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MORE ON "RECKLESS RHETORIC" 

BKOUVII N \ 

Deai tjii In Reckless Rhetuic md Fiieign Pohc\ 
utildiuu Novtmbe 19-0^ Mi Lmest L t t tm 

thuges Di Mntn Luthei King Cleig\ md Lavmen 
( mcuncd md sundiv other critic of the Indxhmi 
w n with in ihining cktcnnitiin in the quilrh of 
dnbgiii md debite u the \itd issues of war and 
ptice In the spmt (il Mi \i\on he urges tint \oices 
b, bwtied so tint wi tug. therms tre.te i qin]it\ rf 
dssent md MippJit <quil to the seiiousness of the 
piolkms wc coniioit Ikckkss rhetouc is ID dcubt i 
bid tl 11 g md the counsel ti calm reflection md cneful 
stitf m nt espetnlh in issues suiiounckd b\ pissiomtt 
disigretment sli uld ilwus be welcomed 

Out wishes howuei tint Mr Itfevti would show 
us the w u Witlin i ti fe piges be mmigis t> accuse 
hithcitn Usp isibh md ntim i] uieles of the 

clmeh rturauiyh md tre miss medn of miong 
drill i thing1, subletting civihtv in J fin pla\ being 

iliemtul fiom the mnnsticim of Western monhh 
using mflammiion. code w ink osmg double t-ilk [ is] 
i subtle plo\ to p isuidc In citch woids i rtbei tb m In 
hum st ug unit t reeeiwni, md piomotmg lies fi im 

i Ciiminiimst picpigmdist employing Comniumst 
el tilts md slog us m speeches th it could h u e been 
duft.d in Miscow Peking Hmoi or H I M I I I gnmg 

ml md ennfort to the enemies of peiceful chute m 
Soutl i ist \M , is well ,s t j then alh< s m Moscow and 
Peking ftciug mcenchiu ihetout th it is e\ticimst 
,i d .11 ml iimed milked b\ distoitions md falsehoods 
ill piesentecl in the gnb of self nghteousmss md so 
f >itb If this is in e\impk of the lestnmed md ration il 
touuisation Mi ltft\ei letommends his ficulh foi 
Jjiisi when Housed must be Huh minclous 

Most rf tht abme char uteri? ations b\ Mr Lefc\u 
lefti to Dr Kings speceh en tht w ir dihvered it 
Rner.ide Cornell New \oik f th \pnl 1 1967 mil 
spnnsnietl b\ Ckig\ mil Lumen Concerned Bitort 
iddressmg lmself to tie tnois m Mr Lefe\eis iccount 
o! tint speech we should be leinindcd of the issump 
tit ns which mfoiin Mr I tfeui s cntiquc If is his 
otick suggests i\ii\om whi thdknges oi denes tbesf 
issumptions is lickkss tins couutn is m i more feirful 
stile thin most f our cntics hue indie ited It is ir 
lesponsiblc si\s Mi Lefi\ti to unducut the mijtsU 
of the piesidcntnl office Tcims used bv the V u \ork 
Turns md ithers such is impenilism rcpiession 
s\sttmic \iolente white powei stiuttuu rmhtm 
mdustiid compk\ i iiism comtA no loherent oi 

utcpted me ming The\ confuse lather than cluih 
the ^menc m effort to fight iggression from North 
\ietnam \s foi domestic in]ustices agin st bluks md 
whites Where is the evidence tint piurtv is caused 
b\ the svstemJ Whit ibont the greit virntions in in 
dividual ibihh initnti\e md responsibility>* Dr Kings 

speech is outrageous in tint "it directed anger against 
the U S Co\en merit—pcilnps the major temporal forte 
foi peace m the woild Radii il talk is unjustified in i 
couutn such is the I nited Stites whete the channels 
of politic al orgmi^ition md peiceful thmge aie open 
md responsive to the rmjontv Mill where minorih 
lights ire guaranteed under law and where the right 
of peiteful disstnt is protected bv the go\emmcnt 
lhese md other statements leveal Mi Letcvers world 
o! politic il discourse His polemic is not against leek 
less ihetcnc but igamst mam of us who do not shaic 
1 s politic il peispectue a peispectue which stnkes me 
is—m the picuse sense of the woid—fantastic 

