, “I’Ve-always=been~a~ ule every week, so we can see all the ones that el
liberal-oreeivib-rights-and=social-needs?? Is the are missing.” Forexample, aftera careful search, 2
" real Carter the Presidential candidate who says  the librarians were certain they never received é‘

O I R\ l& th.e schooléptegratlon@fdec:sxon-flnd—-them@-ivil a tape or text of a speech Carter made on {
e Rights-Act-*were-thewgreatest-things-that-ever-  George Wallace Appreciation Day in Red Lev- E

happened to:the South,” or the gubernatorial el, Alabama. Powell explained the absence of 2

candidate who, in 1970; denied saying that the  the tape by saying that “Thestroopers whomnpd £

Supreme Court school integration.decision was  supposed to record everything’that Lesdvs owt ;

“morally and legally correct”? Is the real Carter  of state forgnt to record it. [ guess.” 1 The local

AR b

the candidate who wrote in his autobiography  newsclips of the event did not report the spe-
that our involvemwent in Vietnam lacked moral  cifies of the sprech.)

principle, or the governor whe urged Ceorgians One document that was seat to the archives
to proiest Willian Calley’s conviction and said  suggests that the cemyplite vecord might be Guite
he thought Calley was a “scapegoat’™? Is the  dumaging to Carter. On August 4, 1972, Canter
ceal Cartre the candidate who. in 1976, has  replied to a letter frons Mrs. Lena Mae Penp-
in-pired rock bands to play benefit concerts  sey. who had written to complain to him that he
for him, or the one who, seven weeks after the  should have endorzed Wailuce at the Demaerat-
Kent State tragedy. promized to send Naitonal ¢ Convention instead of Jackson. Carter wrote
Guardsmen with live ammunition onto-college  back as follows:
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pany Rafshoon uszed to pay for them. . . .1
don’t know if Jiramy knew about it. but every-
one else did.” Rafshoon denies the allegation.
King. when asked about Abernathy’s charge.
said, I never knew specifically of that, but it
‘could have happened. . . . I found out later on
that I was naive, and a lot of crass and evil peo-
ple helped me for the wrong reasons.”

Carter beat Sanders for the nomination, and
then ran in the general election with Lester
Maddox (who had been nominated for lieuten-
ant governor in a separate primary) Ta<Octo-
ber of 1970 ‘Carter said he was proud to- have:
Lester Maddox as. my funning. mate,” .and:that~
Maddox- repreeented-—“thevessence of.the:Demo-
cratic. party”’ On November 3, he was elected
governor. B

The easy explanation for Carter’s 1970 cam-
paign conduct is.that he had to do and say all
these things, even though he didn’t believe in
them, in order to be elected in Georgia. That
may be understandable, although it ill befits the
man who wrote in his campaign autobiography
that one of. the biggest-obstacles he faces this
year is that.*’I" don’t know how to compromise
on any prmc1p1e. It also raises the question of
what he’s willing to do and say that he doesn’t
believe in 1916——-runmng this time as the anti-
politics sincerity candidate.

Warped record

v

™

4 HE 1976 CARTER STUMP-SPEECH 1nvari-
ably begins with him introdueing him-
self as a “nuclear physicist and a.pea-
nut farmer:” Neither claim is entirely
true. His only academic degree is the

.standard Bachelor of Naval Science he got at

Annapolis. He did do some graduate work, al-
though not enough to get a degree, but this was
in engineering, not nuclear pllyalca. Carter’s
press secretary, Jody Powell, says, “We’re in
the process of changing the literatare.” As for
being a peanut farmer, Carter is actually a
\\ealt‘ly agribusinessman, whose income comes
from warehousing and shelling other farmers’
peanuts and from commodities trading. He does
own and live on a peanut farm, but it is run by
his brother.

“I admit the People picture of hitn shoveling
peanuts was a phony,” says media man Raf-
shoon. “But those are the only pictures the press
wants of Jimmy.” Rafshoor isn't exactly dis-
couraging them. A planned TV ad pictures an
overall-clad Carter sifting peanuts while a voice-
over asks, “Can vou imagine any other candi-
date working in the hot August sun?”

Carter was a gzood governor. Although his
lexislative proposals often suffered because of
the heavy-handed and, some say, stubborm way
he treated Georgia's nu]ependent -minded legis-

lators, his regime had none of the phony, cor-

rupt populizin that has wnarked the Wallace
years in neighboring Alabama. He fought for
tough consumer laws and banking regulation,
and opened the governinent to blacks and wom-
en. He developed new programs in health care,
education, and corrections, although Georgia’s
prisons are still terribly overcrowded and lack-
ing in medical and psychiatric care. He con-
stantly traveled the state listening to citizen
complamt. and he was:the kind “of down-to-
earth officeholder who could strike  up a conver-
sation with a prison inmate mowing his lawn,
find out that lawyers were bilking prisoners - v"\th
fake promises of parole, and do someth .
about it. - Gover:
But whatever good Carter did dwasrquem
is blurred now by the legend he is trying toJ
make of it. On the campawn trail” hxs x

,_aanw_i.300 state agencies into twenty-

two super-agencies, which indeed made the.gay-
ernment: more manageable- and easies to under-
stand, has beeome-~ arevolution in g government
that got rid of 278 of 300 staie agencies and re-
duced administrative costs by 50 percent.” To
hear him in Mississippi, it’s as if most of the
government was wiped out with no loss to the

public. In fact, the reorganization merely con-
solidated state agencies, preserving most of-

them as “divisions” under umbrella super-agen-
cies. {One of them, the Départment of Human
Resources, has become an unmanageable blob.)
When I asked Carter what he was referring to
when he said administrative costs had been cut
50 percent, he referred me to a member of his
staff, who, as of this writing; has been unable to
point to anything specific. Georgia budget docu-
ments show that funding for the agency most in-
volved with administration—the governor’s of-
fice—increased 49 percent in the four years
Carter was in the statehouse. As for total gov-
ernment costs, Georgia’s expenditures in Car-
ter’s last year as governor have not been tabu-
lated yet, but, according to Winford Poitevint,
an analyst in the state budget office, Carter’s

spendintr increased 50 percent in his first three

years in office, from $1.6 billion in fiscal year
1971, to $2.4 billion in fiscal year 1974; during
his four years, the total number of state em-
plovees increased 30 perceat, from 52,000 to
68.000. Carter’s increased spending probably
was the result of inflation and upgraded social
programs, but that does not explain his distor-
tior of his fiscal record.

Carter also claims that he left Georgia with a
5116 million budget surplus. (Jn his autobi-
ography it’s §200 million.) When T was with
him. he usually mentioned this right after he
attacked New York City officials for having dis-
torted their budget ﬁ“‘lll(‘\ Iu facet, accordmv to
the state auditor’s ofhce, Carter inherited a sur-
plus of £90.950.096 and left a surplus of
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TPER'S MACGAZINE
TN 1976

Dear Mrs. Dempsey:.

I kave rever had amlhuw but the highest
pruise for Governor %} “allace. Hy support [or.\
Senator Jacksonr:was based upon a personals
request from.our-late Senator Richard Rus-.
sell shortly.before-hits death’ 1 think you awill...
find that Senator-Jackson, Governor Wallace
nml I are in close agreenent on most issues.»

" Let me usk:vou to consider one other fac+

tor before I close:There are times when two

men working_toward the:-same-end can acs

comphsh more if they are not completely tied,

 together. I thinkyou. will find that Governor=
- Wallace understands-this. -

- Please let. me know when I can be of ser-

vice to you:or:your children.in Ailanta:: I,
“hope I have been able to-giveyou'a sllghtly‘
better-impression*of me. .
Szncerely;.,
]zmerarfg:k

Such letters notwithstanding, Carter became
known nationally for dx:avowmv the veiled rac-
ism that elected him when he said in his inau-
guration speech that the time for racial discrim-
ination was over. As governor, he opened jobs
to minorities and mmated a host of programs
for the disadvantaged. For this he has -earned
. the 1976 support “of Andrew Young, the At-

lanta Congressman who was a key aide to Mar-
tin Luther King, Jr. But Carter’s civil-rights
record should not be exaggerated. For example,
he now says that although he is against busing,
he does not favor a constitutional amendment
- to ban it. But in 1972 he praised a Georgia leg-
islative resolution calling on Congress to pass
such an amendment, and he urged Georgians
to demonstrate against the "assignment of stu-
dents or teachers on the basis of race. On Au-
gust 17, 1971, he praised George Wallace’s de-
fiance of a court desegregation order. “Jimmy
_Carter wouldn’t be my first choice for President
" or even my fifth,” says Georgia State Senator
Julian Bond. ° “His liberalism is largely a myth.
The reason he gets such good press is that when-
ever the rest of the country thinks of Georgia,
they think of Lester Maddox. By comparlson

y looks good.”

John Lem:, a longtime civil-rights leader who
heads the Atlanta-based Voter Education Proj-
ect agrees that “Carter’s liberalism on race is
overrated.” He points specifically to “Carter’s
attempt back in 1972 to get the Democrats to
weaken the Voting Rwhts Act.”

