
the G.A.O. found that USAID had still established no 
specific priority designation for the treatment of w x -  
related casualties. A new USAID recommend a t’ ion 
had been made, howcver, “that the project associated 
with civilian war-related casualties be placed in the 
lowest category, and that top priority be accorded 
longer term assistance projects.” 

Continuing inadequacies in counting civilian war 
casualties were again reported, with USAID esti- 
mates still based solely on admissions to Ministry of 
Health and U S .  military hospitals. A!though such 
admissions show no significant decrease from previ- 
ous years, G.A.O. found cut-backs in resources allo- 
cated for the care of civilian war casualties. . . . 

Yet little public or professional attention, apart 
from the Senate Subcommittee, has been paid to the 
obvious inadequacies of government actions and 
policy in the medical sector. Although USAID has 
responded with reluctance to  public scrutiny, numer- 
ous investigations and hearings have revealed se- 
verely censurious data regarding both its activities 
and policies. . . . 

Over the past two decades, disaster research has 
provided fairly reliable methods for disaster plan- 
ning. Yet USAID has apparently undertaken no such 
efforts regarding civilian war casualties; on the con- 
trary, it has repeatedly discounted all casualty esti- 
mates as “mere speculation.” The attempts by the 
Senate Subcommittee to  determine a reliable casualty 
projection and a base for rational action are dis- 
missed as “having no valid basis or methodology.” 
Paradoxically, USAID continues to  publicize detailed 
statistics regnrding Viet Cong terrorism, without res- 
ervations about their accuracy, although such figures 
are collated from “incidents reported daily to the 
National Police of South Vietnam, who record as- 
sassinations, abductions and wounded.” . . . 

United States medical assistance,efforts were mini- 
mal until a National Security Council directive of 
1962 urged increased aid as part  of the counterinsur- 
gency program of our foreign policy in Indochina. 
From that time onward, there are  repeated exhorta- 
tions to “the other war,” to “winning the hearts and 
minds of the people.” According to USAID’s conse- 
quent policy principles as described by Humphreys, 
medical aid would be delivered through the Ministry 
of Health escept in rare instances, and priority would 
be given to  such aid as created the sharpest impact 
upon the people to win their loyalty. Thus the ethics 
of medical relief were delivered as hostages to 
bureaucratic protocol, on one hand, and  to  psy- 
chological strategy aimed at winning support for a 
specific regime, on the other. 

Other military physicians corroborate and defend 
such policies without questioning the contradictions 
involved, Iiailing medical care as the universal lan- 
guage of altruism and, at the same time, as a power- 
ful psychological tool for military purposes. . . . 
Clearly enunciated, such a policy of ideological triage 

has permeated official medical assistance programs; 
it has nlso engendered an accepted and officially 
acceptable policy of neglect. . . . 

The agony of Vietnam is the agony of innocents- 
of noncombatant civilians, mostly women and chil- 
dren. Whether or not we choose to ncknowledge such 
suffering, it is the agony of the American people as 
well. 

correspondence 

STILL MORE ON “RHETORIC” 

Wash in g ton, D. C . 
Dcw Sir: Ernest Lefr\.cr’s nnalysis of “Reckless Rhetoric 
and Foreign Policy” ( tcorkdoiero, November, 1970) may 
yet stimulate a mcaningful tliatoguc. on the serious issues 
he raised, but the responses of Riclinrd Ncuhaus and 
James Smylie in the Februaiy issue can only be regarded 
:is disappointing. Both accuse Dr. Lefevcr of employing 
the type of rhetoric lie claims to deplore and suggest he 
help us ull to begin by reforming himself. I t  takes no 
particular perspicacity to note that they did not heed 
their own advice, whcn Mr. Neuhaus speaks of hoping 
to rescue “sornething of Mr. Lefever‘s reput n t’ loti as a 
man of integrity” and Professor Smylic discusses “Le- 
fever’s Joe XIcCnrthyism.” . . . 

