
111 tlic first part of a sttidy appearing iii tlic niagcr- 
zinc America, April 6 and 13, A41ain C.  Etithoocii, 
Deputy Assistaiit Secretary of Dcfcrisc, discwscd 
tlic tliciiics tL4icli uiiitc Atiicricnri dcfciisc policies 
today. Hc corisidcrs tlicsc to be “ d c h w i i c e  of og- 
grcssioii,” “frccclonz for tlic Prcsitlciit to sclcct and 
oppl!l tlic aimori t  aiid kind of forcc nppropriatc to 
the threat at hand,” aiid “tlic coiitrollcd tisc of forcc.” 
Thc sccoiicl iiistallniciit, a portioii of rchicli is rc- 
prititcd hcrc, coilfaitis Air. Eii/Loccii’s c h ~ s  of tlic 
rclationship bcticccii tlic riioral aiitl practical aspects 
of this policy. 

There is a great deal of literature about, and 
many approaches to, the subject of nuclear deter- 
rence. Some argue that, in the event of a nuclear 
attack on the Alliance, we should plan to retaliate 
strictly against Soviet cities. Others argue that we 
should plan to strike back only against Soviet mili- 
tary forces. Still others argue for both. Some believe 
that we should design our posture for an irrevocable 
commitment to a spasm of “massive retaliation.” 
Our approach is based on options, deliberation, fles- 
ibility and control. Rather than decide ahead of time 
which targets must be hit by n.hic1i weapons, and 
then commit ourselves to it, our approach is to gi\.e 
the President a range of choices so that he can select 
the plan Livhose targets and timing of attack are 
most appropriate to the circumstances at hand. I 
Ivon’t speculate here as to \ ~ h i c h  nuclear response 
might be used in wliicli circumstances. Nothing use- 
ful n7ould be accomplished by doing so. But, let me 
make three obsemations about thjs policy. 

First, it is a policy ot strength, not nd iness .  It 
takes superior nuclear forces to be able to ride out 
any kind of attack and then retain the option to 
destroy most of the enemy’s remaining military 
forces, should that be appropriate. It would be a 
policy of \veakness to commit ourselves irrevocably 
to a spasm of nuclear retaliation against Soi‘iet cities. 

Second, this policy requires protected forces and 
secure command and control. It requires weapon 
systems like hlinuteinan, wlucli is based under- 
ground in dispersed, blast-resistant silos, and Polaris, 
both of which can ride out a tliermonuclcar attack 
and be held in reserve in tlie environment of nuclear 
war. This is one of the reasons why the Defense 
Department’s procurement of strategic weapon sys- 
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tems in tlie last two years has emphasized hfinute- 
man and Polaris. 

Third, tlus approncli to nuclear deterrence illus- 
trates the principle that, across the spectrum of con- 
flict, niilitar). force is to be used for a purpose, and 
\vith deliberation and control. There is, to be sure, 
n danger of breakdown of control in the environ- 
ment of thermonuclear war. But thcre is no point at 
\vliich it makes sense to choose to abniidoii control. 
Even when it comes to tlicrnionuclcar weapons, i t  
our \yeapons are to be used to keep us alive and 
free, their use must be controlled.. . , 

Questions arise as to n.liether iiuclenr uxr  cun be 
limited and controlled. First, can it? The aiiswer de- 
pends on our w i l l  to make it  so. IVitll the protected 
u’eapon systems, command posts and comniunica- 
tions \ve are now acquiring, there is no technical 
reason why the use of nuclear weapons cannot be 
controlled in a nuclear war. The destructive power 
of their uncontrolled use should give all participants 
a strong incentive to find \vays of avoiding it. hlore- 
over, as both sides acquire protected forces like 
hlinuteman and Polaris, the prospects are that 
neither side will be able to improve its military posi- 
tion by a sudden attack on the forces of the other. 
Then, if massive tliermonuc1e;ir ilttiick e \ w  did mukc 
sense, it \vi11 do so no longer. 

The other question is: “Should we try?” The xgu- 
ment against trying, one that has been used agninst 
Ci\il Defense, is that it wcakens the “fire break” 
behveen nuclear and nonnuclenr war. But any ther- 
nionuclear war \vould be such an unprecedented 
disaster that i t  is difficult to see how anything we 
could do to mitigate its consequences would effec- 
ti\.ely n.eaken the “fire break.” And the disaster of 
an unlimited nuclear war \vould be too great to 
permit us not to take whatever measures \\le can to 
minimize its likelihood. hloreover, the principle of 
controlled and limited use of military force is in- 
divisible. If we believe in  control in some circum- 
stances and not in others, it \vill become more diffi- 
cult to maintain it  in those circumstances in which 
we should. An eniphnsis on limitations in the use of. 
force is desirable across tlie spectrum of conflict. 