—\Vhutever the :trength: of Carter’s record, .

such things as the letter to Mrs. Dempsey, the
inconiplete records in the archives, the alleged
campaiza dirty tricks, and, above all. the false
carnpaign he 1s now running as the peanut farm-
er antipolitician encourage the most eynical in-
terpretation of it. Friends say that the Time cov-
er story written just alter he took office, which
labeled him the “voice of the New South,” plant-
ed national ambitions in his head. (By law he

couldn’t run for reelection anyway.y If so, ev-
ervthing good he did from that point could be
dnrlhuteul to a realization that to go national bie
" had to separate himself from Ceor"xas Stone
Age image. Certainly, thiz could hold teue for
anything he did after September 1972, the point
at which he says he decided to run for Pres-
ident. This would include Lis most endearingly”
symbolic liberal act—the placing of a portrait
of Martin Luther King, Jr., in the State Capitol
on February 17, 1974—seventeen months after
e knew he was running for President as an en-
lightened Southerner.

- -

IMMY CARTER has many qualities that
could make him a good President. He
has the drive and stamina totake a-firm
hold of the government, and his two
years of house-te-house campaigning
will probably have taught him more about the
. country than most Presidents ever know, Al-
though you can’t tell from his speeches, he ab--
sorbs complex issues easily, studies new ones
constantly, and has-developed ideas in energy
policy and other areas that are original and well
thought out. He is, in short, a hard-working,
smart politician. It is arguable, in fact, that his
abilities are such that his phony campaign and
past and present contradictions should be
winked at because he’d make a good President..

‘But in this regard, one of his campaign homilies

holds true: it only be as good a.Pmsdent as
I'am a candidate,” he often says. QAndictrey

The reason he is right is that his camipaiga
expresses his basic fiaw. Carter’s friends and en-
emies agree that, if one thing characterizes Jim-
my Carter it is bis obsession with Jimmy Car-
ter. It is what gives him the ability to portray
his opponents, like Carl Sanders in 1970, as rep-
resenting the forces of evil; and it’s what gives
him the drive to et up an hour earlier and
work an ho r Iater thﬁél of the other can-

o tz
i é Z

serfes B'ill Shipp, a veteranf Atlanta” political
reporter. It should be no surprise, then, that
Carter sees issues only as props in the campaign
sales pitch, and minor, often bothersome, props
at that. T JEPE \\h) he couldn’t understand Mec-
Govern ZB > the war as an issue. And it was
ratural téj instead of admniitting his mistakes
or his limited credentials as a one-term governor
of Georgia, he’d try to find a shortcut to get to
the White House on schedule—that he’d try tu
blur the hisiory of the 1970 campaign .mcl of
his record as governor. and run as the new idol
the country yearns for. 56 he packaged himself

as a legzend and began campaigning in the name -
of peanut-farmer. antipolitics sineerity. Jimmy
Carter’s ciompaign—-hungey. no philosophy, and
brilliantly packaged-—is Jimmy Carter. -

LR
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| Commander in coniro

By Eugene Kennedy .

The hand of Jimmy Carter touchad the
lowlders of poilticians and delegates, of
angers-on and newsmen alika. [t Is the hand
t the commandlng officer who alone carries
12 secret orders and wants calm and abso-~
it2 actention when he opens them. -
Jimmy Carter i3 not 2 pastoral (Igure but a
llitary man, a verarah of Adm. Hyman
Uckovar's dlscipline ard rthe silence of deep
uomarine divas, the officer of trim lines and
firmer faw up close than In photographs,
he engineer comforted by the fesl- of well.
lrawn blueprints. ’

No, Jimmy ls not the leader of a religious
avtval, Put your 2ar to his breast and the
ound is that of a finely tuned nuclear ecgins
sady {or 2 hundred days'in the darkness un-
ler tas les cap. Th2 metaphor is military
ather than religious for this axtraordinarily
nteiligenr man who made the Democratic
:onvention not {ntg an evangeilcal mesting
wut inid something more like the Yard at An-
1apolis ftlizd with shiny-faced and ooedlieac. .
piebas, . )
Commandar-in-chlef does not seem too grand
a1 ambition for Carter, who in moving to-
ward it has raughe lessons to everydody, from
1z professional policcians to the leadsrsmp
of tha Remaa Catholic churca.

CARTER AND HIS STAFF have taken the
measure of Catholic influence, and tfev are
convirced they understand the Cathoiic
peopie and their attitudes becer than the
Cathollc bishops do. The Carter camp’s ver-
sion of American Cathslicism I3 not that of
tne lumbering Hut firajly eflective juggernaut
battering political ¢ascles or condemned mov-
i2 hecuses into rubble but of an army in dis-
array, with uncertain trumpets, aad field
commanders who cannct effectively organizs
thair troops Jor the simplest of mareuvers.

Chicago Sun-Ti

ixes,

No, they say, unrolling their polls, Catholics
do not stand together on issues of their own

- and their vote cannot be mustered or deliv-

ared Dy religious leaders. On almost everv
accasion on which Cacholics havs tried to or-
3anize polizical pressure over the last decade
— oq, for example, the issue of aid to schools
— they have Deen deieatad.

There are many who agree with Carter and
his aides, veceran doservers who are ready o
swallow the birter draft of this revisioalst
brew, men and women wio have falt that the

Americaa Catholic church never makxes small -

mistakes and, in fact, has made enormous
ones in recent years. Some Catholics who op-

. pose abortion are not completsly happy with

the stvle of some of the literature of ths
Right-ta-Lite Movament or with the [dea of a
consttutional amendment to-turn asidse the
1973 Supreme Court decision. They nod some-
what grimly and say that Carter is right and -
that {n the long run holding to his present
positions will prova polidcally succasstul. But
aven these persons, wise as they feal them-
selves in the ways of civil.and ecclesiastical
politica, are not totally pleased with the man-
ner in which Carter’s convictions about Cath-
olics have been communicated. Indeed, one-

wonders if the style, invisibie our as ciaar and
forceful as a hand raisad by 2 bird colonel ta
_keep tha enlisted mea ‘rom egcaring :ha offl-
cers’ ciub, may not bring Cactholics together
in a celeoration of aijenated raga hat may
vec deny :ae Whira House ta Carter,

TIME AND AGAIN during convention wesk
varicus ethnic (election-year lamguags for
Cacholic) groups pressed for mestings with
Carter or some member of his inner court.
Their requesis were uniformily denied, al-
thougn In an aimost swezt fashion, in South-
2rn accents and smiies.

8/29/76-

CARTER/MONDALE CAMPATIGN

Tre choice of Walter Mordals aver a Catho-
tic vice-presidencial candidate provicad a {ur-
ther index of Cartar's atituda toward tna
Catholic vote (no nead to seex [t in 13 way)
and the personality of Carter himsell {ols23-
sive and dudful as an old-iimea Cacholic).

Carter, lik2 many a Cathoiic of his z2a-

eration, gave himsel! © God aad -counuy,
an enginser of cold war defznses, a
planner who wou!ld waste nocting, neither
time, scrap paper nor an exwa stamg lo giv-
ing his best. services o the goverament.
Doiag his best, it Is the theme of his prayars,
the coda in his search. disiorted o li3 ex-
actmess, ‘or a runaping mate. Would ths Jre-
liminary process for canonization recuira less
scrutiny, or fewsr devil’s advecates? It was,
in fact, 2 more secular process, the machin-
ary drawn from Rickaver's stesl-2dzed pilans
for seiecting worthy aides, the razor-3narp
hurdles Carter himsell had learned o clear
beforas ke served under the father of ths su-
clear submarine. A Dracess 1 &xact a price,
a1 test—how oftan Carter has spoksn of wisn-
ing to be tested by the American peaple, test-
ad n avery aspact of spirit and ckaracter —
ves, a t2st lor any man, no matter 20w spien-
did his lneage or approved his credandals.
One must spaculate on Carter’s sirengra to
sustain and administar tests o thesa who
would serva with him, the style that will 5e-
coms aven more famillar o us, an experiencs
with power enough to curdls tha pancaks
makeup of any polltician.

FOR CARTER 13 a preciss technlciaa, &
man who understands commaad aad t5e dai-
ancs of davotion necessary betwaen captain
and crew in the crawdad bulk o 2 suomarine.
What was needed there was a commander 3t
uttar sell-confidence, a cool and contained
man, o small man at that, 2 man youngsr
man could admire and #irh whom they might
forge strong ties of loyaity. Carter may weil
nave heard of the Navy’s use ol psychology la
recruiting personnel for nuclear submarine
duty. Thers was, at oae ime at !=ast, 1 orei-
arenca for young mea !rom Orokan torces
who would ze more liely thag athers 0 lorm
2 sirong dependear relacionship with tae cap-
rain, yes, the very thing nesded [or che ar-
duous tria! of close guarrars for lcug davs
withour dayllght benearh ths sea,

- It isTxiributz to Cantar’s wisdom and as-
preciation of a staff’s unmortzazad devotion
10 1 paternal ieadsr that he has grouged
around himsel! genecaily voung men markad
oy their personal affsstion lor zim, men
readv for long vovages on tight radons, their
gecurity resting in their l2ad2r’s imrpertur-
bable sanse of dirsction and sezse of destiny.
Jimmy Carter wants men te can caunt on.
men 2 {ollow Tis plans, and e seams o havas
them.

