
Bcfore the third session of Vatican Council I1 ended !ate h s t  month, there was 
iiitrodriced for brief discussion a Statement on nuclear arms, The  brief discus- 
sion revealed sliarp differences. in attitude and opinion. I t  also revealed the 
need for intense esamination of the issues before the Council releases a formal 
statement on nuclear w w .  The \ivriters mvho follow assess these issues from d i f -  
fercn t-ilnd diffcrin~-\..ienpoints. 

Tlicodorc lt'ebcr, nvho was in Rome during the tllird session of the Coun- 
cil, is associate professor of social ethics a t  Candler School of Theology, Enlory 
University in Atlanta. 

W'ultcr Stein, lecturer in philosophy and English literature a t  the Univer- 
sit>. of Leeds, England, is editor of Nuclcar \Veapoiis: A Catholic Response, a 
volume to wliicli he also contributed. 

\Villiatn V. O'Bricn is director of the Institute of World Polity, Georgetown 
[Tniversity. He has written estensively on questions of morality and foreign pol- 
icy and has contributed essays to several volumes concerned with nuclear npar- 
fare. 

]ustiis Ccorgc L a t c h ,  the editor of the distinguished quarterly Contintiutn, 
Ii;is Lvritten frequently on American nuclear policy. 
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QUESTIONS FOR VATICAN II 

Theodore R.  Weber 

\!licthcr there is any excitement in the othenvise un- 
imaginative Article 5 ("On hfaking Lasting Peace") 
of Scliemn SI11 depends on the meaning of a ref- 
erence to nuclear amis. The relevant passage reads: 

Altl iou~h, after all the aids of peaceful discus- 
sion Iinve bcen esliausted, it m a y  not be illicit, 
\vlicn one's riglits Iinve been unjustly hampered, 
to defend tliosc riglits ngainst such unjust aggres- 
sion by violence and force, nevcrtlicless tlie use 
of arms, especially nuclear \veapons, \vhose effects 
arc greater tliun can be imagined and therefore 
cannot be rcasonably regulated by men, esceeds 
d l  just proportion and tlicrefore must be judged 
bclore God and man as most Ivicked. 

Does the schenia mean to condemn all nuclear 
Iveapoiis as inherently disproportionate and uncon- 
trollable, or only those that are judged to be so by 
contrast \vitli more limited forms of nuclear arms? 
hlost of the conciliar Fathers who have noted this 
ambiguity have assumed or concluded that the 

_ .  

schema proposes to condemn all nuclear weapons. 
The test seems to read that way, and the whole tenor 
of Article 25 appears to support the judgment. 
Hence, we shall assume that the schema as it stands 
means to deny any moral justification to all nuclear 
arms. If this interpretation is correct, the statement 
presents something new in Catholic political ethics. 
I t  is a hard line that goes beyond the earnest words 
of Pius SI1 and John ASMIL 

This statement, of course, is not yet the declared 
position of the Roman Catholic Church. The  schema 
is an official document of the Council only in the 
sense that it has been accepted as the fornial basis 
for discussion, not in the sense that it is the official 
position of the Council. Nor can one assume a t  this 
point the likelihood of the Council adopting the 
statement in its present form. Nevertheless, it is im- 
portant to hold this passage on nuclear arms u p  for 
esaniination for a t  least bvo reasons. First, there is 
al\vays the possibilit). that the Council will take thus 
position. Discussion on Article 25 thus far has shown 
differences of opinion among the Fathers, but  there 
is more support for a total condemnation of nuclear 
weapons than one might have e spx ted .  Second, be- 
cause of its status in the Council the schema tends 
to designate the issues for and set the terms of dis- 
cussion. 
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The first question to put to the Council as it works 
towards a decision on nuclear arms is this: does the 
Council recognize that the essential criteria for the 
judgment on nuclear arms are teclinological, politi- 
cal and military rather than moral, and will it feel 
competent to make absolute judgments in these 
areas? The  moral question has to do \vith the taking 
of human life. The schema, reluctantly to be sure- 
but nevertheless definitelv-fol1on.s the traditional 
just \var tlieory in recognizing that killins may be 
morally permissible under certain limiting condi- 
tions. \l’hat is a t  issue is the application of tlie cri- 
terion of proportionality to LL iveapons system. This 
calls for a judgment of probable effect, and the cri- 
teria of effect in this instance are technological, po- 
litical and military. Tlie judgment mainly is in the 
area of political and militur). speculiation concerning 
escalation, for it is possible, technologically speak- 
ing, to “imagine” the consequences of most nuclear 
weapons as well as to build some that are qui te  lim- 
i ted and controllable. 

It is wvitliin the competence of tlie Council to lay 
doum moral guidelines for the regulation and con- 
trol of Lveapons and for their employment in rela- 
tion to policy objectives. Is it also \vithin its com- 
petence to apply the guidelines conclusively to a 
particular weapons slvstem of considerable and in- 
creasing diversity? Tlie Council, of course, will seek 
tlie ad\ ice  of esperts. But the eiTcrts disagec on 
tlie prospects for escalation. \Vi11 the Council then, 
speaking with the authority of bishops of the Roman 
Catholic Church and in the absence of adequate 
military and political evidence, declare their faith 
in the certainty of nuclear escalation in order to 
rule absolutely against nuclear \veapons? 

The secotid question is, what is the intended ef- 
fect of the total condemn:ttion of nuclenr amis? Is 
it to assist in promoting a particular political con- 
dition-in this case a just ;incl lasting peace free from 
both oppresson and the fear of nuclear devastation? 
Or is it to set absolute limits-immediately-to a par- 
ticular form of human action? Both intentions are 
present in the schema, but their relationship to each 
other is not clear. 

The  logic of the declarntion supports the second 
alternative. If the use of no nuclear Iveapon can be 
justified morally on any grounds, there is no reason 
for keeping the weapons beyond the moment in 
which the truth of the condemnation is accepted. 
Defense policies based in any measure on nuclear 
armaments must be placed on a different basis, no 
matter what threats to n3tional security and other 
policy objectives this shift might entail. If general 
nuclear disarmament is not an immediate prospect, 

unilateral nuclear disarrnament is morally manda- 
tory. Certainly if there is any disarmament that oc- 
curs solely as a result of moral coni-iction-and there 
is not likely to be any-it \vi11 be of the latter rather 
than the former kind. 

ii‘ill unilateral nucle‘u disarmament contribute to 
the goals of pciice envisioned by the sclienin? The  
burdeii of proof is on those \vho say that it will. The 
unhappy but nevertheless real pnrados of \vorld pol- 
itics is that the demand for clsarmament ancl for 
humane ancl ~ffiici1cious collective institutions is cred- 
ible : i d  persuasive only becnuse major opponents 
are able to thrcuten each othcr \vith “unncceptnble 
damage.” Should the ability to tlireatcn pass coni- 
pletely to one set of  opponents tluougli the outrislit 
concession of nuclear defense-nnd certainly the 
Comniiinist powers will never ninke such a conces- 
sion, if, indeed, anyone will-the leverage for collcc- 
tive resolutions will have been destroyed. The nu- 
clear threat will remain-but i t  will1 be one-sided. 
Tlie prospects for peace nerhnps \vi11 increase-but 
for a peace of hegemonic subjugation rather than of 
collective \vi11 a i d  mutual benefit. 