In defending Martin Luther King’s Riverside Church 
speech of April, 1967, which Dr. Lefever had singled 
out for detailed analysis, Mr. Neuhaus lays down several 
specific challenges to Dr. Lefever. He says that Dr. Le- 
fever is wrong, first of all, in calling it “little-remarked” 
and suggests, in retrospect, that it was probably one of 
Dr. King’s “three most-remarked speeches.” I scnrctied 
Tirile and US Ncros and World Report for that period 
and found no singular mention of the speech. Both did 
report on Dr. King’s anti-\’ietnani policy proclamations 
at the Chicago rally of 25 March and on his presence at 
the mass demonstration in New York on 15 April and 
his sharing the ‘anti-Administration platform with Stokely 
Carmichnel. The Executive Director of the Society for 
Religion in Higher Etlucation distributed King’s speech 
to members of the Society in  May of 1967 partly “be- 
cause it did not receive adequate press coverage”. . . . 

. . . I was the author of a paper at the CRIA con- 
sultation to which Mr. Neuhaus and Dr. Lefever both 
refer in presenting their assessments of that speech. , . . 
I pressed my point of view with Mr. Neuhaus following 
break up of the formal discussion. We were joined by 
Dr. Lefever, and a discussion of the origin 3s well as 
the factual basis of Dr. King‘s speech ensued. In his 
letter, Mr. Neuhaus challenged Dr. Lefever “to produce 
any evidence of his slurring remark” to the effect that the 
Riverside speech was ghost written. I doubt that it is 
very important to analysis of the content or even the in- 
tent of Dr. King’s speech, but it was in that particular 
encounter that both Dr. Lefever and I first learned from 
Mr. Neuhaus that he was among the principal authors of 
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the speech. The “evidence” admittedly is hearsay. 
On the specific issue of King’s charge that “so far we  

may have killed a million of them [Vietnamese-probably 
South \’iehiamese, although the antecedent of “them” is 
ambiguous; but it could not be interpreted from the text 
to refer to Southeast Asians as Mr. Neuhaus now im- 
plies] ,” M r .  Neuhaus disavows Dr. Lefever’s ascription 
to him of the words “ ‘We in the Movement make up 
facts’ to suit our needs.” The words Mr. Neuhaus 
uscd, ;is I rcmember them, were essentially as Dr. Le- 
fcvcr has quoted him; but they struck me as words of 
impatience calculated to dismiss what must have sounded 
to hlr. Neuliaus like a trivial concern for evidence or 
nrit1ientic;itioii. Then, as now, Mr. Neuhaus evidently 
Iielicocs that thc subject requires no further examina- 
tion. . . . 

hlr. Keuhaus’ defense of Dr. King’s rhetoric and figures 
looks very much like Charles R .  Garry’s posture in de- 
fending the charge that 28 Black Panthers have been 
murdered by the police. Mr. Garry kncnus in his heart 
of hearts that this is a conservative figure just as Mr. 
Ncuhaus knorcs about Vietnam. Mr. Garry called Edward 
Jay Epstein a “white racist” on the David Frost Show 
for daring to ask for the sober, supporting evidence. Mr. 
Neuharis believes that Dr. Lefever occupies a position 
on the “extreme Right” because he has challenged, like 
hfr. Epstein i n  the other context, a “reckless” use of 
data, hnlf truth, and pretension to factual accuracy in 
behalf of a deeply held conviction. Mr. Garry and Mr. 
Neuhaus are passionate advocates and preachers; rhet- 
oric is their stock in trade. I t  is generally not permissible 
to talk back to them, and to do  so is to invite ad hominem 
response. 

Professor Smylie’s response to Dr. Lefever is more 
unexpected and therefore all the more disappointing. 
There can be 1 1 0  doubt that Professor Smylie, like Mr. 
Neuhaus, holds a different perspective on recent foreign 
policy from Dr. Lefever. But Professor Smylie is an 
Iiistorian, analyst, and teacher more familiar with the 
arts of the library and the classroom than of the court- 
room or the street demonstration. 