continued --
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Jimmy Carter’s pomination

by Lewis-H. Lapham

\z OR EIGHT MONTHS Jimmy
; Lq Carter has revolved like a
& £ mechanical toy in the
‘bright ball of the media,
answering everyman’s question” and
similing into everymman’s camera; and
yet, even now, hardly anybody knyws
anything about hlm. On the day that
the Democratic grandres conceded
Mr. Carter the nownination he could
still appear to be all things to all
men. In June, as in carly February,
the public-opinion pells showed that
lilicrals believed Mr. Carter a liberal
and that conservatives believed him
a conservative. He had taken posi-
tions on both sides of every que-tion
that could be identified as an issue.
All the columnists agreed that lie had
waged a brilliant privary campaign,
but few of themn could agree as to
what it was, exactly, that the candi-
daic had said. Not even his adinirers
secmed to kuow who he was, or what
he taod for, or why he wanted to he
President of the United States. Tike
the Wizard of Oz, Mr. Curter had
couirived 1o invisible, Al-
though po:=<ibly a u-cful trait in a
caundidate, in a President 1t would
be ruinous. :
On the one occasion when 1 lis-
tened to Mr. Carter speak, v carly
May at the Plaza Hotel in New York,
hie Jeft his audienee in a state of con-
fusion equivalent to the confusion in
the national press. Most of those
present were men of weight and
prolity, dircciors of companies and
pillars of the community who cach
had paid $!100 to attend a renkfast
spensored by such cndnent Demo-
crats as C. Douglas Dillon and Cy rus
Vance. Mr. Dillon had Leen Scere-
tary of the Treasury in the Kennedy
Administration, and Mr. Vance, who

renain

has been mentioned as a prospect for
Secretary of State, was Deputy Secre-
tary of Defense in the Johnson Ad-
ministration. Their endorsement of
aspiring polilicians conveys an aura
of respectable authority. Even so, the
crowd was inclined to be skeptical.
When Mr. Carter presented himself at
the rostrum in the Grand Ballroom,
smiling for as long as the television
lights 'were on, the andience granted
lnm a clandmv but Lalflcarled ova-
tion. In the words of a dignified gen-
tletnan on my left, “I can’t say that
I trust a man who uses a hoy’s name,
hut, if Doug Dillon vouches for the
fellow, wnaybe there’s something to
him.” ,

Mr. Carter chose to present him-
self in the persona of the innocent
abroad, a latter-day Billy Budd, bare-
foot and without guile, wandering
around the country in search of love
and {riends. small and self-con-
tained man, he gazed® vaguely up-
ward and was careful not to move his
hands. Like a small boy reciting an
inspirational poem he said all the
dutiful things that a
child is supposed to <ay in the com-
pany of strangers. He tald of Low he
“evaded an 1ssue,” of liow he
was an “cager student” who was do-
ing his best to learn all those com-
plicated things that the folks 1alked
about up there in Washington, D.C.,
of the many telephone calls he’d
been getling from iportant politi-
cians, of low it wasn’t the American
people who had decided to do all
those “dreadful things™ in Vietnam,
Cambodia, Chile, the White House,
and the CIA, of “the deep yearning
for intimacy” he’d discovered out
there “in this great country of ours,”
of how he had come to know “lle
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people of this nation better than any
otlier human being.”

The eflect of the speech was -
}mrm«mg To men of considerable
sophistication Mr. Carter had de-
livered a 4-1 Club addr-:s, all of
i1 very slale and very »weet, ut-
terly devoid of fceling or thought.
Over the last twenty years 1 Lave
listened to a great many politicians
make a greal many specches; but
never before have | noticed cuch .n
absence of emotion ameng people
who might have lLoped to lelic.e
what they heard. The applause at tlie
Carter’s

L

end was as amall as Mr.
voice. He had arrived punctually
8:00 a.M., and when he left, exactly
an liour later, it was as if nolods
kad Leen there.

Most people hnuediately  hegan
to talk of other things —the weatlier
or the morning’s ]»11~,m~~ engages
mients, the cost of thelr property n
Cunm «cticut, or the best way to get
to Muine in Augaest. H they took the
troulile to make even a passing mei-
tion of what they had paid $100 to
sce and lear, their remarks Implied
an aititude of condeseension, They
belived themselves capalle of sce-
ing through the paltry chsrade of
Anserican polities in a nister of a
fow minutes, and it amuscd them 1o
look Toiefly at the siow goidla pass.
ing through tovwn every four years
on the way to its cage in Washing-
ton. Together with their counicrparts
cleewhere in the country, lh(-y cons
stitute what mnight be called the jiar-
ty of the imdiffcient majority. Char-
acteristic of their analysiz was the
following conversation, reprodured
in itz entirety, between two men har-

rying toward the ]c\‘alorc
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FIRST MAN
caring about the response): "Wl
what did you think of it?”

SECOND MAN: “The usual -:.all-
time crook. Another liar.”

FIRST MAN (Impatlently) “Yes,
yes, of course, but so what? You can
say the came thing about all of them,
Think of Humphrey, of Jackcon My
God-~Jackson.”

Among the few pc(rp]e who re-
mained in the Grand Ballroom after
Mr. Caricr had left {to continue his
portrayal of little oy lost ata United
Nations conference on nuclear war)
the disagreement was comprehensive.,
There were as many opinions as there
were small groups of people coming
together to exchange theoriesand in-
terpretations. Mr. Carter had come
and gone in a magician’s smoke,
leaving his admirers with an empty
canvas on which they could paint the
images-of their hearts’ desire. The
more deyout thought that Mr. Carter
was a saint. They told stories about
his concern for the old and the sick,
ahout the tears that once welled up
in his ¢yes when he was told about
a dying child. The candidate’s critics
denounced him as a swindling hyp-
ocrite. From their coat pockets they
Lrought forth newspaper clippings on
which they had marked passages of
blatant contradiction. Other pcople
spoke of the candidate as religious
zealot or lionest farmer, as effective
administrator or protégé of the Ku
Klux Klan. A man in a plaid suit
deseribed Mr. Carter as being “dirt
mean,” a puor boy from south Geor-
gia who trusted nobody and would
do his best, once elected President,
to root out the evil that darkened the
understanding of his encinies.

% TU1F AR, CARTER’S presence In-

3 epires such little confidence

1 among people willing to give
F Salim money, then his political
triumph  among  the larger public
must <]v}»('n(] on s(imoll]ingm]lcr than
the force of his mind or the large-
ness of his spirit. He isn’t an cloquent
man, and lis visions of America tlie
Beautiful have the quality of the
gilded figurines bought in penny ar-
cades. But he is obvionsly intelligent,

and, T suspect, also courageous,
greedy, deterimined, and vindictive.

He was willing to work longer hours
and take greater risks than any of the
other politicians in the ficld, and he

(Vaguely and without

understood the magnitude of owrna-
tional <encge of Jdefeat. He zvsumcd,} /
correctly, that the vast majority of
the Amcrican people, like the two
men hurrying away fromn breakfast
in the Plaza Hotel, wanted to forget
about politics. They were sick to death
of politicians, tired of issues they
didn’t understand and which didn’t
admit of casy answers, disappoint-
ed by the chronicle of failure that
secemed to delight the Eastern press.}|
In Vietnam 40,000 Americans had |
been killed, apparently to no pur- |
pose. The Nixon Administration was
a disgrace, and <o was the god-
damned Congress. Even when Mr.
Nixon had leen discovered as the .
Anticlirist hisabsence didn’t improve
matters. Within a ycar of his dcpar-”
ture the fine promises about a re-
newed code of official conduct began
to sound as thin as jukebox music.
Multinational corporations continued
to pay lribes to Congressmen as well
as to foreign governments; judges
were still'going to jail; the Kennedys
were no better than anyhody else;
and the IBI and the CIA apparently
had heen subverting the Bill of Rights
ever since the Roosevelt Administra-<
tion. Even before the advent of Eliz-
abeth Ray there appeared to be no
virtue in the Republic.

Given the gencral feeling of dis-
gust, it was an casy thing for a great
many people to imagine themselves |
betrayed. Mr. Carter brought them a
focus for their discontent. Were they -
angry and resentful? Did they de-
spise intellectuals aud the Fastern Es-
tahlishment? Were they sick of cor-
ruption and bad news? Well, o was
Ly Carter. He Lated all the vested
interests that a poor hoy is suppozed
to late, and he mcant to do =ome-
thing aliout it. To andiences con-
sumed with impotent rage Mr. Carter
used the Janguage of Christian piety
to convey a sense of the Lord™s ven-_
Thus the paradox Tmplicit
in lis suecess. He presented Tinmnself

geanee,
=}

as the candidate of hope and new
heginnings, hut he floated to the sur-
face of Awnc l'ican politics on a tide
of despair. In place of a vision of |
the future he offered an fmage of the |
nonexistent past, promising a safe
return to an innocent Eden in which
American power and morality might
be restored to the condition of imaa
inary grace.

His witness was not mnch different

from that of Billy Graham and Rev.
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Sun Myung Moon. He spokt 1o the
wphappiness of people wishing for a
vorld that never was. The popular
suspicion of government is always
well-founded. To a greater or lesser
extent, all governments commit
crimes against the common people.
The law is usually unjust, the capital
always noisy with fools. No wunder
that Mr. Carter found so many ad-
herents for his crusade against the
Jords tanporal and the kingdom of
Caesar.