Hoivever, the content of Article 2.5 as a whole sup- 
ports the first alternative. The ~clie111i1 never draws 
the logical conclusion concerning tlie imniec1i:itc re- 
jection of nuclear miis. I t  insists that they be banned 
and clestropecl, but it represents the action as a col- 
lecti\-e decision rather tlinn as a voluntary unilateral 
surrender by individual states. Rulers are required 
to \vork for disarmament ageements and for the de- 
velopnient of collective institutions efficacious for 
international policing, but there is no indication that 
die stiltes are espccted to cut back to the level of 
conventional ainis prior to tlie satisfactory conclu- 
sion of agreements and creation of institutions. 

Apparently the condemnxtion is intended to menn 
something like the follo\\ping: “The Council \\pants 
to speak in the strongest possible tcrms about the 
horrible and senseless character of nuclear warfare; 
therefore it sets this statement before the eyes of 
the peoplcs and rulers of the world to press them 
with the greatest urgency towards some common 
and generally beneficial resolution of the balance 
of terror.”’ If this is what tlie schema does mean, it 
must Lot confuse the setting of a goal with its 
achievcinent. I t  must recognize an interim in which 
a work of political construction as well as of defense 
takes place, and it must concede the use of tools 
adequate for both operations. To argue thusly is not 
to contend that the tools may be used without lim- 
itations; it is to contend that the limitations must 
not be set in such a manner as to render the work 
impossible. 
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Often it is possible to reconcile a goal-oriented 
and a principle-oriented ethic, but in this case the 
requirements of the two approaches are contradic- 
tory. The political work of constructing a responsible 
and viable peace requires nieans that are denied to 
it  by the principled prohibition. Perhaps the Coun- 
cil ;vi11 find a way to work out the contradiction. 
One hopes tliat it will not attempt to leap over it 
u i t l i  tlie assistance of some d m  ex machinu, such 
ns confidence in the rational goodness of all men, in 
the political efficacy of a united declaration by the 
Roman Catholic bishops of the world, or in the com- 
pelling esample of self-sacrScial love. If the Coun- 
cil cannot work out the contradiction, and if it re- 
sists t l ie facile solutions, which of the two present 
alternatives will it cmbrace? 

Qucstions tluee and four derive from the alter- 
niiti\.cs posed in question hvo. The third question: 
if tlie Council decides for the immediate principled 
judgmcnt against all nuclcur arms, will it also come 
to grips \vitli the implications of the decision for the 
stvle of life of the Christian and Christii? ‘ n  commu- 
i i i t j p ?  A judgment of tliis kind is not comparable to, 
for esnmple, prohibition of certain methods of con- 
triiccption. It  dec t s  not only private actions but also 
tlic public order of the whole society, and so it af- 
fects tlie \yay church and society regard each other. 

Tlirougliout most of tlieir history the Christian 
Cliurchcs liave struggled with the problem of wheth- 
er to ieck influence as institutions in tlie world or 
to emphasize the marks of their Werence from the 
\vorld, Lvlietlicr to re:icli for power ;is an instrument 
of senrice in a history of indefinite duration or to 
live i1 powerless existence as a c ~ m u n i t y  of the 
end-time. noman Catholicism long ago decided pre- 
dominantly, although not csclusively, in favor of in- 
stitutional influcnce. A strict and total moral rejec- 
tion of nuclear armaments would call this decision 
into question. It would require Catholics to forego 
poiver for self-defense and for protection of the help- 
less neighbor at points of ultimate temporal threat. 
It  would set the Church in opposition to States with 
nuclear defense elements. It would require Catho- 

lics to withdraw from those positions in government, 
military service, industry, research, and education 
where they bear some responsibility for the devel- 
opment, production and use of nuclear arms. 

But the Church and the Christian would not there- 
by be called to a purely negative form of life in the 
world. They would be called rather to a genuinely 
eschatological existence in which they would trust 
solely in the grace and power of God. The require- 
ment of the judgment on nuclear weapons is not 
that Lvitness and senice be abandoned, but that 
their mode and eiFectations be changed. 

These implications have been recognized and stated 
openly by at least one conciliar Father-Thomas 
C. Roberts, Titular Archbishop of Sygdea. But the 
\isitor to the environs of Vatican I1 gains the im- 
pression that Archbishop Roberts-also a liberal with 
regard to the contraception question-is heard more 
readily by members of the press and by the younger 
pricsts than by the other Fathers of the Council. 

Forirth, if the Council decides against a total con- 
denination of all nuclear weapons, will it be bold 
enough to complete its work of guidance to the faith- 
ful by developing an ethic for their use and limita- 
tion? If nuclear arms are not to be proscribed ini- 
mediately, there must be some restricted area of jus- 
tified use. iVhat is tlus area? iYhat are its pernus- 
sions and limitations? 

It will be awfully hard to tackle such a task di- 
rectly. Defining an ethic for the use of nuclear arms 
will appear to give them some element of approval. 
It may undercut some of the urgency to push for 
nuclear disarmament. It will evoke the charge that 
the moralists are simply captives and tools of the 
foreign ministries of their respective countries. 

Because of these problems the temptation will be 
present-as it always is-to leap from the acknowl- 
edgment of nuclear weapons to the argument for 
international institutions designed to prevent their 
use. But the problem of “meantime” remains-the 
time before the development of effective institu- 
tions, the time during which some nuclear weapons 
have probable and variable but as yet u n c l d e d  
moral legitimacy. And for this ”meantime” the work 
of ethical clarification must take place. I t  is neces- 
sary as a provision of instruction in moral respon- 
sibility, and it is necessary as a means of restricting 
the possble uses of nuclear weapons. 

Fifth, can the theme of “dialogue,” enunciated in 
Pope Paul’s Eccksiam Suam and mentioned so often 
in Council circles, be made operational in Schema 
XI11 and in Article 257 It is not too much in evi- 
dence thus far. The present document is more of a 
monologue of the Church speaking to the world- 
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and to a world not always well understood. 
Specifically, would it not be more profitable to 

approach the issues of war and peace more in terms 
of an analysis of concrete instances of moral con- 
a c t  than in terms of goals and principles? What are 
the real choices that men have to make in the world 
3s these choices come into focus in overlapping 
\sorldly offices and intersecting responsibilities? 
\\%at does it mean to be a Christian-to bear a Chris- 
tian vocation-at the points where decisions are to 
be made? U'hat is the design of a Christian ethic 
that will enablc men to make a responsible choice, 
not so much behveen good and evil as beh'een sets 
of unhappy alternatives? An approach of this kind, 
which seeks genuine engagement with the actual 
situation of man, presupposes as a condition of dia- 
logue that the Church have a much more mature 
grasp of political reality than is revealed in Article 
25. But it presupposes also-again as a condition of 
dialogue-that the Church develop its facility for 
thinking theologically about the questions put to it 
by contemporary politics. 