Two shocking assertions are contained in Professor 
Smylie’s letter. The first and dominant one is that Dr. 
Lefever is guilty of “Joe McCarthyism,” which, accord- 
ing to Professor Smylie, consists of charging that oppo- 
nents or critics “have been: (1) duped, (2) used, (3) 
h:iw given aid and comfort to the enemy, ( 4 )  and are 
tlirrefore in  danger ‘of treason” . , . and that their case 
(5) “cannot stand on its own merit,” and ( 6 )  makes 
them “guilty by association.” . . . That McCarthy was 
guilty of this kind of reckless rhetoric is obvious, but his 
lmic  abuse was the abuse of procedure and of power not 
merely of language. To charge Dr. Lefever with “Joe 
rCicCarthyism” is not only to commit a contemporaneous 
n h s e  of language (or “betrayal” as Paul Ramsey might 
say) and an unconscionable insult to Dr. Lefever for 
chnllcnging currently fashionable discourse, it is to 
commit a deeper historical insult and abuse of memory 
by forgetting that McCarthy’s threat lay in his reckless- 
ness with procedure and with power. 

In his second shocking assertion, Professor Smylie 
underscores how much we may have forgotten not only 
about Joseph McCarthy and the way h e  embodied a 
danger to our traditions and institutions, but about the 
character of those traditions and institutions. This is his 
assertion that “the burden of proof against charges made 
in In the Name of America rests upon those who have 
involved us so deeply in Southeast Asia.” Certainly, for 
individuals, Professor Smylie would not endorse such a 
principle of “guilty until proven innocent.” . . , 

The divisions we have recently experienced in our 
body politic and in our foreign policy consensus will not 
be overcome easily or quickly, as Dr. Lefever‘s, Mr. 
Neuhaus’, and Professor Smylie’s differences amply 
demonstrate. Possibly they should not, since the divi- 
sions have been deep and fundamental. They cannot be 
overcome unless we all put passion in the service of 
truth and subordinate to due  process in our public policy 
formulation. This was the essence of Dr. Lefever‘s plea, 

Robert A. Cessert 

“THE BETRAYAL OF LANGUAGE” 

Salos Park, Ill. 
Dear Sir: Thank you for Paul Ramsey’s lesson in se- 
mantics (“The Betrayal of Language,” worldview, Feb- 
ruary). I t  is helpful to leam that the terms “mercenary” 
and “systemic violence” are “category-mistakes” (one 
wouldn’t want to make that sort of mistake in relation to 
Viehiam). I suppose “the obfuscations of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee” is a phrase used with 
categorical precision since it is the author’s. I wonder 
if he would regard “Vietnamization” as a category- 
mistake? It was also enlightening to leam that it is 
reckless “rhetoric” to link the Vietnam war to domestic 
issues. The complicated argument advanced for the re- 
quirement that they be separated amounts to little more 
than a preference on Ramsey’s part. 

However, Paul Ramsey is not a semanticist; h e  is a 
moralist. The most interesting sentence in the whole 
article is this one: “Perhaps the Vietnam war was wrong 
from the beginning, and became a disproportionate 
commitment at  ‘X’ point in time.” I can recall Ramsey 
defending the Johnson decision to bomb North Vietnam 
with arguments about proportionality at  a CRIA seminar 
in 1966. Does he still see it as a just war? Did it be- 
come disproportionate a t  some “X” point in time? If so, 
what should the Christian’s response be? These ques- 
tions are worth discussing if Ramsiy will discuss them. 