His cuccess with the so-called gov-
crning class, with people who thought
they recognized him as a demagogue,
raises a more ominous question. Out-
side the walls of the citadel the sus-
picion of government can be taken
for granted. Among people inside
the walls the prevalence of an anal-
agous fecling, expressed as seli-dis-
gust rather than as resentment, sug-
gests the possibility of a civilization
in decline. Within the past two or
three years [ have noticed that a“sur-
prising number of people who lold
responsible office, in government as
well as in the realms of law, finance,
and the press, have acquired the
halit of denouncing themselves as
imposters. They distrust their own
legitimacy, and they look for valida-
tion in drugs, sex, and Zen. Both in
New York and official Washington 1
uiel people who no longer Dbelieve
themselves capable of directing the
husiness of the state. When they try
to envision the future they scc noth-
ing that doesn’t look like a Saturday
afternoon rerun of the past twenty
years. The same slogans, the nsual
campromi=cs and the old lies -all of
it miiserably expensive and none of it
snede bearable by the romence of
vouth or the presence of the Xen-
nedys. Their lack of imagination
makes them sick of themselves,

S LONG AGO AS 1965 Sen.
Fugene McCarthy had
reached a similar conclu-
2sion.  During  impartant

4 y
ry Ll

votes on the floor of the Scnate it -

was his custom to remain in his of-
fice, ignoring repeated quortim calls
while making ironic epigrams about
the peintlessness of it all. A anore
perceptive man than most of his con-
federates, Senator McCarthy was, as
always, in the vanguard of the fash-
ienahle sentiment. In 1965 Lis cyn-
icism was regarded as a dangerous

heresy; ten yeia~ later it had be-
come the receiv-! wisdom.

A recent stoi~ i+ The Wall Sireet
Journal mentior -~ 'he large number
of politicians wi:v have decided to

_quit the governi:ient. No fewer than
eight Senators and forty-six Congress-
men, many of them younger men

_with safe seats, offered various rea-
sons Tor refusing to stand for reelec-
tion. Politics, they said, was too hard
or too degrading; the hours were
too long, the issues too comnplex; too
many people locked upon politicians
with loathing; they had Jost faith in
the plausibility of representative gov-
ernment, and they chose to do some-
thing else with the rest of their lives.

An equivalent feeling of exhaus-
tion prevented the Democratic party
from offering any resistance to Mr.
Carter. Of the Democrats cligible to
vole in the primary elections, only
one in five bothered to show up at
the polls. Despite the talk of deny-
ing Mr. Carter the nomination, no-
hody could find a jnoral or intellec-
tual ground on which to make an
argument. The party remained di-
vided into factions, without any co-
herent objective Deyond regaining
access to the White House. Under
the circumstances, what was the point
of keeping up appearances? Mr. Car-
ter had a new face; he had been
winning primaries; the press accept-
ed him at his word; and he would
do just as well as any other candi-
date. 1{ it was a question of moncy
and jobs, and if the American peo-
ple were foolish enough or apathetic
encugh to belicve the sermons of a
rapacions moralist, then why put ob-
stacles in the road 1o Wachington?

In New York Mr. Carter’s »up-
porters have a <heepish look aliout
them, as if they were holding hats
over their faces after heing arrested
in a police raid on a brothel. Tnstead
of talking about the regencrative
clarity of the "cundidate’s political
vision, they mention their chances of
a connection in Washington. The
more squcamish among them already
have hegun to make cxcuses. They
know, or think they know, that Mr.
Carter bears an emnbarrassing resem-
blance to Richard Nixon, and they
don’t like to le reminded of their
previous sltatements (some of ihen
as recent as the carly spring) about
the necessity of restoriug to the White
House a man of principle. To any-
body who will listen, but mostly to

themselves, the .y that Mr. Carter

must be admired for his pithlessness
or his coldness of mind, for his hav-
ing been “born again” in Christ or
his successful campaign tactics——or
anything and everything that might
rescue them from a sense of their
own uneasiness.

It stands to reason that Mr. Carler
was not closely questioned about un-
employment, taxes, foreign policy,
cocial welfare, or the military budget.
He wasn’t asked the questions be-
canse not cnough people cared if
he knew the answers. Probably he
doesn’t, but, at least for the momynt,
that is something that his supporiers
would rather not know. They prefer
the condition of henumibed Lope. 1f
they look too closely they might find
out that Mr. Carter is indecd the

"Wizard of Oz, which would make it

unpleasant to vote for him in No-
vember.

Nor has the press insisted upon
lines of questioning that might prove
inconvenient. Throughout the cight
months of his advent, Mr. Carter
was excused from anything Lut cur-
cory cxamination. The rules of evi-
dence in the national political debate
prohibit the 1aking of testimony about
a man’s character, and so, until his
nomination had been assured, the
press obligingly confined itself to
meaningless analysis of the cundi-
date’s shifting positions across a - pec-
trumm of abstract possibility. T do
anything else would have been to
suggest that the country was stll in
trouhle, that the threat to the Re-
public had not ended with the resig-
nation of Richard Nixon.

If Mr. Carter has not yet managed
to convey a clear sense of himself,
whethier by secident or 2s a result of
dolilerate calonlation, then il is {air
to ~ay that he doesn’t yet exist as a
public wan. Tt is concenable that Le
doesnt know mueh more aboul him-
<eIf than the people who invest him
with artificial iimages. Olviously he
wanls to bhe Prie<ident. That inuch
everybody knows, But as to why he
wants to be President, or what lie
would do with the office ence clected,
I doubt that even Mr. Carter could
answer the questions with certainty,
His unwillingnezs to reveal himself
can lead nowhere except into trag-
edy. For the better part of a genera-
tion the country has siiffered the de-
fcats that follow from helieving in
what didn’t exist. a
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Nancy Reagan, Betty Ford Both Assets to Husbands
(Barbara Walters, NBC Today Show)

Betty Ford is considered by many to be the President's {
biggest asset. She doesn't always agree with him, indeed on
qguestions like abortion, she disagrees, but that only seems to
add to her charm and popularity.

She canvasses door to door, attends rallies, goes to
cultural centers, she enjoys being with the crowd, but she
tires easily. Her campaign style is low-key, and gentle ~-- in
contrast to her often very strong views. Many women identify
with her, especially after her operation for breast cancer and
her outspoken views on pre-marital sex, marijuana and abortion.

Nancy Reagan totally shares her husband's political
beliefs and personal ones as well. They say they've never dis-
agreed. The Reagans have been married for 24 years. She was a
movie starlet and daughter of a wealthy surgeon. Mrs. Reagan
likes politics, she almost always campaigns with her husband,
often talks with staffers about her husband's plans, but one
rarely hears her publicly. She is supposed to be a powerful
influence on her husband, although he disputes she is the power

behind the throne. -- (3/9/76)
‘ : ®n Discussing the Issues
;> (Editorial, excerpted, Houston Chronicle)

Perhaps the most smile-provoking aspect of the primaries
so far is the sublimely outrageous manner in which the former
governor of Georgia, Jimmy Carter, has turned aside his opponents' .
. . . : L4
attempts to come to grips with him on the issues. be

g

To indicate that discussing the issues is a disservice to
the country, because such "political bickering" could further
sour the public's already negative attitude toward politics, and
to get away with it, can only bring wry grins at the frustrated
state into which this throws his opponents.
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Maintaining such an attitude is, of course, ridiculous
on its face and we would doubt that it could be carried on for
very long. But it is nonetheless perversely amusing to see it
tried and to see Carter's opponents try to cope with it. As we
said, however, electing a president is serious business and this
kind of thing would be considerably less amusing as time goes on.
-- (3/4/76) , :
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'We Still Don't Know You, Jimmy' _
(By Godfrey Sperling Jr., excerpted, C.S. Monitor)

The appearance of Democrats of all faiths, kinds, and sizes
now surging behind Jimmy Carter is a false one. Here in Washington
and around the nation there are a substantial number of Democrats, o
both key leaders and rank and file, who still harbor doubts about
Mr. Carter.

Soundings among Democratis leaders in Congress and at the

state level -- leaders who in turn are listening to the Democratic
voters -- show:

-- There are still a large number of Democratic leaders who
even as the Daleys and the Jacksons and the Wallaces move behind
Carter remain less than enthusiastic about the Georgian.

== The most frequent comment from leaders is that Jimmy Carter
is the result of a long, drawn-out primary system which ended up by
producing a relatively unknown quantity. They are not saying Carter
isn't good -- or might not be even better than that. They merely
feel that Carter may have done it more with charm and persistence
than by anything else.

The questioning about Carter runs particularly deep within
the bureaucracy in Washington, heavily populated by Democrats.
It is true that some of the doubts come from those who are anxious
that they may lose their jobs if Carter takes over and cuts out some
agencies and combines others -- as he has promised to do. But
several government workers have told this reporter they fear that
Carter's approach to government may be over-simplistic -- and that, P
rather than achieve efficiency, he may merely make the government Pr—
operation leaner and more streamlined by actually less able to -
function effectively.

