
EXCURSUS I 
Presidents: Past, Present, and to Come 

More rapidly than they have changed Presidents 
the American people have, with that fast pendu- 
lum swing of opinion for which they are.notori- 
ously and properly well known, changed their 
minds about what kind of President they want, 
about what qualities are most desirable in the 
person who holds the highest executive office in 
the land. The present state of opinion is 8 mess. 
8efore we choose our candidates for the national 
election of 1976 we should flush away the ob- 
fuscating cliches. 

Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, Ford: 
Each presents a different combination of virtues 
and deficiencies, different degrees of intelli- 
gence, honesty, sensitivity, political shrewdness, 
strength. Furthermore, the status assigned to 
these qualities has shifted rapidly in recent years, 
Even before these Presidents had completed a 
single term in office the great simplifiers went to 
work. Refusing to recognize that without strength, 
intuition, and shrewdness a man would not get 
to be General of the Allied Forces or be able to 
get a number of military and political prima dan- 
nas to work together, they pictured Eisenhower 
as a flabby, benign, conservative executive who 
allowed others to lead the country. To intellectu- 
als particularly he held little appeal, and we were 
treated to stories of the Eisenhower who read de- 
tective stories for intellectual stimulation by 
people who judged a solecism to be worse than 
a bad political judgment. 

John Kennedy was the perfect counterfoil. 
Young, attractive, liberal, intelligent, vigorous, 
witty, ambitious, and stylish. Above all he had 
style. 

But, we came to learn-at least we were so in- 
formed by our smart intellectual commentators- 
we had been seduced by that style, by a sense of 
political excitement. Politics is an ugly, harsh, 
boring, immoral business, and Kennedy had 
made it seem the reverse, had substituted style 
for substance. Good, we got Lyndon Johnson 
who was effective and strong. So strong. in fact, 
that he made decisions counter to strong public 
opinion, including opinion on Vietnam. And then 
we found that there were some moral limits, that 
we could make moral judgments of some politi- 
cal acts. and Johnsan was leading us deeper 
into an immoral war. The next great pendulum 
swing carried some people to a politics Of 
purity that judged neither of the leading candi- 
dates, Nixon or Humphrey, worthy to’lead the 

country. Many of these purists abstained from 
voting or voted for a protest candidate-and we 
got Richard M. Nixon. ~ 

All judgments of Nixon are now made in the 
shadow of his great moral’and political fall. His 
intelligence, his persistence, his political au- 
dacity and courage in international affairs are 
not the things ORB first noticed or wijl first recall. 
Fresh in our minds now is the man who seemed 
to lack any moral sense, who admitted only 
errors in judgment-an intellectual fault-not de- 
liberate misdeeds and crimes, the man who, in 
his own wards, was willing to divert attention 
from his part in the Watergate conspiracy by of- 
fering up as an “hors d’oeuvre” John Dean, and 
John Mitchell as “the big enchillada.” And when 
that effort failed, the biggest enchillada of them 
all retired to San Clemente to figure aut what 
went wrong, his effort doomed to failure, since 
it was bereft of moral reasoning. 

And now we have Gerald Ford. Such a short 
time in office, and opinions about and attitudes 
toward the man have been on a roller coaster. 
First: sincere, open, honest, engagingly dull, and 
unaggressive. “He hasn’t missed a beat,” said 
Senator Kennedy in the early days. But then, in 
hugger-mugger fashion, in secret and with little 
consultation, he offered Nixon a pardon, posses- 
sion of tapes and transcripts, and offered the 
public a sanctimonious, unthoughtful explanaiion 
for these actions. Then he warned that peace 
would be endangered if Democrats won big in 
the November elections. No longer could he be 
regarded as unaggressive or open, although 
nothing occurred to change the estimate of his 
intelligence. 

What qualities do we want in our next President 
-and therefore in the candidates of the major 
parties? The United States needs a strong lead- 
er, politically experienced, morally aware, sensi- 
tive to both domestic and international problems 
and to the relation between them, and with a real, 
perceptible style. A string of cliches? Possibly. 
But they run counter to a dangerous set of 
cliches to which we have been lavishly treated 
over recent years. 

For example: We have been told that too much 
power has accrued to the Presidency and we 
have witnessed its severe abuse in recent years. 
Agreed. But the remedy is to get a strong Presi- 
dent, to make the systemic changes necessary 
to balance the awesome power he now controls, 
and to get a Congress willing to assert the pow- 
ers it has, not to get a feeble President. 