In the current issue of Christianity and C+isis, Howard 
Moody calls Paul Ramsey an “armchair analyst“ (in re- 
lation to another problem). I must say this disappoint- 
ing excursion into the niceties of Vietnam debate seems 
to support Moody’s judgment. Rev. Keith A. Leach 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Dear Sir: In an article in the October, 1989 wmldview 
(“Human Rights and the Peace Movement”), I remarked 
that we had “turned a dangerous comer” when Martin 
Luther King established the linkage in his mind between 
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domestic problems and the Vietnam war. Somewhat 
earlier, Paul Ramsey and I disagreed in these pages on 
an article I did in Jiine, 1967, on “civilian casualties,” at  
a time when I had to use the name “Jack Walker.” The 
arguments now echoing in worlduiew make me feel as 
though I am hearing the same things over and over, but 
they are being shouted instead of spoken. A notable ex- 
ception is Paul Ramsey, and many of those involved 
should read again and again his calm words in the 
February worldoiew. That does not mean I agree with 
everything he says, 

A prime difference between us remains Ramsey’s con- 
tinued search for and near-advocacy of the use of “more 
discriminating weapons,” otherwise unidentified, a 
phrase which makes me wonder if he is espousing “mini- 
nukes.” Neither Ernest Lefever nor his critics [See “Cor- 
respondence,” Jan., Feb., Mar.] have faced squarely the 
same question of civilian casualties in a truly forthright 
way. Let me argue again that wars in the world we know 
are not now and are not going to be “discriminating” in 
terms of who gets killed. If one wants to avoid killing 
substantial numbers of “civilians,” he has no choice but 
to avoid war itself, It is nonsensical to quarrel about the 
number killed in Vietnam while we continue to imply 
that this war is somehow different in that regard. If we 
are going to address the question of noncombatants, we 
shall have to include our so-called “moral” wars as well, 
e.g., World War II. For so long as Ramsey pursues his 
will 0’ the wisp, for that long will he fall into the trap of 
supporting a larger defense budget than is really needed. 
Thus, while Lefever’s critics would cut the defense 
budget too milch, Ramsey might not cut it at all-and 
that can be just as dangerous. As I also argued in these 
pages, some types of military force can make small wars 
seem quite appealing and exciting. I fear that Ramsey 
comes perilously close to arguing the old anti-Eisenhower 
case of 1960, a case that won an election and kept em- 
ployed the generals who had mutinied against Ike, but 
a case without merit. 

Similarly, Ramsey is much too curt in his dismissal of 
Dean Rusk. I t  will be clear one day, I think, that Rusk 
was not one of the casual adventurists who were so con- 
fident about “cheap” wars in the early ’60’s. We might 
a11 recall that it  was “McNamara’s War” until ultra- 
liberals decided to withdraw their support of it and 
blame it all on Johnson and Rusk. I can only recom- 
mend that Ramsey make an attempt to follow John 
Roche’s writing whenever it is available. In the mean- 
time, I cannot join in Ramsey’s expression of regret that 
Senator Fulbright did not get to manage the State De- 
partment. 

Overall, however, these are minor disagreements; 
Ramsey’s voice should be heard again and again, because 
he thinks. As for Lefever’s critics, it is almost laughable 
to watch them call up witnesses to testify in their behalf, 
e.g., Richard Falk and Telford Taylor. The critics, 
especially Richard Neuhaus, miss completely the central 
point to be gained from Taylor’s book. The question re- 
mains the legitimacy of our post-World War I1 defini- 
tions of “war crimes,” nut whether all U.S. leaders 

should be tried now. As for me, 1 can feel sympathy 
for any civilians living in a country that Neuhaus and 
James Smylie, for example, might one day view as a 
legitimate enemy; now that reaIIy is the type of moral- 
istic fervor that leads to excessive civilian casualties1 

Frederick C. Thaycr 

The Author Replies 
I am sorry I offended the Rev. Keith A. Leach by 

seeming to read him a “lesson.” Still, “semantics” or a 
discussion of how we use and should use terms is always 
in order, and urgently needed. “I suggest that we keep 
our eyes and minds on language as we would on our 
sanity,” wrote Norman Rosten ( N e w  York Times, Op. 
Ed. page, March 29, 1971). “We have only a handful of 
crucial words standing behveen light and the darkness. 
To blur the meaning of even one is to hasten the dark- 
ness.” 