One can put questions to the Council, but one 
cannot predict the outcome of discussion, delibera- 
tion and prayer. Nor does one really know what to 
expect. Bishops and theologians at the Council often 
have remarked that the press encourages the gen- 
eral public to e?;pect miracles of wisdom in Schema 
XIII. Whether the press is wholly at fault here is 
another question, but the encouragement to modest 
expectation doubtless is a wise one. It is hard enough 
to struggle with the issues of war and peace. But 
the Council also must struggle with other questions 
that affect the way it thinks about war and peace. 
IVhat does it mean when it speaks of the "world"? 
Will it retain and revise 2s scholastic, rationalistic 
natural law ethic, or replace it with a more biblical- 
ly and theologically oriented one? To what audience 
can the schema realistically be directed? Can the 
Council speak to the Church and to mankind simul- 
taneously, or only to the Church? i f  it attempts to 
speak to both, can it address them with the same 
word? 

One may hope, nevertheless, that the wisdom and 
spirit of the Council will come together to produce 
a document that is at once a sound guide to the 
faithful and a solid conhibution to world peace. 
IVhether that comes to pass or not, there is value 
in the efforts of the Roman Catholic Church to en- 
gage itself with the problems of human social exist- 
ence. And that value is by no means insigdcant.  
It is, in the words of Giacomo Cardinal Lercaro, 

edge of herself.. .... 
.... the acquiring by the Church of a new zlnowl- 
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WOULD YOU PRESS THE BUTTON? bases, our bombers would ininiediutcly be on their 
way in sufficient strength to acconiplish this mission 
of refallation.” (President Eisenhower, January 1958; 

Walter Stein italics added.) 
“The Strategy of NATO is based on the frank rec- 

ognition that a full-scale SoLiet attack could not be 
repelled without resort to a niassice nuclcar bom- 
bardnwnf of the sources of power in Russia.” (Brit- 
ish Government \\.lite Paper, 1955; italics added.) 

"\\'auld you press tlie button you know is going 

“If tlie Circumstances demanded it, I would.” 
to nnniliiliite millions of people?” 

Tlus rcply, under ontli, by Air Commodore hlagill 
to Piit Pottle at  the British Official Secrets Trial of 
Fcbrun? 19G2, distils tlie essence of the deterrence 
str;itcg*. In tlie light of common seiise, and espe- 
cially ivitli reference to tlie just-\var tradition, it also 
dclines its essential immoralit).. 

As :I prosecution \vitncss, tlie Air Commodore \vas 
liciiig cross-esnmined by oiie of tlie accused who had 
in \x lcd  a nuclear base i n  protest and \vho \viis later 
scntciiccd to imprisonment for tliis offense. The  Air 
Commodore’s reply is of course in no sensc surpris- 
ing; evc~vbody knolvs tlint tlic buckbone of nuclear 
str.itcgy remains tlie t2ire;ltciied incineration of en- 
emy cities. (Even in so-called tactical nuclear com- 
bnt and i n  so-cullcd strategic counterforce strategies 
it is precisely the ultinidte threat against enemy 

“Tlie fact is that this na ion  has a nuclear retnlia- 
tory foice of such lethal power that an enemy move 
Lvhich brought it into play ivould be an act of self- 
destruction on his part.” (hlr. Ros\vell Gilpatric, U.S. 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, October 1961.) 

“Tlie strength and nature of the alliance makes 
it possible for the United States to retain, even in 
tlie face of a massive attack, sufficient reserve power 
to dcsfroy uti c t m y  society if c l r i om to if.” (hir. 
Robert hfcNamara, June 1962; italics added.) 

“Goveriinients kiioto tlint major war would mean 
tlic dcstruction of flie world. . . , So the only de- 
fense \ve I ~ i ~ v e  is tlie abilit). to strike back against 
tlie enemy witli some indestructible form of retalia- 
tion.” (hlr. Peter Thorneycroft, British hlinister ok 
Defense, February 1961; italics added.) 

citics i\,liicli sccks to enforce the proposcd restraints.) 
\\liiit is notable about Air Comiiodbre hlagill’s col- 
loquy iv i t l i  liis objector is simply tlint it spells out, 
\vith :I clnrity \\.e cannot evade, the moral cost of 
nuclc;ir dcfensc. 

Tliis cost lies not merely i n  the risking of future 
enormities; it involtw gavcly  imnioral intentions 
Iicrc ( i t i d  iiou:. Tlicse declnred intentions to esecute 
cit!,-llost;ip “if tlie circumstances demanded it” are 
no Icss iniiiicdiately, and c;itegorically, genocidal for 
rcI;itin,g to a future Iiypotlietical condition. No doubt 
tlicrc is ;I differcncc bctn.een murder accomplished 
and murder in one’s lieart, but it is not a dilference 
bct\vecn murderousness and non-murderousness. 

Tlie Air Commodore was unfortunate in being re- 
quired to declnre solemnly in liis own person the 
comniitincnts inlierent in the Deterrence State, and 
it is of course only for tliis accidental reason that 
lie is here referred to, in evidcnce a p i n s t  such 
states. After all, is tliis not what government lead- 
ers tliemsclves have been a t  such pains to proclaim 
througliout tlic deterrence era, above the deafening 
chain reactions of the arms race? 

All this is familiar enough; so familiar indeed that 
it Iias mostly bred contempt for the moral challenge 
it poses. hlany endorse such statements uncritically; 
niany uncritically &count them; and a few-mostly 
just-war thinkers, anxious to square their principles 
with support for tlie deterrent-are a t  pains to es- 
plain them a\vay: either as simple bluff, or as sopliis- 
tiented equi\,ocations (either way avoiding any real 
commitment to genocide). In the face of these got- 
ernment statements and in the light of the strategic 
realities behind tlie statements it is hard to fathom 
such explanations; Air Commodore h,lagill merely 
helps to bring the policy they declare and enact to 
a particularly unblurrable focus. 

Anyone inclined to dissolve or neutraIize even this 
lucidity of declilred intent must decide which of the 
follo\\ing glosses he  would wish to subscribe to: 1) 
That the Air Commodore was lying under oath-and 
was indeed bound in duty to coniiiiit perjury on be- 
half of his Government? 2) That he was speaking 
merely for himself-quite unrepresentative of the 
Deterrence State? 3) That he  knew, and could know, 

“The niost powerful deterrent to war lies in the 
rctnlintoi? poiver of our Strategic Air Command and 
the aircraft of our navy. They present to any attacker 
the prospect of oirtiral atitiihilation of his own coun- 
try. Evcn if  wc assume ;I surprise attack on our own 

~ i t h  100% certainty that the circumstances in ques- 
tion could never arise? 