"
|
Finally the feeling persists among many Democrats that Carter i -
still is less than clear on the issues. The press echoes this 4
point of view. K
At a time when there appears to be almost unanimity within k
the party behind Carter, it simply isn't true. It may be coming.
But it isn't here yet. -- (6/14/76)
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i The Real Issues
- ( itorial, excerpted, Baltimore Sun)

—

Appropriately on April Fools day, a whiff of autumn could
be sniffed in the springtime presidential rituals. Ronald Reagan
was calling Gerald Ford soft on Communism; Morris Udall and Henry
Jackson were accusing Jimmy Carter of being beastly to New York.
Nevertheless, for a moment it was all as credible as sugar in the
salt shaker. There of the announced Democratic candidates --
Carter, Jackson and Udall -- plus that potent perennial, Hubert :
H. Humphrey, met with Democratic mayors at the Waldorf-Astoria. P
What they had to say should have reminded everyone that after all
the primaries and caucuses and conventions, two presidential nom-
inees will at last get to the real issues.

s

LlLVe dndd [P o N s I - - B e - - —-——— ——— —

these issues be thoroughly explored on the hustlngs after conven-
tions time. Until then, voters will know there is a lot of April
Fool in the issues contrived and exploited during the primary

season. -- (4/5/76)
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Demo Race: Comment <

C-12

Avoiding Mistakes
(Editorial, excerpted, Atlanta Journal)

¥

Though all sorts of things can still happen at the Democratic
national convention itself, the party's platform committee has
come up with a draft which is pleasing to probable presidential
nominee Jimmy Carter. As a result, the committee also has avoided Ce
making some big political mistakes, which, without the Carter in-
fluence, it quite likely would have made.

Despite the grumbling of some who view silence on such issues
as elevating political expediency above ideals, the platform com-
mittee refused to get as far out of step with the majority of the
American people as party ideologues tended to do in 1972. It
begins to appear that candidate Carter will not have to start
the campaign disavowing most of his party's platform. -- (6/17/76)

Can FBI Be Trusted? .
(Editorial, excerpted, Des Moines Register)

Jimmy Carter, the probable Democratic presidential nominee,
has expressed reservations about an offer by Atty. Gen Levi to
have the FBI run background checks on possible running mates.

An FBI check conceivably could alert the presidential nominee
to factors in a person's background that would make that person an
inadvisable vice presidential choice. But the FBI also conceivably
could try to blackball somebody the agency disapproved. Carter is
properly concerned about the possible consequences of giving the
FBI even an indirect voice in the selection process.

For too long even presidents were cowed by the FBI and
dared not appear to question the integrity of the agency. Jimmy
Carter's reluctance to bring the FBI into the vice pre51dent1al
selection picture is a healthy sign. -- (6/23/76)-«~

Carter Twists the Record
(Editorial, excerpted, Daily Oklahoman)

Now that he has the Democratic presidential nomination vir-
tually sewed up a month before the convention, Jimmy Carter is
reportedly turning his attention to potential runnlng mates and
possible cabinet choices.

1

However, there is the little matter of a campaign and election
before Carter can be sworn in as the 39th President of the United
States next January. And as the contradictions in Carter's record
become more apparent, a funny thing could happen to him on the way
to the White House, like it did to Thomas E. Dewey in 1948.
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By Bruce Mazlish and Edwin Diamond

. Carter’s mystical experience is worth examining, not least
because his persona is a central issue in the campaign...”

The time, a decade ago, when Jimmy Carter became
a “born-again Christian” was, and remains, a magical,
mystical experience in many ways. No description of the
episode—episodes?—exists in Carter’s own autobiograph-
ical Why Not the Best? An odd omission for such a care-
ful person. There are at least three versions of what may
have happened. Even the dates are uncertain. Carter him-
self, during a recent interview with us, placed the experi-
ence “in 1966, the period of a couple years, 1967. . . .”

But there is nothing vague or uncertain about the con-
sequences of the born-again experience. Carter has told us,
and a number of other interviewers, that he believes
he became a “new person, with changed attitudes,” though
with the same basic character. Before, he used people; he
couldn’t take defeat. After, he became a servant of people;
he achieved calmness and serenity. He told us he could
even take the loss of the election in November with “com-
plete personal equanimity.”

Carter’s “born-again” experience is worth examining
closely for several reasons, not least because his persona,
rather than any ideology or political issues, has become
a central issue in the current presidential campaign. Car-
ter himself says, “I want the American people to under-
stand my character, my weaknesses, the kind of person
I am.” In his campaign, he tells us that “I’ve got a good
family,” and adds, “I hope that you’ll be part of my
family.” It seems useful, therefore, to learn as much about
his family, and its meanings for him, as we can.

In an effort to shed more light on both Jimmy Carter’s
born-again experience and his feelings about family, we
use here the insights of psychohistory. Since psycho-
history consists of the application of psychoanalytic—that
is, Freudian—concepts to political figures, a classic psycho-

logical biography would concentrate on the first-born ex-

perience: infancy and early childhood. However, recent
followers of Freud, notably Erik H. Erikson and the ego
psychologists, give close attention as well to other life
stages, such as the “identity crisis” of adolescence and

Bruce Matzlish is a professor of history at Massachusetts Insti-
tute o} Technology and author of biographies of Richard
Nixon, and Johr Stuart Mill and James Mill. His psychohistory
of Henry Kissinger, Kissinger: The European Mind in Ameri-

_can Policy, will be published in September by Basic Books.

Edwin Diamond is a senior lecturer in the political science
department at MIT and a contributing editor of New York,
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even to later, mid-life crises. Personality, in this view, . =t
set in concrete at six, or at sixteen. Individuals const:.
change and grow. In analytic terms, ego psycholog.s:s
pay at least as much attention to the intellectual and
cognitive processes (the ego) as to instinctual drives (the
id). The psychohistory we use treats political or religious
figures—Gandhi, Luther, Kissinger, Carter—as active peo-
ple functioning in society, not as patients on a couch.
Still, we want to be clear on two points. First, the bed-
rock on which all psychoanalysis, as well as psychohistory,
stands is a belief in the importance of unconscious, as well
as conscious, mental processes. Thus, psychohistory tries to
study the inner dynamics of its subjects and to find the
recurring patterns of behavior. We may ask, for example,
whether there is a special meaning in the fact that Jimmy
Carter’s autobiography gives the exact age, height, and
weight of his father, James Earl Sr., at the time of Carter’s
birth, but not that of his mother, Lillian. Such a “fact”
may be meaningful, or it may not, but in psychohistory it
cannot be ignored. Does it fit in with other “facts” to form
a pattern? Does it reflect unconscious feelings about how

.one parent serves as a model with whom to identify?

Second, we take our insights from many sources. Carter

himself talks about the “complexity”’ of people. We recog- -

nize that complexity; character does not fit some model in

cookie-cutter fashion, In some too neat analyses, Lillian

Carter is pictured as the liberal, compassionate influence
on Jimmy, and the father as the unfeeling, conservative
disciplinarian. Qur inquiries suggest that the reality may
be much more ambivalent. Carter’s father can also be
seen as caring, his mother as self-righteous.

Not too long ago, an investigation like ours would have
triggered a hostility about “shrinks,” “psychojournalists,”
and “the president’s analysts.” But many Americans have
become increasingly well informed about psychological
processes—including Carter. When we talked to him he
had been reading Doris Kearns’s psychohistory Lyndon
Johnson & the American Dream. Psychological analysis
need not reduce active adult men and women to oral,
anal, or genital “stages.” Sophisticated audiences also un-
derstand that many adult “problems” are part of the
normal pattern of development

What follows, then, is a part of a psychohlstorxcal
work-in-progress, a story explained—or at least somewhat
illuminated—with the help of Freud and Erikson.

ROSALIND SOLOMON [ BLACK 31AR

Carter after his convention victory last month: From trauma and tears, a new sense of serenity.
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.She said, ‘Jimmy, ydu.don’t sound like the same person. You
sound intoxicated.’And I said, ‘Well, in away I am’...”

‘God’s Influence’

In September, 1966, Jimmy Carter,
age 41, lost the Democratic primary
election for the Georgia governorship
by 20,000 votes out of a million or so
ballots cast. Some time later, Carter
says, he was attending the Baptist
church in Plains, Georgla, when the
minister gave a sermon with the title
“If You Were Arrested for Being a
Christian, Would There Be Enough
Evidence to Convict You?” As Carter
told Bill Moyers in a television inter-
view: “I was going through a state in
my life then that was a very difficult
one. I had run for governor and lost.
Everything I did was not gratifying.
When I succeeded in something, it was
a horrible experience for me. I’d never
done much for-other people. I was al-
ways thinking about myself. . . /> And
so his answer to the question in the
sermon was “No.” From that time,
Carter added, “I changed somewhat
for the better. I formed a much more
intimate relationship with Christ. And
since then, I’ve had just about like a
new life. As far as hatreds, frustrations,
I feel at ease with myself.”

So goes Carter’s public account of
the born-again experience. Another ver-
sion comes from his sister, Ruth Carter
Stapleton, the third of four children of
Lillian and James Earl Sr. and, at 46,
five years younger than her brother
Jimmy. Ruth Stapleton is an author,
evangelist, and faith healer—a psychol-
ogist of sorts. Her book, The Gift of
Inner Healing, describes her own psy-
chic despalr in early adulthood after
marriage, four children, and a serious
car accident.

On an autumn day in 1966, Ruth
Stapleton recalls, she and Jimmy drove
from Plains to Webster County to go
for a walk in the pine woods. Accord-
ing to Ruth, “I talked about my aware-
ness of Christ, and I shared with Jim-
my how it was to come to a place of
total commitment, the peace and the
joy and the power it brings.” He
wanted to know what Ruth had
that he didn’t have. Ruth asked her
brother whether he would give up his
life and everything he had for Christ.
He answered yes. She asked if this in-
cluded politics. He could not answer
yes. Ruth says she replied that if that
were so, he would never find peace. In
her recollection he became very emo-
tional and cried. He does not remem-
ber this. Not long after this talk, how-
ever, Ruth says a born-again Jimmy
Carter “went off and did lay missionary
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work for about a year” around Massa-
chusetts and Pennsylvania.

