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Choice Not Sotiffficult ~Y 
/ 

To The Commercial Appeal: 
Your editorial of Oct. 12, ("A Difficult Choice") is an 

interesting exercise in logic. You begin, with what seems to 
be an accurate assessment of the Carter record. Carter, you 
say, implored the country to vote for him with a "why not 
the best" campaign in '76. Then he surrounds himself not 
with the'·best but with a "coterie of good ol' boys from 
Georgia." Apd from the resulting staff of advisers, we get 
"inept" domestic affairs and an "incompetent" foreign 
policy. 

You go on to say that Reagan, on the other hand, "has 
voters confused" and ''appears shallow." His "information 
is often faulty," he "says the 
most outlandish things," 
and he excuses his "errors 
of fact" by the vague, unspo
ken, unelaborated "thought 
behind them." 

You say Reagan was, 
however, the "ultimate in 
pragmatism" as governor of 
California. The last time I 
heard that term applied to a 
well-known politician, it re
ferred to Carter as governor 
of Georgia. The term has 
also been applied to Richard 
Nixon, who taped for us his 
definitions of 'the ends justi
fy the means.' 

Both candidates, you Anderson 
say, "trade on Platitudes ....- .., 
about morality and ... religious heritage." 

At this point, after giving what seems adequate rea
sons for us all to question the two-party system that serves 
up two such unpalatable dishes for our political suppers, 
you ask us to have one serving of Reagan anyway. 

In your third paragraph you tell us that Carter "failed 
miserably to deliver on the many promises he made four 
years ago." Yet we are urged to cast our vote for Reagan 
because he is "willing to talk one way to gain election and 
act in exactly the opposite if the needs of the . . . nation 
require such a reversal." This is truly a leap of logic that 
defies mental gravity. Were it not for the gravity of the 
decisions before us, this type of reasoning (which is so 
common in the Memphis press) would be laughable. 

"Lacking great knowledge of affairs," you go on to say 
about Reagan, "he can be expected to call upon competent 
.advisers." Shall we expect a coterie of good ol' boys ·from 
California this time? Or good ol' boys from the Moral Major
ity and the Christian Roundtable? We are asked in your 
editorial to give Reagan a chance to practice in the same 
sense, I suppose, in which Carter has b(;en 'practicing': 
until he gets it right? 

The difficult choice is not as difficult as you would 
have us think. The choices are not, thankfully, limited to 
the usual "lesser of two evils.'.' We are offered the third and 
logical best conclusion to your correct premises concern
ing Carter's record and Reagan's promises. 

The choice is John Anderson. 
Why vote for a man simply because he is the best 
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qualified, you ask? Why vote for a man with a Harvard law 
degree who is articulate and intelligent; who does not make 
statements simply because they are politically expedient 
and they please the crowd in front of him; who has 20 years 
of Washington congressional experience and experience in 
the Foreign Service; who had intelligent proposals for diffi
cult national questions? 

Why vote for John Anderson? If voters have read his 
platform and know his position on the issues and still think 
another candidate is better qualified, then they must cast 
their vote accordingly. 

But if the logical conclusion is that John Anderson not . 
only solves a dilemma but also is the most qualified person 
in the race, the difficult choice becomes simple. To vote on 
the basis of fear, to vote for the least bad, to vote without 
thoughtful consideration: That is ~asting a vote. · 

The choice is not so difficult. 
CAROLE TAYLOR 
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