The  first of these alternatives is as implausible as 
it would be outrageous. The second is equally ab- 
surd. ll’hat American, British (or Soviet) nuclear 
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serviceman could-similarly cross-esamined-avoid 
the Air Commodore’s reply? Neither the most re- 
sponsible commanding officer nor the most junior 
member of a missile crew could accept or perform 
his job without constant, absolute readiness to let 
fly in moral cash what they already owe in profes- 
sional 1.0.U.s. IVithout such unconditional, trairicd 
and hubitrial, prcsetit cotisctit to whatever esecution 
of city-hostages the Government may command, the 
entire deterrence appariltus Ivould \vliither away. 
Even if, say, the American President or the British 
Prime hlinister secretly resolved never to order such 
retaliation against cities-not even in the face of ini- 
minent defeat-those who operate tlie deterrent 
ivould still liave to be  given the same, firm impres- 
sion as the enemy they are to deter; that they might 
indeed be  required to execute cities a t  any moment. 

The resolve to press the button “if the circum- 
stances demanded it” is thus built into the very sub- 
stance of the Deterrence Statc. Not only wis  tlie 
A4ir Commodore representative in his Lvitness; noth- 
ing short of a public government resolve to treat 
non-combatant populations as inviolable, whatcocr 
the circumstances-the dismantling, that is, of tlie 
whole ultimate foundation of deterrence-would now 
dismantle tliese built-in commitments to genocide on 
tlie part of its servants. Should anyone wish to mnin- 
tain that a government might be able to signal its 
moral resolve secretly to all those manning the de- 
terrent, lie lvould need to forget all about security- 
leaks-and discount the gradual revelation of “soft- 
nesses” in crises. 

And there is a further, decisi\re problem. Even if 
a government could, somehow, ingeniously remove 
that built-in demand for niurderousness from its nu- 
clear personnel, n.hat about the rest of us? Il’e miiy 
not be  called upon to press buttons; nor even to en- 
gage in nuclenr research, missiles production, or 
strategic planning; but  as long as w e  endorse or 
tolerate our government’s s t r a t e a ,  \ve are impli- 
cated in its commitments. More precisely, we are 
implicated in what diese commitments, by all avail- 
able evidence, seem to be. 

This eLidence overwhelmingly indicates that the 
government is requiring it5 nuclenr personnel to be 
prepared for genocide if circumstances demand it. 
Now even if the government should wish-and be  
able-to convey to its nuclear personnel that, after 
all, no murderous use of our bombs is really en- 
visaged, by niliat national Lvhispering campaign or 
telepathic proclamation, flawlessly sluelded from the 
enemy, might the underlying innocence of the deter- 
rence policy be conveyed to the rest of us-all of 
us, in whose name it is being carried out? Ultimate- 

ly, in this matter of genocidal commitments, L’itat 
c’est noits. It is possible for a Deterrence State to 
be divided against itself; it is impossible that it 
should be  secretly united i n  self-contradiction. 

a 

The third alterna tive to recognizing Air  Cornnio- 
dore hli1gill’s StiIteIilelit ;IS definitive of nuclcnr iln- 
morality is to suppose that lie “knen., and could 
h o \ v  with 1007; certainty tlint the circuiiistiinces in 
question could ne\*er arise.” The vital ternis here 
are “knew,” “could know” and “1007; ccrtainv”; 
ever!diing depends upon their being precisely, un- 
reservedly applicable: even the smnllcst mnrgin of 
uncertainty would leave the intention to genocide 
intact. I’ery fen‘ people n.itli any claim to be in- 
formed in these matters \vould be prepured to stand 
by such an assertion. 

I t  is obvious, on any rational basis, thut ccrtairity 
is not tc~ be had in these matters, however optimistic 
one miglit be ‘in one’s assessment of the “balancc 
of terror.” No doubt, tlie balance has lvorked hither- 
to, a t  any rate as regards all-out nuclear Ivar. No 
doubt, too, the balance has, to all appearance, be- 
come more “stable” in recent yeilrs, pi1rticularly since 
Cuba, and governments are doing all tliey can to in- 
crease this stability. But we are dealing Ivitli a mat- 
ter of history-not of logic. hloreover, n.e are deal- 
ing with a matter of futur.c history. And, whatever 
the advances in technique to alvoid \var by accident, 
and \vhate\.er the progress in diplomatic caution, 
there are so many unknown factors, so ninny dan- 
gers and potential diingers in a rvorlcl still cliirided 
in, and by, a terror \vhich history does not know, 
that it \vould need di\.ine, rather than diabolic, po\v- 
ers to know, beyond all doubt, that the daemons of 
genocide will nei‘er be unleashed. I t  has alivnys been 
easier to call u p  daemons in one’s service than to 
keep them in their places; there is the well-known 
case of the Doctor who, according to Christopher 
hiarlowe, found lie could not cancel tlie contract he. 
had signed in a nionient of rapture and over-confi- 
dence. Our dearly bought doomsday security also 
has its risks; and there must be limits even to tlie 
most highly endowed coniputor’s prophetic program. 

0 

If, then, it is asked n.licther die Christian churches, 
or more particularly the Vatican Council, are en- 
titled to pronounce on tllis state of affairs, it is only 
necessur>. to ask in reply; “Would you press the but- 
ton you know is going to annihilate millions of peo- 
ple?” It is estrnordinary that anyone should serious- 
ly have thought of doubting tlie Catholic supreme 
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tnagistcrium’s competence to pronounce upon these 
things. If mankind not only stands on the verge of 
self-destruction, b u t  is-here and now-engaged in 
desperate nioral sclf-violation, can the Church, gath- 
cred in Council, remain silent? 

T11.o arguments \\’ere used-in tlie Vatican Coun- 
cil itself, and, i t  is reported, by a group of promi- 
nclit ihcriciin l a y ” ,  petitioning the conciliar fa- 
tlicrs-to dissuade the Council from any clear con- 
denination of nuclear uve;lpons. First, in the \\.or& 
of tlie En~$ish Arclibisliop Beck, of Liverpool: “There 
ma>‘ ivcll csist objects \vliicli in a just war of de- 
fciisc are legitimate targets of nuclear weapons even 
of ixst force. To attack a ballistic missile or a satel- 
lite niissilc in tlie outer atmosphere would, for es- 
ample, be a legitimate act of defense and, \vitli just 
proportion duly preserved, it miglit require the use 
of ;I iveupon of vast ponm.” 