Carter’s most recent account of his
experience, as told to us, doesn’t so
much contradict this version as pick it
up where Ruth leaves off. We had
pressed him for the. details, time, and
circumstances of his born-again experi-
ence. He replied by offering us what
he called “very tangible evidence.” It
has become central to our inquiry:

I went to Lock Haven, Pennsyl-
vania. I'm not sure about the
year ... May, 1967, on what we
call a pioneer mission. There
had been identified, before I
went, 100 families of non-
believers. . . . I was assigned the
responsibility along with an-
other person, Milo Pennington,
from Texas, to go into these
homes and explain our own faith
and seek their conversion. Milo

Pennington was not well-edu-
- cated. He happens to be a peanut

farmer—there aren’t very many
of them in Texas—and he did
the work and talking. It seemed
to me he was the most inept
person I had ever known in ex-
pressing himself. He fumbled
and didn’t know what to say and
I thought, “Oh, I could do
much better. . . .” But he had
done it before and he was a
deeply committed person. ...

Pennington apparently succeeded in
converting fifteen or twenty families.
Carter continues:

The whole week was almo_st a
miracle to me and 1 felt the sense
of the presence of God’s influ-
ence in my life. I called my wife
on the phone one night and she
said, “Jimmy, you don’t sound
like the same pérson. You sound
almost like you’re intoxi-

cated. . . .” And I said, “Well,
ina way Lam. ...” It was a new
sense of release and assurance
and peace with myself and a
genuine interest in other people

that I badn’t experienced be-
fore. I felt then and ever since
that when I meet each individual
person, they are important to
me. 1 found myself able to say,
“What can I do to make this
other person’s life even more
enjoyable?”’—even people that I
met on an elevator or in a
chance encounter on the street.
In the past, I had a natural in-
clination to say, “What can I get
from them?” Or, to wipe them -
out of my mind. Now it’s just a
different feeling altogether.
hard for me to express it.

Inner Meanings

While the words may come hard for
Carter, we b_elieve he has made. the
born-again experience accessible ‘and
understandable, even for nonbelievers.

Rereading carefully the various ac-
counts of Carter’s born-again experl-
ence, and-replaying the tape of our in-
terview three or four times, the inner
meanings emerge:

1. As a religious experience, the
feelings Carter describes are hardly

.unique. In his own words, Baptlsts “be-

lieve that the first time we're born as
children, it’s human life given to us;
and when we accept Jesus as our
Savior it’s new life. That’s what ‘born
again’ means.” E. Brooks Holifield, an
Emory ~ University historian, explains
that rebirth among Baptists also initi-
ates “a process of personal growth de-
sxgned to impese control over such
passions as anger, lust, pride, and fear.”
A comparison of Carter’s experience
with that of another public figure of an-
other time, Oliver Cromwell, provides
another context. Cromwell, the great
leader of the seventeenth-century “Pur-
itan Revolution,” wrote of his conver-
sion episode: “You know what my man-
ner of life hath been. Oh, I lived in and
loved darkness, and hated the light; 1
was a chief, the chief of sinners.” Ac-
tually, Cromwell’s conscious acts of
sin seem to have been minor derelic-
tions: card-playing, some practical
jokes. In Cromwell’s case, we can also
guess at an unconscious fear of uncon-
troliable anger, either out of narcissistic
frustrations or out of resentment of
parental authority. But, Cromwell con-
cludes, “God had mercy on me.”
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Carter talking to voters in New Hampshire last February: Ar identification with “The People’

"—with no intermediaries.

Carter also seems to exaggerate his
transgressions, while hiding his anger
from himself. In any case Carter, too,
received God’s mercy. He was freed
from his sense of sin, whatever its
precise nature—and we’ll come to that.
He became able “to accept defeat” and
“to get pleasure out of successes.” His
defeat had left him shaken. He had
failed, badly, for the second time in
his life (the first time, he told us, was
when he missed out on a Rhodes schol-
arship after Annapolis). In un-Chris-
tian fashion, he had wanted to win too
much, for himself and out of pride.
Worse, he could not renounce his am-
bition, as his sister asked.

What happened was, first, the valida-
tion, inwardly, of Jimmy Carter’s “self-
ish” desires and, second, their transfor-
mation. Earlier he felt himself a hypo-
crite. By some “miracle,” he was reas-
sured of his essential goodness and
worth. By truly accepting God the Fa-
ther, through Christ, he also had been
accepted by God the Father. Such ex-
periences are an expected part of the
Baptist religion. It happens all the time.

2. As a psychological experience,
Carter’s “rebirth” is also explicable.
Political reporters who have covered

Carter have suggested to us that Carter
suffered an “emotional breakdown” of
some sort after his 1966 defeat. We
know, from his own account, that he
lost some 22 pounds, sending his al-
ready slight frame down to 130 pounds,
and that he was deeply in debt. We
can’t pretend to know his precise emo-
tional state, but what we know of his
personal life at the time sounds like
one of the normal stages of adulthood.

"Some translations from the confes-
sional to the psychological mode can
help at this point:

[3 Carter told Moyers he recognized
his own “shortcomings and sinfulness.
. . . In psychological terms, he was
depressed.

O Carter felt filled with pride. “I
was always thinking about myself....”
The psychoanalytic term for 'this is
“narcissism.”

[ Carter says that he used people.
The analyst hears, “I can’t love. . . .”

[0 Carter says he had “the need to
improve. . . .” The textbooks tulk of
the “crisis of generativity.”

The conflict between generativity and
self-absorption, exemplified, for exam-
ple, in Erikson’s psychohistory of Mar-
tin Luther, seems to fit Carter as natu-

rally as his work shirt and his smile.
Through the phases of young adult-
hood and the approach of maturity,
men and women are absorbed in their
own careers and concerns. Then, at
mid-life, age 35 or 40 or 45, adults
typically begin to ask themselves,
what have I generated, what have I
helped to create? Has my life been
productive or stagnant? Can old age
be faced with a sense of integrity—*all
in all, I would do this over again”—or
with feelings of waste -and despair?
What legacy or guidance is being left
for the next generation?

3. The political interpretation of the
born-again experience has to be our
most speculative analysis. Consider that
week in Lock Haven, Pennsylvania.
Here is Jimmy Carter: Annapolis grad-
uate, nuclear-submarine officer, recent
candidate for governor—intelligent,
proud, literate, well spoken. He goes
door-to-door with a poorly educated,
inept elderly man—Pennington, we
learned from other sources, was in his
seventies at the time. The old fumbler
does all the talking—and it works.
Converts . . . fifteen . . . sixteen . . .
twenty . . . the total rolls up. “It’s al-
most a miracle. . . .” Carter is a
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“...Contrary to current notions about his mother, we beheve the
father to be at least as, and probably more, significant...

changed man. He even s'ound_s differ-
ent on the phone. What is the intoxi-
cating epiphany? Perhaps it is this:
Carter has been a man of science—
a cultural consolidator, in Erikson’s
terms. He has integrated the domi-
nant technological development of his
time—nuclear power—with his own
identity development. And what did
Science and Reason and Intellect get
him? The voters rejected him! But old
Pennington is able to reach people
through feeling and belief. If a reli-
gious missionary—or a political leader
—“gets down” with the people, feels
with them, then he can win them over,
convert them, lead them. For a politi-
cian, that’s a miracle.

‘Break Point’

We have concentrated on what Car-
ter calls his born-again experience, and
what Erikson calls the crisis of genera-

-tivity, because it marks a kind of break

point for Carter—religiously, psycho-
logically, and politically. In our own
interview, when we applied the phrase
“break point” to the period after the
governor’s race, Carter replied, mildly,
“That’s an exaggeration. ...” But later
he added that, yes, it was a time of a
“psychological problem....” Of course,
we recognize that other,
events during this period in Carter’s
life helped shape the ways in which
he would move to handle the normal
developmental stages of life. He en-
countered, for example, corrupt, selfish

_interests as a state senator in Georgia

in the sixties. This, too, influenced his
“world view.” The lesson was that the
ordinary people were good, but often
misled by unscrupulous, self-seeking,
“entrenched politicians.” With the
right leader, the people will “commit”
themselves, they will pursue the truth.
Carter also learned, as a state senator,
that his ability to perform effective
“public service” was limited by the
powers above him; he needed to run
for governor to have real power. As
governor, he learned the limits of that
office in the face of federal controls.
Only as president of the United States
would he have the real power to do
good—and to serve ordinary people.
Jimmy Carter’s identification with
the people, we believe, is a. mystical
union (as was his union with God).
There are no intermediaries. This helps
explain several elements of his dis-
tinctive political style. He is not happy,
or adept, at delivering prepared
speeches—other people’s words. He
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external,

owes nothing to the politicians, or to
Washington; he is his own boss. He
owes everything to the people who
vote for him; they have become part of
his family. Campaigning in the pri-
maries, he slept overnight in the homes
of his supporters; it is part of the shar-
ing experience. Carter’s unity with the
people also means that he, like some
family doctor or caring parent, con-
stantly takes their pulse—Pat Caddell’s
around-the-clock polling—and checks
up on their feelings. He wants to know
what issues might be of the most con-
cern to voters. While that may be
shrewd politics, it also seems to be
psychologically essential to him. Since
the people are good when not misled,
and know what is good for themselves,
it follows, as gospel that candidates
do not create the issues. Rather, issues
“exist in the minds and hearts of our
citizens.” By merging with the citizens,
Carter enters their minds and hearts.