I dceph icgret that Mi Lefever did not content him 
self with L gtntnl eomplunt ibout the mmontv status 
of his woildwcw H< his chosen ratbei to make some 
spetifit illegitons about Di King Cleigv and Lavmen 
Cmtemed ind otheis I understand this response bath 
beciust I w is invoked m some ot the events Mr Le 
fevei discusses md because I am reportedh the 
Protestint ckignnm whom he misquotes \ftei some 

gtntrilK \itupti iti\e itmnks about Dr King Mi 
Liftui suggests that he is tocusmg on m otherwise 
ntgletttd speech it Rueisidt Chmeh He calls the 
^p.il 1 speech icmi.kiblc md little lemaiked In fict 
tint speech occupied se\eiil columns on tht liont pages 
of some of the m nor newspipers inehidiug the \eu. 
}mkTimi>, foi two da\s lunnmg It w is-md Di King 
coutunid m this judgment—his most diseussed speech 
smtf that of the 1963 Maich on \\ ishmgton One 
would now hi\e to add his- final addiess m Memphis 
\pnl i 1^68 making these the thiee most lemarked 
speeches of Di kings eueer 1* u fiom iceemng little 
cut til attention as Mr Lefe\er sa\s the Ri\erside 
speech pio\oked echtornl comment gtnt ilk negatiM 

iiouud the tountiv is1 well as toiiml leactions fiom 
mijii u\il lights and other orgim/itions Suth ignor 
mee of the ficts might hi\e restiuncd ltss reckltss 
n .n than \li Left\u fiom wntmg ibout the Rneisidc 
speech 

Hi*, speech w is sponsored md appaitntlj ghost 
wntten b\ Ckig\ md Li\mtn Oneemed \boot \ let 
mm sivs \Ii I clever It is difficult to deteimmc the 
t\teut King was being used b\ Cleigv md Li\men 
we ue told it mothei point In a buef e\ehmgt with 
M. Lctc\ci ifttr the idjounmient ot i CRH mer ting 
in \\ ishmgton I mentioned th it mdi\ lduals m C L f 
hid gone o\er the speech in acK nice with Di King 
and his SCLC stail people \s f n is I know m\ flguic 
of majoi pnhhc importmtt discusses in id\ met with 
those m whom he h is confideiitt sigmfit int pohu 
stitemtnts Indeed not to do so would seem urtsponsi 
bit The sptech most emphaticrlh wis not ghost 
vmtten b\ aii\one in CLC md I challenge Mi 
Lefeiei to produce anv e\idenec in support of bis 
sinning remark Tht Risirside meeting was sponsoitd 
In CLC at Dr Kings request but on whit bisis docs 
Mr Ltfe\ei suggest tint Di King was being used b> 
Ckig\ and I avmen ' \s the several current biogiaphies 
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of Dr King mike clear (I especially recommend Da\id 
Lewis King 4 Critical Biography New York 1970) 
he opposed the war long before the Riverside speech 
and hid given public exptession to his convictions— 
although those speeches were indeed little remarked 

Fuither Dr king wis i co chairman of Clergy and 
Lavmen from its beginning and was activelj inverted in 
its dehbeiations attending steering committee and other 
meetings with remarkable regulauty consideimg the 
press of his other responsibilities I theiefore fuither 
chillenge Mi Lefever to pioduce in\ evidence whitso 
ever suggesting tbit Dr King \t is used b\ Clerg) and 
Lav men When one disigrecs with a figure as widelv 
levered is Dr king it is cisiei to ittnbute his remirks 
to the undue influence of people iround him At the 
risk of sounding reckless I would suggest it is ilso 
evasive Mi Lefevei s argument is with Dr King and 
it ill becomes him to focus on the mvth he his conjured 
up of Dr kings misguided minions 

Referring to a statement in the Riveiside speech Mi 
Lefevei is incensed that inv one should think the United 
Stites responsible foi i million dciths—mostly children— 
in Southeast Asn As Dr King mide ckir bevond 
doubt he believed thit we (the U S ) ire pnmirily 
lespnnsible for the list twelve or more yens of conflict 
in Indoclum Mi Lefever makes equdlv clear thit he 
rejects this imlvsis (VVe ire protecting fieedom against 
Commi nist aggiession iccording to Mi Lefevei ) 
Obvjonsh the cikulus of who is responsible for killing 
whom hmges upon which of these inalvses one iccepts 
But thit it least a million people hive died seems to 
me oveiwhelmmgly evident \lthough I hive no wiy of 
tikmg i bodv count on the subject (noi does Mr 
Lefevei) I think it not it all jmpinbible thit a million 
civilians hid died m the piotiacted Indochina conflict bv 