Or, as Bishop Hannan, Auxiliary Bishop of \T7ash- 
ington, D.C., put it: contrary to tlie schema’s draft 
statement’s condemnation af nuclear weapons “whose 
effects cannot be imagined,’’ “there now exist nuclear 
weapons \vliich have a very precise limit of destruc- 
tion. Thcre is a \veapon now in use which has a 
range of 1.3 to 7.5 miles and whose missile has a 
forcc of 40 tons of TNT. The effects of a low yield 
nuclear weapon can indeed be imagined.” 

Indeed.. . 
But tlie appalling irrelevance of the argument, 

even in its own tcmis, immediately becomes appar- 
ent, as soon as we begin to think of the actual over- 
kil l  stockpile the Il’estem powers possess, and con- 
sider the question of how much of this stockpile, or 
Iiotv i i i a n ~ ’  of its Lveapons are directed towards these 
primly “legitimhte” targets. But, more basically, nei- 
ther of tlicse Bisliops so much as alludes to the un- 
derl!.ing moral fact of the deterrence set-up that 
11as been discussed in  this article: the filet that it 
involves m;issively murderous commitment in its to- 
tul structure-hcrc arid now. It is as irrelevant to 
talk about “legitimate targets,” in this contest, with- 
out dlagnosing the total, dynamic commitments we 
call tlic deterrent as it would be to talk about Eich- 
munn’s scrupulous attention to the comfort of his 
victims during their transpurtation. Behind the Davy 
Crockett, there is a 20 megaton bomb; behind coun- 
terforce, there is The Great Deterrent; behind all 
those ‘legitimate targets” there is the present an- 
nounced commitment to destroy tlie enemy nation 
“if the circumstances demanded it.” 

The second argument, used both by Bishop Beck 
and by Bishop Hannan may be represented by the 
latter’s words, that “I am sure that our nuclear weap- 
ons will be used with wisdom by our leaders. . . . 

Council should be humble and rely greatly on mili- 
tary experts and the proven capacity and wisdom 
of our leaders.” 

But we have already seen why it is hard for any- 
one to be so sure in these matters. Of course, we 
sometimes say, for instance, “I’m sure that so and 
so will  prove a saintly President,” or “General X 
113s never pressed a button in l i s  life”; but neither 
of these propositions measures up to the criteria of 
reassurance \ve need here-particularly since our 
statesmen and military eqerts  have (as we’ve re- 
called) been saying that they aren’t sure whether 
nuclear \Yeapons \ \ T i l l ,  i n  all cotditions, be confined 
to “military targets”; and-no less disturbingly, since 
it is, after all, the “wisdom of our leaders” and the 
“proven capacity” of military experts that massacred 
Dresden, Hamburg, Hiroshima and Nagasaki in the 
last war-acts still unrepudiated by their successors. 

e 

The real criticism of the draft schema is that it 
does not go far enough, does not speak out SI&- 

ciently clearly against the atrocity of the Deterrence 
State. For more than one reason it s e e m  fitting to 
end nith a reminder of what Pope Pius XI1 de- 
clared in his Christmas Message of 1943-before the 
advent of nuclear weapons, before Hiroshima, and 
before, we have to add, the N7estern confrontation 
with communism-wlich cannot change the laws of 
God: 

Unfortunately the world, as it looks around, 
must still behold with horror the reality of shife 
and destruction. . . . \Ve see, indeed, only a con- 
flict Ivhich degenerates into that form of warfare 
that escludes all restriction and restraint (total 
war), as if it were the apocalyptic eqxession of 
a civilization in which ever-growing technical 
progress is accompanied by an ever greater de- 
cline in the realm of the soul and of morality. It 
is a form of war which proceeds without inter- 
mission on its horrible may and piles up slaugh- 
ter of such a kind that the most blood-stained 
and horrible pages of past history pale in com- 
parison with it. The peoples have had to witness 
a new and incalculable perfection of the means 
and arts of destruction while a t  the same time 
they see an interior decadence which, starting 
from the weakening and deviation of the moral 
sense, is hurtling ever downward toward the state 
where every human sentiment is being crushed 
and the light of reason is eclipsed, so that the 
words of IVisdom are fulfilled: T h e y  were all 
bound together with one chain of darkness.” (Wis- 
dom 13.71.) 



AFTER NINETEEN YEARS, 
LET US BEGIN 

William Y. O’Brien 

Two paragraphs of Schema S I I I ,  on the Church and 
the hlodern \.i’orld, have been briefly debated by 
the Vatican Council and will be considered when 
it reconvenes. They bring to mind the following 
parable: Once there \\‘ils a parent whose son was a 
chronic juvenile delinquent. Early on the boy clis- 
played spectacular anti-social tendencies and every- 
one urged that the professional advice of psychia- 
trists be solicited and follonved. But for nineteen 
years the parent avoided a showdown, only occa- 
sionally facing the real problem. Rather, his con- 
cern took the form of deploring and attempting to 
deal only with the manifestations of his son’s under- 
lying mental illness. Finally. in despair, the father 
took the son to the first psychiatrist who \vas avail- 
able for a half-hour intervieiv. As a result of the 
interview the father petitioned a court to have the 
boy committed to an insane asylum for life. 

Harsh \vords? Let us contemplate the teaching of 
the Cliurch on the morality of war. Discussion of 
tllis subject has not been adequate since the seven- 
teenth centuri. The inadequacies of such discussion 
have now increased to the point that they are al- 
most impossible to measure. This then is the doc- 
trinal setting in which the Vatican Council has been 
asked to dispose of all the intricate problems of the 
nuclear dilemma \vithout a basis for informed judg- 
ment and with an abruptness that is truly compar- 
able to that of the father in the parable. Fortunate- 
ly, the real-life Fathers of the Council have refused 
to act precipitately and the problem remains open 
for further consideration. Yet the very fact that the 
present schema was the basis for initial debate and 
that this debate will resume within a comparatively 
short time should jolt American Catholics out of a 
nineteen-year sleep and motivate them to involve 
themselves in a matter which is obviously of cru- 
cial importance to them, to the Church, and to the 
world. 

By now it is possible for those who follow the 
secular and religious press to h o w  all that one 
needs to know about the substance and specific lan- 
guage of the schema. Persons holding widely vary- 
ing views would probably agree that the schema is 
seriously deficient in at least these respects: 

1. In stark contrast to Pacem in Terrts, it does 

not even deal with the problem of nuclear deter- 
rence, the basic fact of international life today. 