The middle-aged Carter obviously
solved his psychosocial crisis of gen-
erativity—on many levels. Jimmy and
Rosalynn Carter had their fourth child
in October of 1967, some fifteen years
after the birth of their third child. He
won the governorship the next time.out
in 1970, surrounding himself with a
small band of loyal workers in their
twenties and thirties.

Still, it wouldn’t be very good psy-
chohistory to believe that the 1966 po-
litical defeat is enough by itself to
explain Carter’s “new life.” Our hunch,
pending more work, is that Jimmy
Carter’s rebirth in 1966-67 was actual-
ly a third birth. There was, of course,
his actual “first” birth in 1924. Then,
there was a kind of “second” birth at
the time of his father’s death in 1953.
Only later, in the conversion experi-
ence of 1966-67, as we have described
it, did the “third” birth occur.

Carter’s Three Lives

The first-born Jimmy was very
much his mother’s boy. He was not a
very big baby—seven to seven and
a half pounds, Lillian Carter told us. At
first she nursed him, but then had to put
him on the bottle. Although trained as a
nurse, she reports that she was con-
cerned and nervous about her first
child, as most mothers are. (With the
later children, she relaxed.) Everything
had to be sterile. Jimmy was rigidly
scheduled. “I gave him a bottle ex-
actly on time.” (What was that about
the clockwork presidential campaign
and Carter’s passion for punctuality?)

As a baby, Jimmy had colic. “He cried
a lot,” Lillian says. But he was a good
baby—*“you heard he is perfect,” Lil-
lian said to us with a smile. Still, he had
his problems. First pneumonia, and then,
at age two, he “had colitis and almost
died,” -according to Lillian, who was
pregnant at the time. It was only three
weeks before her second child, Gloria,
was born. Lillian tended her son,
changing his diapers constantly be-
cause he was passing so much blood.
In the mid-1920s, most babies with
colitis died. But a doctor she had
worked with during her training as a
nurse gave her the right advice.

As for how his parents raised him,
what counts most is what [+-amy re-
members. In Carter’s mer. i35, the
father looms largest. And contrary to
current notions that Lillian, the mother,
was the major formative influence, we
believe the father to have been at least
as, and probably more, significant.

His feelings about his father, and his
mother, were necessarily mixed. Out-
wardly, he worshiped his father, who
“worked harder than did I or anyone
else . ..” and who was “an excellent ten-
nis player” he could never beat. Jimmy
says he never considered disobeying
his father. These feelings were genuine.
But with them, we believe, were other
feelings.

One night, for example, his parents
had a party for their friends and made
so much noise, as he remembers it,
that he went outside to sleep in his
tree house. Later, after the guests de-
parted, his father called to him, but
the young boy refused to answer. “The
next morning,” we are told in Why
Not the Best?, ““I received one of the
few whippings of my boyhood, all of
which I remember so well.” We sense
the suppressed anger—the boy’s and
the man’s—at his father for what must
have been perceived as an unjust whip-
ping. After all, it was his parents who
had made the noise. »

This anger is confirmed for us in
the very next paragraph, which says:
“One of the rare times I ever felt des-
perately sorry for my father” was
when he ordered a tailor-made suit of
clothes, the first of his life, and it came
“twice as large as my father.” But,
Carter writes, “no one in the family
laughed” when his father tried it
on. This is a strange juxtaposition of
narratives. Psychologically, however,
the story is very much in the right
place. The boy-man is allowing him-
self to “get back” at his father, to
laugh at him safely. By humiliating




James Earl Sr., as army officer, World War I; Jimmy as navy midshipman, World War 11: “I want to be a man like my father. . . .”

his father in memory, he gives vent
to his anger at the unjust whipping.
Because the two paragraphs seemed
worrisomely pat as material for a psy-
chohistorian, we specifically asked
Carter if he wrote and arranged them,
rather than, say, Jody Powell, Jerry
" Rafshoon, Hal Gulliver, or any of the
other editorial hands who may have
worked on the book. Carter assured
‘us they were his words and his para-
graph order. The original manuscript,
he said, was around to prove it. We
have no reason to think he would lie
to us about it.

Skeptics of another sort may ask,
+ “So what?” What do Carter’s fa-
ther’s clothes have to do with his pres-
idential candidacy?

One answer would be that this re-
membered episode, trivial and ‘“per-
sonal” in itself, suggests something
about the formation of Jimmy Carter’s
attitudes toward authority and disci-
pline. In our view, he mainly accepted
his father’s “authoritarianism”—rather
than revolt against it—and internalized
it. This helps explain the “conserva-
tive,” “disciplinarian” side of Jimmy
Carter (further developed later in the
navy). Yet the anger at the “injustice”

of whipping had to go somewhere, and
we speculate that it may have become
available for resentment against other,
social injustices—and fueled an iden-
tification with victims of such injus-
tices. ‘

The importance of the whippings is
underlined when, a few pages later in
Why Not the Best?, Carter returns to
the same theme. His father, he writes,

was a stern disciplinarian and
punished me severely when I
misbehaved. From the time I
was four years old until I was
fifteen years old, he whipped me
six times and P’ve never forgot-
ten any of those impressive
experiences.

Extraordinary, it seems to us, to re-
member the exact number of whip-
pings over the course of eleven years.
We can make sense of this if we realize
that what is trivial for a grown-up is
momentous for young children, magni-
fied beyond “real reality” in their
“psychic reality.”

Jimmy’s feelings toward his father
and thus toward authority and power

and, by extension, toward politics—
for power is what politics is about,
even the politics of love—were ob-
viously ambivalent.

So, too, would be his feelings toward
his mother. She never whipped him,
though she spanked him. Where the
father was “aggressive,” she, as a nurse,
was clearly the nurturant, caring figure.
The father seldom read a book, but
Jimmy’s mother “was an avid reader,
and so was 1.” Where the father “was
quite conservative ... my mother was
and is a liberal.” And on the critical
subject of race, it was the mother who
welcomed Negroes to the house, cared
for “dark-skinned people,” and favored
integration. She was also something of
a dowager of the town; in recent years
she has driven a series of Cadillacs and
Oldses around the red-clay and black-
top roads. These days she holds court
on the platform of the train station
that serves as her son’s presidential
headquarters, as tourists and reporters
snap her picture and interview her.

Jimmy Carter obviously took on
many of his mother’s values, as well
as his father’s. The danger with the
mother was that a sense of right could
become a feeling of self-righteousness.
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«“ .. It is a salvation in the classic pattern. Luther and Gandhi,
the Eriksonian heroes, had made their quest political acts...”

At its best, of course, the mother’s love
would temper the father’s discipline.
We see a classic case of the child inte-
grating aspects of both parents, in
what is, of course, a unique mixture
called Jimmy Carter. That mixture
changed again in 1953, when 29-year-
old Jimmy Carter came back from the
navy and “took over” from his father,
who had just died.

Death-—and Life

Jimmy Carter began his second “new
life” when his father died of cancer.
(In telling Carter’s story this way,
we recognize that important events
are tumbling by, like the pages of a
calendar used to show the “passage of
time” in a 1940s movie: Plains, An-
napolis, marriage to Rosalynn——so like
Ruth in many ways—the substitute
“family” of the submarine service, the
substitute “father figure” of Admiral
Hyman Rickover—all of these are rich
topics for a full psychohistory.) In
this second life, Carter, then approach-
ing his thirtieth birthday, returned to
his basic identification with James Earl
Carter Sr.—an identity he had earlier
avoided by leaving home and entering
the navy.

In 1953, as Jimmy Carter recalls, he
had “no alternative” except to return
home, despite Rosalynn’s strong opposi-
tion. His mother, Lillian, explains it as
a matter of economic necessity: The
family peanut-growing and warehous-
ing business was in bad shape. There
is also a deeper explanation. Accord-
ing to Ruth Carter Stapleton, on the
day their father died, Jimmy had
to notify people around Plains: “We
started out in the early morning. We
went to black and white.” To their sur-
prise they found out, talking to the
family’s friends, that their father had
supplemented the income of many
families of both races or helped pay
for college expenses. Jimmy was visibly
shaken by this knowledge. Ruth says
it was “one of the few times I ever
saw Jimmy cry.”" (She seems to be
there when it happens.) “He began
to review his life,” she remembers,
and “he said, ‘I want to be a man
like my father.””

In Jimmy Carter’s account, as his
father lay dying, hundreds of people
came to speak to Carter Sr.:

It was obvious that he meant
much to them, and it caused me
- to compare my prospective life
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with his... . . I began to think
about the relative significance of
his life and mine. He was an .
integral part of the community,
and had a wide range of varied
but interrelated interests and
responsibilities. He was his own
boss. ...

His father’s death apparently stirred
strange feelings in Jimmy Carter. Had
he misjudged the “stern” father? (They
had argued vehemently about race once
and could never talk about the subject
again; they saw very little of each
other for the eleven years from 1942 to
1953.) Feelings of guilt and a need
for redemption, both of himself and of
his father, would be natural. In any
case, Carter resigned from the navy
and returned to Plains.

By the mid-1960s, Carter had become
everything his father could have wanted
for him: farmer, businessman, Sunday-
school teacher, state legislator . . . yet
he 'still sensed that he had failed.