I take Leach’s reference to me as an “armchair analyst” 
to be a compliment. Othenvise, I would have to believe 
he is peddling what for him is a demeaning characteri- 
zatipn, and an impertinent, grahiitous one at that-since 
the Rev. Howard Moody, in the article in which he 
wrote that, nowhere takes up for refutation any of the 
lines of moral reasoning I have put forward on the issue 
he was discussing (running around the city, I suppose). 

I shall not allow myself to be drawn into a substantive 
discussion of the Vietnam war, since my article was 
about Iidw that war and any other foreign policy issue 
ought to be discussed (with considerable independence 
of domestic questions). The statement “Perhaps the 
Vietnam war was wrong . . . or became disproportionate 
. . . ” was subjunctive, like a sentence in the next para- 
graph: “There may or may not be vital interests of our 
nation at  stake in Southeast Asia.” These sentences flank 
the thesis I was upholding, namely, that in debating 
these questions no one should ever say that national 
security is most challenged by a failure to solve his 
favorite domestic problem. That changes the subject 
under discussion, and it does so by a inisuse of language. 

Of course it is true, as Thayer argues, that“‘if one 
wants to avoid killing substantial numbers of ‘civilians,’ 
he has no choice but to avoid war itself.” Even so, if war 
is st i l l  the lesser of the two evils of warring or not 
warring, he can avoid killing civilians needlessly directly, 
intentionally. Far from being a “will 0’ the wisp,” that 
distinction takes the measure of how sick unto death this 
nation is, in that hawks and doves both agree with Lt. 
Calley that there is no just line to be drawn.-between 
good and bad killings in war (or in this war). This dis- 
tinction is not a “nicety,” but one on which civilization 
and civilized discourse very much depend. 

Both Thayer and Leach take too seriously my con- 
cluding reference to Fulbright, Rusk and the “obfusca- 
tions” coming from the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee. I meant not to defend those judgments, anyway 
not in that article. In this screaming, humorless age, can- 
not one end a piece with an attempt at  a twist of irony? 

I thank Frederick C. Thayer, alias “Jack Walker,” 
alias “Black Label,” for his comment. . . . Paul Ramsey 
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“THE CHURCH AS ACCOMPLICE” 
Bryan, Tex. 

Dear Sir: Bravo! the March issue of uiorlduieui. Dr. 
Gordon Zahn leaves hardly anything to be said except 
that although the AmeJjcan hierarchy would not face 
Gestapo retaliation as a result of protest of the My Lai 
massacre and the tragedy in Vietnam, there would be 
a price to pay. 

When one contemplates the results of a Bishop in- 
forming his parishioners that Christians must cease to 
support the Vietnamese tragedy indirectly through 
taxes or directly with “their own flesh and blood,” there 
are many images of reprisals which take shape (com- 
parable to Christ’s agony in the garden). One of the 
results would be the rage of his own people. Four years 
experience in a dialogue with priests in at  least three 
different communities reveals that entrenched nation- 
alism in the church is not going to disappear at  the first 
word from the Bishop! Parents who have heard support 
of this tragedy and the sacrifice of their sons eulogized 
from the pulpits are not likely to accept the principle 
which casts doubt (at  the very least) on the justification 
of the sacrifice. Acceptance of this message would be 
impossible in view of the absence of any relevant advice 
from the pulpit of “the things which must be rendered 
to Caesar” iind those which must be rendered to God.” 

Granting the hierarchy the courage to make this de- 
cision, how long would any govemment allow official 
protests from the pulpit? In the light of repressive 
nicdsures used against CO’s who refuse to go into the 
service, those buming draft cards and draft files, those 
counseling resistance of the draft, die prospect of Bishops 
and priests counseling 40,000,000 Catholics to withhold 
their support of the Vietnam tragedy (both financial 
and human) presents a frightful picture indeed! . . . 