2. In calling for the condemnation of “nuclear 
weapons, whose effects are greater than can be 
imagined and therefore cannot reasonably be r e p -  
lated by men,” the schema does not den1 with a 
clearly identifiable category of pllenomenn and sit- 
uations. A national decision-maker attempting to re- 
spect this moral judgment would be at a loss to de- 
fine such weapons since virtually every operative 
word in the condemnation is open to subjective in- 
terpretation, e.g., “imagined,” “reasonably . . , reg- 
ulated.” (Quotations from the schema are taken from 
Robert C. Doy,  “Anti-Nuclex Vatican Test Scored 
as Inadequate,” h’cio York Times, November 10, 
1964, and Specid to the Ncro 2’ut-k Tinics, dated 
November 9, 196-i, p. 16, Cols. 1 4 . )  

3. The schema ends wGth il call for “every honest 
effort,” to ensure that “nuclear arms or others of 
like destructive force [presumably biologicill and 
chemical] may be utterlv destroyed and banned.” 
But  these weapons cannot be uninvented, the cap- 
ability of making them cannot be destroyed, the 
means of delivering them \ \ F i l l  presumably increase 
in efficiency and number, and “bans” that are un- 
enforced and unverified are likely to be more harm- 
ful than salutary. 
4. Tlirougliout, the schema ignores the mainsprings 

of international conflict and the dynamic processes 
of intcrnational In\v and organization in an ideo- 
logical!y pluralistic n.oild society rife with conflict. 
In consequence, the schema does not recognize the 
dlfficulties involved in moving from our present 
world situation to a better one. 
a 

Such a list of deficiencies (and it could be greatly 
edended and elaborated) is the more astonishing in 
view of thc comprehensive, expert examination that 
the Council has required on other subjects. In the 
realm of birth control and the larger problem area 
of population control, for example, there is an in- 
creasing demand for all of the facts, for expert anal- 
yses, and for doctrinal formulations that are rele- 
vant to the real world. Il’hatever else may be said 
of the passages on nuclear war in Schema XI11 they 
are factually incomplete and misleading, and their 
relevance is largely restricted to the comfort they 
may give to those who at the least are given to sterile 
protests and at the worst may be found to have an 
uncontrollable urge toward auto-genocide. 

Yet there is much good that can come of this sin- 
gularly inept attempt to deal with the nuclear di- 
lemma. Perhaps now the Church, and particularly 
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die American Cliurch, will undertake a really se- 
rious study of this problem. Perhaps the American 
bishops u i l l  return to the nest Council session pre- 
pnrcd to licnr and judge fircts and arguments com- 
parable to those being prehented on other questions 
sucli as birth control, social and economic rights, 
race rcl:itions, and the revival of die liturS;\r. But i f  
tliis is going to be tlie cabe, tlic American bishops 
:iIc going to need tlic smie kind of foundation of 
knouvlcdge, tliouglit, dcbate :tnd action aniong all of 
t l i c  f i i i t l i fu l  ivlio I i a \ ~  something to contribute that 
lias bcwi present in tliese otlier fields. Unlinppily, 
tlie prcwnt ”state of the question” and of informed 
and percrptive opinion on the nuclear problem is 
not such ;is to inspire greilt confidence. The  moral 
problems of nuclenr \vnr and deterrence require 
mastery of tlic teclinical-military-political problems 
iind of the relevant doctrine of the Church. 

Tliis tlcbate requires a mastery of and, in some 
cases, a reassessment of, the facts and the trends 
\vith respect to internationnl conflict, the prospects 
for Christianity nnd liuman dignity under each of 
the competing political-social systems, nuclenr war 
and detcrrencL,, arms control and disarmament, and 
intcrnntional l a ~ v  and organization in n pluriilistic 
Lvorld of antngoiiistic blocs and nations. How reli- 
a l~ l c  and  durable is tlic U.S.-Soviet dc‘tcntc? \\‘hat 
is to be tlic future of the Communist \vorld? How 
arc we to assess evideiices of c1i:inge with Conimu- 
nist socirties? How much longer \vi11 “stable” deter- 
rcnce produce stability? Is the Test Ban Treaty an 
indication of more and better arms control niensures 
to coinc’, a fluke, or a snare and a delusion? How 
much niorc “non-aligned” niiscliief can be contained 
before niiiior conflicts ignite a major conflict? \Vi11 
the L1.X. and other internntionnl institutions stand 
up untlcr ilicrcnsing strain>? 
e 

Poccrii in  Tcrr is dealt \vitli some of these issues, 
generally in a guarded, oblique fashion. Any rcspon- 
siblc statement by the Council on nuclear war must 
rest on a searching analysis of all of them if it is 
to be “relei.ant.” Here I must emphasize that by 
“being rc1ev:iiit” I do not mean “\vliite-~vasliing” es- 
istins or contcmplnted actions and policies in the 
\Vest. “Relevant” statements must address the real 
issues and display an understanding of the likely 
conscqucticcs tliat would ensue i f  their prescriptions 
and admonitions were observed. Suppose, for esam- 
ple, tliiit the Council were to find, after profound 
study, that something like the condemnation of “nu- 
clear weapons” contained in the present Schema 
NI11 tcus justified. It would then be incumbent on 

the Council, before making such a condemnation, 
to emisage quite clearly the more likely conse- 
quences of its fnoral judgment being: 1) accepted 
and acted on, 7) simply ignored, 3)  directly chal- 
lenged by any combination of Catholic decision- 
makers on die one hand and individual citizens on 
the other. This is not to imply that the Council 
should be cowed by xgunients of espediency or 
by threats of non-compliance if it is quite sure of 
its moral position. I t  is to say that in making formal 
moral pronouncemeiits on a subject like this the 
Council \vi11 have to be very sure of its position and 
quite clear about tlie foreseeable consequences be- 
fore it speaks to the consciences of Catholics \vhose 
decisions about nuclear war and deterrence have 
done much to make the world in \vhich we live 
and who could, by a variety of decisions, create a 
world in n~hich there would be no more Vatican 
councils, 

But if the Council must avoid saying more than 
it h n s  ;I clear duty to Ivitli respect to the controlling 
facts of international life, it should also avoid say- 
ing things which may be comforting to some con- 
sciences a n d  “relevant” to home secondary questions 
but ivliich ;ire not responsive to the really basic is- 
sues before lis. Newspaper reports of debates on 
the nuclear question indicate a danger dint the 
Council will be led down the deceptive and now 
largely irrelevant trail of a limited nuclear war n i th  
clean, tactical nuclear devices. This is a trail that 
some of us pursued together with Thomas E. hlur- 
ray, John Courtney Murray, S.J., and others. There 
is still a legitimute area for debate over this subject 
as there is for various theories of graduated deter- 
rence. But the o \~ ra rch ing  fact today is the indis- 
pensable importance of strategic, high-megaton ther- 
monuclear deterrence. No statement on “nuclear 
war” Lvliich does not deal \vith this fact is complete 
or, if one may say so, honest. 

In tlie late fifties we  could still construct models 
of limited nuclear war which might be both moral- 
ly justified and strategically sufficient. There is no 
reason to believe today that n limited nuclear war 
could be fought under any circumstances esccpt 
those in which a strategic nuclear deterrent sanc- 
tioned the “ground rules.” Thus the Council is go- 
ing to have to deal with the morality of strategic 
deterrence no matter \\.hat it decides about “clean” 
and “dirty” bombs. 