We have been told that we need not politicians 
but statesmen in the highest office. In a time 
when politicians are, as a group, held in deep 
suspicion, it is tacticaliy shrewd io act like a non- 
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politician. But a person who has won office 
through popular elections is forced to recognize 
the needs of his constituents and to resolve, i f  
possible, conflicting interests and loyalties. That 

.is a politically essential part of a President’s task. 
We have been told for some years that the 

White House was not appropriate lodging for a 
saint, that we needed there a pragmatist not a 
moralist, that we would do better with an intelli- 
gent knave than an honest dolt. Given the events 
of the last several years, it is probably not neces- 
sary to underline the witless bias of those asser- 
tions. 

We have been told that we should be aware of 
ambitious men who lust for power, i.e., the Pres- 
idency of the United States. Put in those terms, 
little argument. But the office of President is de- 
manding as well as elevated, and the person who 
is not willing to struggle hard for the office prob- 
ably does not deserve it. 

We have been told that style may disguise the 
i lack of substance and we should beware that cos- 
metic virtue. Almost pure nonsense. Recent argu- 
ments on the topic usually start with John Ken- 
nedy-and they fail to recognize that style can 
become a real political strength, as it  was for 
FDR, Churchill, and De Gaulle. Even Harry Tru- 
man developed a Presidential style once he ac- 
cepted himself as President. 

On one other point all will agree. The candi- 
date must be believable; he or she must be able 
to be elected. Well, that’s the ideal candidate. 
The task for the major parties now is to find the 
reality, the actual person, most nearly congruent 
with it. 
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EXCURSUS I1 
Catholics, Jews, and American Community 

Unanimously agreed, it was an extraordinary 
meeting. And there unanimity stopped. 

Archbishop Jean Jadot is the Apostolic Dele- 
gate, the Pope’s official representative, in the 
United States. On October 17 he met with a small 
and very distinguished company of “Leaders of 
the Jewish Community in New York City.” The 
meeting was sponsored by the American Jewish 
Committee and brought together by the ecumeni- 
cally indefatigable Rabbi Marc Tanenbaum. 

In his first fifteen months in the United States 
Archbishop Jadot has impressed Roman Catho- 
lics and others as something more than a run-of- 

the-curia nuncio. Belgian by birth, African and 
Asian by priestly and curial experience, decep- 
tively mild of manner, he appears to listen care- 
fully and care deeply. 

Meeting in the same room where the late Cardi- 
nal Bea once talked with Jewish leaders about 
his and their hopes for Vatican II, the gathering 
had the tone of what is called historic. A likelier 
nuncio might have said some approving things 
about Jewish-Christian dialogue, run through 
the prescribed confession of Christian culpability 
for unspeakable crimes against the Jews, ex- 
pressed hope for bigger and better brotherhood 
in the future, and let it go at that, no doubt being 
awarded with polite applause. Jadot is turning 
out to be an unlikely nuncio. (Technically, he is 
not a nuncio at all, since the US. does not have 
diplomatic relations with the Vatican, but that is 
a nice distinction to be pondered by the White 
House and whomever it has hanging around St. 
Peter’s these days.) 

The Archbishop allowed that his comments 
“may lead us into areas of .discussion which are 
not all sweetness and light, but that are certainly 
necessary for the advancement of our ongoing 
relationship.” The beginning of the dialogue, he 
suggested, is when you focus almost exclusively 
on similarities. The development of dialogue is 
when you deal honestly with differences. The 
principle stated, Jadot became quite specific. 

“To put the matter quite bluntly, some Catholics 
feel that on the issues of Israel and Soviet Jewry 
Jews have been successful and we have helped 
them; whereas, in regard to abortion and state 
aid to private schools, we have not been success- 
ful and Jews have opposed us.” 

The Archbishop hastened to add that he did not 
buy the generalization in its entirety. Not all Jews 
oppose Catholics on “their” issues nor do all 
Catholics support Jews on “theirs.” Jadot’s point 
was that they are all our issues: issues facing the 
whole American community and touching upon 
how our common life is to be ordered in the 
world. As Catholics must not view Israel and SO- 
viet oppression as ‘“Jewish” issues, SO Jews 
must not view the protection of unborn life and 
educational diversity as “Catholic” issues. 

Father Andrew Greeley recently made a simi- 
lar point in his predictably .less elevated style: 
“Many [Americans] suggest that the Catholic 
effort to modify the abortion ruling is some sort 
of secret, evil campaign. Mind you, their efforts 
to get the ruling were just part of the normal 
democratic processes. But our response has to 
be a dirty Catholic plot.” It is a fair indictment of 
a widespread attitude, beginning with the editor- 
ial page of the New York Times. But then Father 
Greeley’s saying it is not quite the same thing. 
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