Why? First of all, as Carter himself
suggested to us, it seems that he wasn’t
enough like his father. “My daddy
worked hard and was a meticulous
planner like me,” Jimmy Carter said,
“but he was an exuberant man. He had
an enjoyable life, like my brother
Billy. If you know my brother Billy,
then you’ve taken a major step toward
knowing my father. .. .”

We know Billy. Everyone who gets
to Plains knows Billy Carter. He is a
warm, generous person—a good ole boy
—with a four-wheel-drive van, and a
beer can in his hand before 11 A.M. He
hasn’t been inside a church in twenty
years. A college dropout. He could
not wait to break out of Plains to join
the marines. At 4 A.M. the morning
after his high-school graduation, he was
on his way to boot camp. “I wanted
to be badass,” he told us.

Billy -Carter and James Earl Carter

Sr. knew how to relax, to take defeat.
Jimmy Carter didn’t know how. He was
too proud, too self-righteous. And so he
failed—himself and his father.

And then . .. he is accepted by God
the Father, and by his earthly father.
It is a salvation in the classic pattern
of psychohistory. Luther and Gandhi,
the Eriksonian heroes, had made their
quest for salvation political acts. In
solving their personal problems, they
turned their faith to service and leader-
shin. So, too, with Carter.

Politics means a fulfillment for Car-

ter. He can identify with his father
and mother but especially his father—
earn redemption, and secure for him-
self the love that supports self-esteem.
Psychologically, this really becomes a
“new life,”

Character —and Risk

Can such tentative facts and inter-
pretations serve as-a basis for making
any judgments about Jimmy Carter’s
character? We believe so.

There would seem to be at least
some reason for concern. In Carter’s
public smile and his private ba’'-
ing, some see the “macho” : ..
Kennedy or Lyndon Johnson (the south-
ern provincial), or even Thomas E.
Dewey (the overconfident, arrogant
little man on the wedding cake).

To some people, to take the scariest
concern, Carter looks like Richard
Nixon. In the life of each man there
appears to be the “liberal” mother and
the “conservative” father. Nixon, too,
had a “conversion” experience, one go-
ing back to his fourteenth year, when
his father took him to a revivalist meet-
ing in Los Angeles. Both men believe
in the work ethic. Both are tenacious.
Both .are supposedly humorless. Both
talk much about roots. Both reassure
audiences of their “honesty.” Nixon
said, “I am not a crook.” Carter says,
“I will never lie to you.”

But we believe these supposed re-
semblances are superficial or mislead-
ing—or both. Nixon talked religion,
but, on the available evidence, he was
not guided by it. Carter really has roots.
He can drive seven miles down the
macadam road and shéw you family
gravestones dating from the 1800s. He
moves out from the South, not away
from it. Nixon’s father was a failed
man. Nixon’s anger and hate ran so
deep and threateningly he had to deny
their existence completely; he never
came to terms with them.

In James David Barber’s study of
presidential character—which Carter
says is the best book on politics he’s
ever read—Richard Nixon was classified
as an Active/Negative president. Ac-
cording to Barber, this character type
works hard and long at being president,
but, basically, Active/Negatives are psy-
chologically rigid and eternally dissatis-
fied with their accomplishments. They
vush too much. They are headed at
some point for disaster. Active/Posi-
tives, on the other hand, like Franklin
Delano Roosevelt, work hard and enjoy
their White House jobs.
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Ruth, Jimmy, and Billy Carter: From the sister, the lesson of commitment. From

the brother, the lesson of enjoyment.

There was, as it happens, another
Active/Negative president with more
than surface resemblances to Jimmy
Carter: Woodrow Wilson.

Like Carter, Wilson was a South-
erner. Wilson, too, was guided by his
religion, strict Presbyterianism (his
father was a minister) . Elected as gov-
ernor of New Jersey by the “conserva-
tive” interests, Wilson surprised them
by his liberal administration. Like Car-
ter, Wilson also proclaimed himself
independent of party “bosses” and the
“interests.” He, too, professed direct
links to the American people. Angered
at the Senate’s refusal to ratify the
League of Nations covenant as he pro-
posed it, Wilson took his campaign
directly to the people, lost his battle
—and his health. When he couldn’t
reach the people, he felt crushed spir-
itually.

James Earl Sr., Lillian . . . Kennedy,
Johnson, FDR, Nixon, Wilson . . . which
one is the real Jimmy Carter? Jimmy,
of course, is himself. His feelings to-
ward his mother and father and their
-use of authority, love, and discipline
must be understood in the larger con-
text of the American South, where race
polarized political attitudes and com-

plicated Jimmy’s identity with his par-
ents. His character was formed, as with
all of us, most fatefully in his family.

But what kind of president, a public
man, will he make if elected? Active/
Negative, like Wilson, or Active/Posi-
tive, like FDR? The answer depends, in
part, on a review of his political record,
but, even more important, on how con-
vinced we are of the validity of what
we have called his “third” birth. Here,
in a kind of mystical experience, he
apparently found himself—actually, a
“new” self—as well as a new vision of
the American people.

In our view, too, Carter’s greatest
present strength—his intimate union
with the American people—could be
his greatest potential weakness. He
needs this sense of communion, of one-
ness with the body politic, in the Wil-
son mode. Will he feel frustrated and
thwarted by any intermediary agents
—the Congress, the courts, the press—
that come between him as president and
“his” people? Will he, when a major
issue is joined, accept counterbalanc-
ing powers if he should feel, as Wilson
did, that he has a mandate directly from
the electorate? For us, that's the char-
acter issue.

A bottom line of sorts, then: On the
basis of the present evidence, our an-
swer would be that Carter has come
unusually close to that perilous Active/
Negative character type. Almost mi-
raculously, he has saved himself from
falling over the line. Through the in-
tense self-scrutiny expressed in his born-
again experience—and still going on—
Jimmy Carter has learned two car-
dinal lessons: the ability to love others
and the ability to admit mistakes, to
accept failure. He has won his “new
life” by grim effort, though he may suf-
fer occasional relapses—what psychoan-
alysts would call regressions. His tem-
per breaks through at times; he still
can be “prideful.” Yet Jimmy Carter
has become a mature person of sereni-
ty, one with a sense of community that
communicates itself readily to the pub-
lic. What in others might combine to
make fatal character flaws have in him
become, so far, strengths.

From the psychohistorian’s perspec-
tive, the first-born Carter would not be
running for national office. The second-
born Carter would be a marginal can-
didate. But the third-born Carter, at
least provisionally, would get a good
character reference. ]
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By KEVIN P. PHILLIPS

- Tummabout is fair play, so it’s a
little hard to agree with Jimmy !
Carter’s angry protest that the
Republicans are committing an
outrage by attacking him
personally rather than discussing
jobs or economic policy. .

After all, emphasis upon
personal trust rather than specific
issues was the Georgian’s own
game in the Spring primaries, and
he played it coolly and well. From
New Hampshire on; the big issues have never been the big
issue, Jimmy Carter has. Or rather Jimmy Carter’s

character, honesty and leadership capacities.

Thus, when Vice President Nelson Rockefeller and

Texas GOP Sen. John Tower start flinging verbal hatchets
like “ruthless,” *“dictator’” and ‘‘messiah’ at Carter, they
may be taking a pelitical risk, but they’re also fighting the
Democratic nominee on the very field of combat he himself
marked off in the spring trials.

What’s more, listening to Carter, you'd think that in-
quiry into personal character and ego drives of presidential
‘ candidates ought to be out of bounds. Not so. After a
‘ decade of severe character-ego problems in two presidents,
Lyndor Johnson and Richrd Nixon, some pre-election in-
‘ quiry is clearly in order. Yet press neglect has been woeful.
' Only the other day, Allen Otten of The Wall Street Journal
f belabored his coﬂeaguu- “Perhaps the greatest omission
has been the press’s failure to attempt any broad anafysxs

b of each candidate’s character.” -

! Paradoxically, only three years ago, both the press and
N the Democratic party were actively encouraging exam-
, ' ination of the psychological and. emotional history of a
man who might be in line for the presidency. That man
was Gerald Ford, and during Congress’ autumn, 1973, vice
presidential confirmation hearings, New York psychiatrist

! - Arnold Hutschnecker was brought to Washirgton to discuss
] rumors and reperts that he had treated Mr. Ford during a
; pericd of difficulty. It was a false alarm.

Boston Herald American, (8/18/76)

Still, say what you like about President Ford, he now
stands before us as the sole candidate already
psychologically certified by hostile partisans, as well as by
two safe years in office. If Mr. Nice Guy from Grand
Rapids ever tried to be a man on a white horse, be’d prob-
ably fall off, and then grin in embarrassment.

In contrast, Jimmy Carter has left a trail of personal
tactics, traits and remarks that ought to be catnip for
psycho-historians. To start with, he.can’t stand to lose. Af-
ter his 1966 Georgia gubernatorial primary defeat, Carter
had something of a breakdown, and then came his big
religious experience. He still won’t describe it, except to
say it “was not a profound stroke or miracle. It was not a
voice from heaven. . . It was not mysterious.” .

He's tightly wound and intensely disciplined, but oc-
casionally a bad temper breaks free. To guard his self
control, candidate Carter has forsworn liquor for the dura-
tion of the campaign, reportedly declining even a cold beer.
As for power and release, back in March, he told a Wash-
ington Post interviewer that he owned and listened to
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