This is going to be a very difficult task-and not 
only because of the critical consequences potential- 
ly resulting from any pronouncement on this subject 
by this body. The fact of the matter is that the pre- 
vailing just war doctrine as it is generally applied 

12 uiorldtliew 



is grossly inadequate as a vehicle for analysis and 
as an authoritative basis for moral judgments about 
modem war. Among the short-comings of the just 
war doctrine are the following: 

1. It is too judicial in its approach to deal ade- 
quately Lvith the psychology and dynamics of con- 
flict. 

9.  It seems to have trapped itself into an impos- 
sible situation by reason of its handling of the con- 
cept of immunity of non-combatants from direct at- 
tiack. The origins, authoritative character, interpre- 
tation and present applicability of this concept are 
all much more controversiiil than is generally real- 
ized. 

3. The previous defect is but the most important 
manifestation of a serious ambiguity in our doctrine 
with respect to the differences behveen indh-idual 
and public or corporate morality. 
4. The doctrine has not really been thought 

through since the seventeenth century n4iile the ma- 
terial characteristics of war on the one hand and 
the empirical and normative sciences on the other 
have undergone profound changes. 

5. Finally, of critical importance, the just war 
doctrine does not deal with modern deterrence 
wherein disproporfiotiatc (in terms of traditional mil- 
itary utility) threats are seemingly the indispensable 
means of avoiding general war. 

e 

Despite these grave defects, the just Ivar doc- 
trine sunives because it must sunive. This is hue 
because its underlying assumption is valid: coercive 
force is a perennial fact, and the need to have such 
force to defend law and order is likewise perennial. 
There is, therefore, a perennial need for moral stand- 
ards concerning the use of coercive force and the 
forms that such coercion may take. Even if one were 
to go very far in the direction of nuclear or even 
general pacifism, one could not shake off tlus fun- 
damental truth. The most admired pacifists use co- 
ercive methods to support their goals and they must 
need a moral standard for deciding questions about 
the morality of organizing people to lie down on 
railroad tracks or in the front of trucks just as much 
as the police need one for deciding wliat to do about 
such behavior. 

IVe need a modern just war doctrine. Let us 
begin to build one. Having faced the facts and seen 
the consequences of various moral positions, let us 
first look at our existing moral concepts. Are they 
of theological or of philosophical origin? How much 
authority do they carry? To what extent are they a 
reflection of a particular historical period? In other 

words, before we start “condemning” anything as 
immoral-as distinguished from disastrous, tragic, 
unthinkable, etc.--\ve must be very clear about the 
authority, meaning and scope of the alleged relevant 
moral principles. 

hloreover, as ~ v e  seem to be discovering in other 
problem areas such as populntion, it may be that 
the tr‘aditional way of formulating the issues and 
judging them are neither adequate nor obligatory. 
\Ve may find, after looking at the facts and the tra- 
ditional doctrine, that we need a fresh, different ap- 
proach. If so, we should consider a number of al- 
ternatives before \ve take the historic step of adopt- 
ing one or another. 

If the nest session of tlie Council approaches the 
problem in this way it may find its way to a greatly 
improved moral analysis of modern war. hly guess 
would be, however, that the Council will succeed 
only in tracing something of the magnitude and com- 
plexity of tlie problem and that it will  end up, not 
with clear-cut moral pronouncements but with an 
appeal even more urgent and more elaborate than 
that of Pacem in Tcrris for a systematic study of 
the problem, wi th  emphasis on the positive steps 
which must be made to take us from where we are 
to where we ought to be in the nuclear age. 

justus Georfie h k r  

There is no doubt that any statement niadc by the 
Council, unlcss i t  is an utterly innocuous declaration 
of inapplicable generalities, is going to have the ef- 
fect of penalizing tlie Ilrestern nations, since ob- 
\iously n.1iatever public opinion is engendered by 
die conciliar decrees will be ignored or suppressed 
within the Soviet Union. Nevertlielcss the Council 
must spcak, and this for both moral and “poUticnl” 
reasons. As Churchmen tlie Council Fathers must 
bear Ivitness to Christian principles no mattcr what 
the consequences, even if in sum those consequences 
should be to reduce the Church to tlie status of a 
sect in relation to the larger body of mankind. But 
if prudently worded, as the statement must be, one 
may be certain this rcturn to n glietto will not oc- 
cur; moreover, one may be equally certain that any 
reasonable declaration on nuclear war, emphasizing 
above all the coninion hummity of those on both 
sides of the ideological barrier, will be politically 
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fruitful in the reduction of tensions. IVhat would be 
hardly tolernble is a statement so lauding the Ii'est- 
ern powers as defenders of freedom-however escel- 
lent a case one might make for that proposition- 
tliat it \vould senre only to confirm prejudices in 
tlic rigliteousness of our \va!*s, and thus to inhibit 
nccomniodations by either side. 

Since this is a prudential area, it ought to be noted 
at the outset that \vhat I ~vould ideally hope the 
Council might do, and what I think it practically 
can do, are not idcnticnl. The comments that fol- 
low are, then, offered more \vith a \iew to striking 
n b.il:mccd consensus than to defining a highly per- 
sonal opinion on nuclear moralih. 

First. it sliould be  said that the draft test is de- 
fccti\.e both because it sq 's  too little and too much. 
Concerning the latter trait, I do not think a global 
condcmiintion of nuclear \veapons as such will senre 
any  prcsent purpose-it probably wouldn't be sup- 
ported bv a niajoritv of the Fathers. The  emphasis 
throughout the document should be  primarily on 
:inv u-enpons tliat either by tlie intention of their 
posscssors or by their v e n  nature are instruments 
of total lvar. To the degree dint it can be shown that 
c\'cii some nuclear wenpons do not fall into either 
of tliesc categories, to that degree a statement con- 
dciniiirig all iiuclear weapons may be regarded as 
untimely. Tlie test, therefore, should condemn only 
Uie nianufacturc or possession of weapons, whether 
taken singly or in the aggregate, for which there 
;ire no conccivable military targets. 

This would esplicitly condemn the present ofE- 
cia1 deterrent policy of the American and, U fortiori, 
of tlic Soviet governments. The Soviet deterrent is 
founded on tlie threat of all-out indiscriminate nu- 
clcar destruction. The  American deterrent as con- 
cc>i\"l b ~ *  the Secretary of Defense is based on pos- 
siblc exercise of an option to destroy not only an 
c'neniy's military forces, but his entire .society as 
\vcll. 'Tlie conciliar statement should further specifi 
that along with the direct threat of destruction to 
:in cncmy nation, the mere appearance of a possible 
\villingness to destroy it is equally immoral. 