\pril 1967 I lcfei the leidei to Refugee and Civilian 
\\ u Gisu-ilft Pnbblems m Indochini A Stiff Report 
Prepued foi the Use of the Subcommittee to Investigate 
Pioblems Connected with Refugees and Escapees of the 
Committee on the Judicnrv United Stites Senate 
September 28 19"0 If one limits himself to onlv those 
aspects of the lepoit poitment to the situation in the 
spring of 1967 if one understands the Indochini con 
fiict is Di king did as it ielites also to the tenitoiv 
sin oundmg South \ letnim ind if me takes into account 
the iges of the Indochmese soldiers involved the 

mertion that we may have killed a milhon-mostlv 
childicn is probiblv conservative Considering the 
miv in thit sentence the pr>pisitwn fn from being 

lecklcss is piobibh e\ccssivelv cuitious 
Agtin foi the record I did not sij to Mi Lefevei 

dining cur brief exchange that I w is—nor was I—the 
luthor of the civilian e isualtv section of the speech 
ilthotn>h I mentioned thit I wis imong the people 
consulted befoie the speech s dehveiv And at no point 
did I siv as Mr Lefevei pressed on the figure of one 
million thit \ \c m the Movement make np facts to 
suit our needs I did acknowledge th it—obviously — 
one million is not a precise stitistic and I remember 

noting the similantv to our conventional references to 
the si\ million Jews who died in the Holocaust 

Fimllv in his c italogue of reckless iniquities Mr Le 
fever includes In the Name of America a 1968 publica 
tion of Clergv and Livmen compiling reports on US 
mihtarv behavior in Vietnam compared with the laws of 
war which ue binding on ill Americms The book he 
siys is i onesided unfactual and inflammatory en 
tique of U S pohev in Vietnam He fills to mention 
that the book is a compilation of relevant reports by the 
most distinguished American and European journalists in 
\ letnim He fails to mention thit the editing and com 
mentiry weie done bt Richard Falk Professor of Inter 
nationi! Liw it Princeton i mm who is certainly among 
the leidmg acidemic authorities on international law 
Most remarkiblv vvlnt he fills to mention is that the 
intervening three vears hive produced solemn evidence 
confirming the leports contained in In the Name of 
\merna He siys the book fills to provide convincing 
evidence that U S forces persistentlt or even frequently 
violated the rules of war In the hope of rescuing some 
thing of Mr Lefcvers reputition as a man of integrity 
peimit me to suggest that he did not hau time to read 
In the \ame of America as carefully as he might and 
therefoie oveilooked this important paragriph in the 
piefice 

Some critics will challenge the accuncj and authority 
of the documentation on grounds that isolated press 
reports ire unrclnble the reporters biased ot the dis 
patches slanted In response we repeat that while the 
document does not pretend to be a legil brief it does 
chim to be responsible and fair Many of the eor 
lespondents are reporters of international repute They 
weie on the scene and they have been trained to ob 
serve with care and to report with accuracy They 
have no vested interests to protect Furthermore the 
dispatches have been taken from a wide variety of 
soureos reporters for newspapers from all over the 
country md ill over the world are cited many wire 
services and mass media from the broadest possible 
spectrum of interests have been quoted Indeed it 

is the cumulative impact of the dispatches drawn from 
such i dazzling diversity of sources that makes read 
ing them such a heartache The burden of proof is 
surelt upon those who wish to discredit these dis 
patches rither thin upon those who are persuaded 
bv them 
Even more pointedh one must ask whether Mr Le 

fetei believes tint the sid storv told in the dispatches 
of In the Name of America has been discredited by sub 
sequent events Suicly Mr Lefever is familiar with the 
conclusions drawn in this connection by Telford Taylor 
former Amcriein prosecutor at Nuremberg One hopes 
he h is listened to the multiplving tales of atrocity in the 
testimony of returning Vietnam veterans No doubt he 
his heaid something ibout M\ Ln Or is tt Mr Le 
fevers view that genenls enlisted men armv prosecu 
tois congressmen and nuiumeiabie citizen observers are 
ill pait of the elitist and authoritarian Left that is 
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t r u n g to discredit the mi ]o r - t empor i l forte for peace 

11 the \wr ld ? None of this is mentioned in his i t tack 

He dues sa\ t h i t the extreme RigTit poses little danger 

to the sun, m l f our fund iment i l democratic institu 

t i n s I k noes m tu suggest th it bv extreme Right 

he me >ib the k k k uid thi Muvuttmcn I am sure Mi 

I e r e \ c i bfhin;s tc neither of these organizations But 

if one unders t inds extreme Right in a wi> more perti 

ntiit t > UIL present political spc i t rum I am not surprised 

tl at Mr L t fe \ e i thinks it posts little danger, smcc we 

all like to think that our positions represent wha t is best 

for the country, 

1 applaud Mr. Lefever's call for "a quality of dis­

sent and support equal to the seriousness of the prob­

lems we confront," and hope that he will join in the 

reformation he demands. 

Richard Neuhaus 

Richmond, Va. 

Dear Sir; After reading Ernest W. Lefever's, "Reckless 

Rhetoric and Foreign Policy," (worldview, November 

1970) the reader wonders whether or not the title applied 

to the subjects of the article or to the author who wrote 

it. It is a source of concern that such a piece could have 

come from a friend who is usually so cool and academic, 

so calm and lealistic about foreign policy matters . But 

in this recent article he seems to be completely unaware 

and uncritical of his own reckless rhetoric, and his com­

ments about others should not go unchallenged. Since 

Lefever himself suggests in italics, "The same rules apply 

to both sides," I am sure that he will not mind a friend 

helping him pull the mote out of his own rhetoric. 