I know of at least one bishop who is aware of what 
his witness would involve, because we have corresponded 
conceming this matter. Like Peter in Passion Sunday’s 
gospel, i t  is too risky to acknowledge friendship with 
Christ i n  this situation. Let us pray that the Bishops, 
like Peter, will receive the courage to become true 
shepherds of Christ’s church. Anne M. Holmes 

“THE CASE OF DAN MITRIONE” 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: The torture of military or civil prisoners de- 
~crves the severe censure of humane men. Saying that, I 
:m prizzled by a strange piece in wozlduiew, “The Case 
of Dan hlitrione” (October, 1970), which purports to 
proside “evidence” of US. Government encouragement, 
“complicity,” or approval of torture of “political prisoners” 
in nrazil and Uruguay. 

I refer to the “interview” by Fr. Louis M. Colonnese 
-with an unnamed person on an unnamed date at an 
unnamed place-that offers no evidence of wrongdoing 
by Mr. Mitrione, an A.I.D. public safety officer in Uru- 
guay who was murdered by leftist terrorists, or by any 
other U.S. official. 

The Colonnese “interview” was based on a fraudulent 
“report” surreptitiously inserted in the Jornal do Srasil 
by accomplices of the Uruguayan terrorists without the 
knowledge of the three correspondents of that paper then 
covering the Mitrione story in Montevideo. Reuters re- 
layed the juicy story and it was picked up uncritically by 
media here and abroad and seized upon by certain Amer- 
icans eager to hear the worst about their govemment. 

The basic facts in the case have been readily available. 
On August 17, the Baltimore Stin reported a statement 
by the A.I.D. director in Rio de Janeiro denying cate- 
gorically that Mitrione was ever involved in torture or 
the teaching of torture. Since then, a simple phone call 
to the State Department would have yielded the essen- 
tial facts. . . . 

This is not the place to detail the errors and blatant 
falsehoods of the Colonnese piece. I t  should be affirmed, 
ho\vever, that no public safety officer has had anything 
to do with torture in Brazil, Uruguay, or anywhere else. 
As far as there has been any U S .  influence in these coun- 
tries, it certainly has been in the direction of the humane 
administration of justice. 

Since its outset in 1954, the U.S. public safety program 
has provided technical aid to the civil police in 56 
friendly countries, including 15 in Latin America. Its aim 
is to assist the governments to uphold the civil law by 
“humane” police methods. An A.I.D. spokesman noted 
that such assistance has been withdrawn from some coun- 
tries where police power has been abused, adding that 
“we guard against abuses,” but acknowledged that we 
cannot control the behavior of other police services. “We 
constantly tell them not to use abuse, torture, or so-called 
‘brutality’ ” (Washington Post, November 10, 1970). . . . 

In a statement on August 26, the State Department 
said it “would welcome scrutiny by any responsible per- 
son,” emphasizing that “police advisers in these pro- 
grams have never condoned and would never condone 
-let alone assist in-any form of inhumane treatment of 
prisoners.” If Colonnese has a shred of evidence to the 
contrary, let him bring it to the proper authorities. If the 
evidence were sustained, the guilty adviser would be 
speedily punished. 

What baHes me is why worlduicw would publish this 
vicious propaganda piece when the simple facts of the 
case had already been published. Can malicious false- 
hoods ever advance the cause of justice? Can the uncriti- 
cal publication of such falsehoods serve any good pur- 
pose? If workdubw is critical of alleged torture in Brazil, 
why is it not equally concerned with authenticated torture 
and other political crimes in Communist countries? Is not 
the systematic torture and other forms of terror by the 
Communists in Vietnam inhumane? In terms of policy, of 
course, we should be more concerned when our govem- 
ment or that of our allies falls short of our code, but in 
terms of moral condemnation there should be no split- 
level morality which condemns the occasional, limited, 
and unauthorized sins of our friends and overlooks or 
excuses the officially sponsored and massive brutality of 
our enemies. Should not all men and all governments be 
judged by one ethic? Ernest W. Lefever 
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