How are these policies related to tlie traditional 
Christian doctriiie of the just war? According to 
that doctrine, the use of force to repress injustice 
can be justified-indeed, required-under certain 
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conditions, including the following. First, the use of 
force must have a reasonable chance of success. 
Second, i f  successful, it must offer a better situation 
than the one that would prevail in the absence of the 
use of force, Tllird, the force that is used must be 
proportional to the objectives being sought (or the 
evil being repressed). For this to be satisfied, 
peaceful means of redress must have failed. Fourth, 
the force must be used with the intention of sparing 
noncombatants and with a reasonable prospect OE 
;ictunlly doing so. 

It is interesting to obsewe tliat the potentially 
catastropltic cliaracter of thermonuclw war has 
forced pructical decision-makers, reasoning in a 
seculx contest, to adopt a set of criteria very much 
like those of tlie traditional Christian dochine and 
to apply them to the design of the military posture 
of the United Statcs. Now, much more than in the 
recent past, our use of force is being carefully pro- 
portioned to the objectives being sought, and the 
objecti\vs are being carefully limited to those w~licll 
at tlie same time are necessar). for our security and 
ndiicli do not pose the kind of unlimited threat to 
our opponents in the Cold \i'ar that would drive 
tlicin to unleasli nuclear war. In the past, before 
nuclear \veapons, deliberate limitations in the use of 
force did not present much of a practical problem 
because of the limited destructive po\ver of non- 
nuclcur weapons. Nuclear weapons have now given 
s u d i  constraints great practical importance. 

0 

\\.'itliin the broad policy of armed resistance to 
;iggrcssion, which is one of the alternatives open to 
us, and in terms of moral criteria of the traditional 
Cl.ristian doctrine, I think it is fair to say that \\'e 
havc made considerable progress. Of course, this is 
not to say tliat \\*e have gone as fnr as we can go. 

On the otlicr hand, is the trtlditional doctrine still 
rclci'ant i n  the nuclear age? A question to consider 
in one's criticnl thought on this problem is diether  
the view tlint the traditional doctrine is obsolete is 
bused on an overemphasis on unlimited nuclear war, 
perhaps on an identification of a11 " n e d  conflict 
\vith it. An unlimited nuclear war is an estreme on 
;1 broad spectrum of possible armed conflicts. Of 
course, i t  is a very important estreme because of its 
disastrous conscquences, but it is not the whole 
spcctruln. In fact, it is only one among many pos- 
sible kinds of thermonuclear war, It would be a m i s -  
t;tke to apply reasoning based on this estreme to all 
kinds of amied resistance to aggression and injustice. 
I t  is important to recognize this, for our thinking is 
uncleiir on this point, and if we identify any use of 

armed force with unlimited destruction, we are like. 
ly unnecessarily to disarm ourselves and leave our- 
selves victims of Communist aggression. 

It is clear that we have elected to retain the threat 
of use of nuclear weapons in our own defense and 
that of our allies. W e  thereby consciously accept 
the risk that we will have to use them. Some people 
believe that we should reject the use of nuclear 
weapons altogether. Before accepting such a judg. 
ment, one should consider carefully the full im- 
plications of such a decision. We do have world. 
wide responsibilities. Many millions of people de- 
pend for their lives and freedom on our military 
strength. In this respect, the United States is in a 
very different position from any other country in 
the free world. 

Moreover, as Christians, bidden by Christ to love 
our neighbors, are we not still bound by the precepts 
that bound the h s t  Christian warriors? Indeed, the 
moral imperative upon us may be much stronger, for 
the evil against which we are defending our neigh- 
bors, ourselves and even, hopefully, the people ot 
the Communist bloc-that is, totalitarianism and 
compulsory, atheistic materialism enforced by the 
machiner). of the modem police state-is much 
greater. Critics of the traditional doctrine applied 
to the nuclear age like to point out that we are no 
longer fighting with bows and arrows. They should 
bear in mind that we are not defending ourselves 
against a Christian king of Russia. 

The moral problems raised by preparation for mod- 
ern warfare, which are inseparable from the whole 
question of national-security policy, are extremely 
complex and difficult. We can neither escape them 
nor hope to understand them fully. Clearly, all pro- 
posed answers should be offered with a certain 
amount of caution. But, in that spirit, it does seem 
to me reasonable to suggest that current U. S .  de- 
fense policy, which emphasizes deterrence, control 
and the use of the appropriately limited amount of 
force, represents a good reconciliation of the tradi- 
tional doctrine with the facts of life in the nuclear 
age. IVe have achieved some success with the con- 
trolled use of force. We are still alive and free today, 
and the missiles are out of Cuba. \Ire are running 
great risks, to be sure, but would the risks be amel- 
iorated by laying down our arms? It is tragic that 
nations must at times resort to armed force to re- 
solve their differences. IVar is destructive, and it 
has evil consequences. But our defense posture is 
being designed to make war less likely and less de- 
structive. I am not suggesting that we can make war 
and violence desirable. The question is whether we 
have a better alternative. . . . 