Tlic reason for this additional specification is that 
(ils I Iiil~e pointed out in Continuum, Summer 1963) 
even i f  i t  is hoped or assumed that the responsible 
olficiiil5 will not retaliate by an act of total war, the 
vcw effectiveness of the deterring thrent makes it 
csscntid that it be believable by the enemy; to that 
eiid it must also be believable to the ordinary citi- 
zen in the threatening nation. As a result he would 
be required to acquiesce in what must appear to 
him as an immoral act, or he would be required to 
abrlic;itc completely his personal judgment of the 

issues involved. Both requirements are in themselves 
immoral. 

The  Council's condemnation of total war should 
make esplicit the immorality of counter-city war- 
fare, and consequently the unchanging character of 
the principle of non-combatant immunity. Since the 
latter lias been obliquely called into question by a 
few American Catholic theorists of international 
Ian., it is important that it be re-affirmed as the one 
fised cthical principle governing all forms of war- 
fare: everyone not directly concerned with the man- 
ufacture, direction or use of weapons and their im- 
mediate adjuncts should be regarded as a non-com- 
bntant. Tlie Council should not only stress with Pius 
SI1 that a punitive war is no longer licit, but  should 
draw from this proscription the corollary that there- 
fore neither the enemy people nor the enemy troops, 
precisely as enemy, can be presumed guilty of the 
crimes imputed to their leaders. 

Furthermore, \\it11 regurd to the statement on non- 
combatant immunity, the bishops should condemn 

the \4c\v that militar). leaders Lvould be justified in 
destroying civilian centers so long as the citizens 
there had been \vamed of the impending destruc- 
tion. The  basis for this condemnation is that to be 
effective any such \yarning would have to b e  recog- 
nized by the citizens in question as prelude to a 
direct attack-other\\%e there would be  no reason 
for them to take flight. But since even an unjustly 
attacked nation does not by that or any other fact 
acquire rights over the live5 of non-combatants in 
the enemy country, this warning is simply a threat 
to do what is intrinsically immoral. No principle of 
double-effect can be  invoked here: and this not be- 
cause there is no proportion behveen the destruc- 
tion of a city and the killing of its non-combatant 
inhabitants (though that is true), but  because one 
cannot distinguish here hvo effects. The act has one 
effect, no matter what the agent may subjectively 
intend. The act that destroys is the act that murders. 

The Council must, then, condemn any form of 
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deterrence which is immoral, any form, that is, which 
is based on the possibility of counter-city warfare 
or on the mere possession of untargetable weapons, 
such as the Russian 100 megaton bomb. But even 
in the case of a deterring force of less potent weap- 
ons, for which theoretically there are conceivable 
targets, it should be emphasized that the mere pos- 
session of such weapons in great numbers is also 
immoral, and this immorality is not erased by an 
eqdicitly, formally, and publicly stated intention 
never to use them against cities. I t  has been argued 
that because an enemy can never be absolutely sure 
that these weapons will not be turned against civilian 
centers, the mere possibility that that could. happen 
constitutes a licit way of augmenting the deterrent 
effect of justly targeted nuclear weapons. I think one 
could agree to this only if the number of weapons 
in a nation’s arsenal were sufficient to destroy noth- 
ing but  an enemy’s military strength. Assuming that 
any potential enemy would always prefer the de- 
struction of his military forces to the destruction of 
his entire society, one could argue that any am- 
b ip iw about the possible use against cities of that 
severely limited number of weapons would be a 
morally licit esercise of deterrence. 

I f  we give the factor of one hundred to an arsenal 
which is adequate only for use against military in- 
stallations, though certainly capable of destroying 
cities as well, the enemy might be in doubt, no mat- 
ter what the espessed intentions, about adhesion 
under the strain of war to a counterforce strategy, 
and this doubt would unquestionably increase the 
effectiveness of the deterrent, and do so morally. But 
as n.e raise the factor from one hundred to a figure 
of one hundred times one hundred, we have gone 
far beyond the demands of adequacy, and the mere 
possession-entirely apart from intention-of these 
superfluous iveapons constitutes a direct threat to 
the enemy cities, and as such acts as an immoral 
deterrent. 

e 

It is apparent, therefore, that the Council must 
speak out against the present exhorbitant deshuc- 
tive power possessed by the United States. Thus far 
I have not found persuasive any explanations of this 
overkill capacity. Usually it is maintained that the 
tremendous e.xisting nuclear strength of the United 
States arsenal (“nuclear weapons in the of thou- 
sands,’’ according to Dr. Enthoven) has been made 
necessary by the unreliability of the weapons-carri- 
ers, that is, by the heavy atbition any attacking 
bomber force would suffer as it moved towards its 
targets. I find it impossible to believe that even an 

allegedly legitimate strike against military targets in 
the Soviet Union, that is, a strike force composed of 
all available hardened-site and underwater missiles 
and of only those bombers on fifteen minute alert 
(though certainly other bombers would be involved) 
-I find it impossible to believe that anything less 
than 15,OOO megatons of destructive force would 
be unleashed in such a strike. (The esact figure may 
be debatable, and would be diminished as less reli- 
ance is placed on manned bombers,) 

Since the RAND people had estimated that even 
a five thousand megaton attack on American mili- 
tary installations alone would result in fallout lethal 
to half the population of the United States, i t  seems 
reasonable to conclude that an attack involving close 
to 15,000 megatons would kill almost a11 of the peo- 
ple in Russia. Obviously we have gone beyond any 
calculation of double effect. Nothing within the 
scope of man’s imaginaticin would render just such 
devastation and murder. For this reason the Coun- 
cil must speak out against the overkill capacit).. 

Finally, and of greatest importance for the indi-’ 
vidual Christian, the Council should attend to the 
heroic witness of Archbishop Thomas Roberts, and 
&inn in the clearest terms possible the right of en- 
lightened conscience to determine participation in 
any conceivable future war. 

There are other minor points that tlie Council 
could treat of, either in the contest of a declaration 
on nuclear Lvar or in some nuxiliar). statement. I t  
should criticize the resurgence of chauvinism, wlieth- 
er \\,it11 regnrd to individual nations or with regnrd 
to racial groupings and pon.er blocs. I t  should un- 
hesitatingly declare the necessity for moving towards 
an effective world federalism, and it sliould applaud 
tlie w-ork of the United Nations as a first, though 
inadequate, step in that direction. It must plead for 
continuing negotiations for effective arms control, 
and might suggest as one practical measure for 
reaching that goal the creation of a nuclear-free zone 
in Central Europe. In the realm of more attainable 
ends, a commission composed of’ scientists, military 
people, humanists, and theologians could be named 
to explore ways that the Church as Church might 
aid in easing tensions behveen the East and West- 
as, for one example, by fostering greater contacts 
behveen ministers of religion from the rival powers. 

It is only if the Council addresses itself to the 
problems of nuclear war and of international eco- 
nomic justice (and by that fact, to overpopulation) 
that it will be true to the mandate of that Pope who 
made these the overriding concerns of his short 
reign. It is the legacy of Pope John that the Council 
Fathers must preserve and increase. 
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