The first bit of recklessness that the reader finds in this 

worldview piece is Lefever's Joe McCarthy ism. It is the 

author's contention that there has been a verbal assault on 

the character of our political leaders and the integrity of 

our democratic institutions," that this assault has been made 

by demogogic revolutionaries and'nihi l is ts , and that re­

sponsible and rational circles, which stood fast against 

the "crude, and by comparison mild, ran tings" of the first 

McCarthy, have been taken in. According to this analysis, 

"small but significant sectors of the church, the univer­

sity, and the mass media have wittingly or unwittingly 

fallen prey" to the rhetoric. He mentions the New York 

Times and J. William Fulbright, specifically, implying in 

the way in which he has pu t his paragraphs together 

that these people have been led from rational argument 

by Angela Davis, Rap Brown, and Jerry Rubin, The prime 

, x imple of this is Martin Luther Kmri Emes t Lefever 

eve lis to us m i c o n f d t n t n l parenthesis t hU he re 

M I \ « I d a m i g m g miormatu n about kings, mode of 

speed mik ing frun Kc iu imt inc t s of t!it_ l i t ter although 

these informers r c m u n monvmous m the i r t idc More 

v< i he implies that King was used b> the Clergv and 

Laymen Concerned About Vietnam, and that he un­

doubtedly gave aid and comfort to the enemies "of peace­

ful change in Southeast Asia as well as to their allies in 

Moscow and Peking." Now is this not the essence of 

letkless McCarthy rhetoric? That is, those citizens who 

h u e i used serious questions about what we are doing 

in \ ; e h i a m have been: (1) duped, (2) used, (3) have 

y u n aid and comfort to the enemy, (4) and are there-

lou in danger of treason. It is also a part of McCarthyism 

t j n n p l > that (5) the case for the opposition cannot stand 

on its own merit, and (6) even if it should be meritorious, 

it should not be championed because other, perhaps un­

savory characters support the same cause and m i k e us 

guilh by association I cannot refrain from pointing out 

the clever rhetoric in which Lefever impugns the loyalty 

of King bv making it appear as though King, of all people, 

was against "peaceful change" in Southeast Asia 

Tfie second bit of recklessness has to do with the author's 

rather cheap victory over Martin Luther King. Lefever is 

particularly concerned about King's Riverside Church ad­

dress, in which King said, among other things, that we 

"may have killed a million [presumably civilians]—mostly 

children" in Vietnam (brackets are Lefever 's) . Lefever is 

also incensed b \ King s charges that the United States has 

tested out our latest weapons built concentration camps 

like those w h e n Hitler built in Germany, and has pro­

duced i t le ist 20 c isualties for every one Viet Cong 

inflicted injuij He t i l l s this charge "outrageous." There 

i r e several things that b itber me about Lefever's rhetoric 

at this point. One has to do with his own use of figures. 

He maintains that Hanoi and N.L .F . forces have "mur­

dered, tortured, and kidnapped tens of thousands of 

civilians" and that in 1960-61 alone, the Viet Cong 

murdered 6,130 and abducted 6,213 important persons. 

The first figure is a very round one, and for neither one 

of them does he produce a shred of evidence. Moreover, 

in an aside separated from his text by dashes, he admits 

with regard to the casualties caused by the United States 

that "perhaps as many as one-tenth the number King 

mentioned" may be nearer the truth. Why can he be so 

exact in one case and so nebulous in another? There is 

no evidence adduced for his last estimate and no explana­

tion as to why his opinion should be any more acceptable 

or any less outrageous than King's, except for the fact 

that it is lower. 

T h e second point has to do with Lefever's use of King 

and a speech which is now about three years old. Of 

course, it seems to be popular nowadays to beat a dead 

King. But why should Lefever pick him when others, still 

alive, arc making King's charge, and making it even 

worse. For example, in Atrocities in Vietnam (Philadel­

phia, 1970) , Professor Edward S. Herman of the Wharton 

School of Finance does a little contemporary calculating 

of his own. For example, on the basis of Defense De­

par tment figures he finds that we have employed 

9 279,295 plus tons of ordinance in Vietnam, 1965 

through 1969, while the Viet Cong and the North Viet­

namese have used only 17,500 tons for the years 1967 

through 1969, Correlating this massive discrepancy of 

firepower, and employing other da ta as well, he estimates 

that between 1965 and 1969 there may have been 

1,116,000 civilians killed and 2,232,000 wounded in South 

Vietnam. These figures do not include those who have 
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