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the earth; 73 we cannot escape this responsibility. We urge every 

diocese and parish to implement balanced and objective educational 

programs to sensitize Christians at all age levels to iisues of war 

and peace. These programs should provide a practical framework within 

which they can discuss the problem and begin to make the moral 

decisions required. Peopl:e must be educated in all the currents of 

our tradition. Development and implementation of these programs 

should receive a high priority during the next three years. These 

programs should be developed in an integral .fashion. To accomplish 

this, this pastoral letter in its entirety--including its 

complexities--should be used as the framework for such programs. 

As they are developed, some key points should be kept in lllind: 
...... 

Questions of war and peace have a profqundly moral dimension which 

responsible Christians cannot ignore. They are questiofts of life and 

death. True, these questi?ns also have a political dimension because 

they are embedded in public policy. ·But the fact that they are .also 

political is no excuse for denying the church's obligation to provide 

its members with the help they need in forming their consciences. We 

must learn together how to make correc~ and responsible moral 

judgments. We reject, therefore, criticism ·of the church•s ·concern 

with these issues on the ground that it "should not become involved in 

politics. 11 We are called to move from discussion to witness and 

action . 

73 Genesis 1:26-30. 
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At the same time, we recognize that the· church's authority does not 

carry the same force when- it deals with technical solutions involving 

particular me!=lns as it does when it speaks of pr·inciples or ends. 

People may agree- in abhorring an injustice·, for instance, yet 

sincerely disagree as to what practical approach will achieve justice. 

Religious groups are- as entitled as others to their opinions in such 

cases, but should not claim that their opinions are the- only ones that 

people o~ good will may hold. 

The church's educational programs must explain clearly those 

principles or teachings about which there is little question. Those· 

teachings, which seek to make explicit the Gospel call to peace and 

the tradition of the church, should then be applied to concrete 

s·i tua tions • They must indicate what. the possible legitimate options . 

-are (if indeed- there· are several), and what the consequences of those 

options may be • 

to be emphasized. 

While this approach should be self-evident, it needs 

Some people who have entere_d the public debate on 

nuclear warfar.e-, at all points on the spectrum of opinion, appear not 

to understand or accept some of the clear teaching of the church as 

contained in papal or conciliar documents. For example, some would 

place almost no limits on the use of nuclear weapons if they are 

needed for "self;.defense." Some on the other side of the debate 

insist on conclusions which may be legitimate options but cannot be 

made obligatory on the basis of actual church teaching. 

2. Reverence for Life in the Pursuit of P~ace 

To · have peace in our world we must· first have peace within 

ourselves. As Pope John Paul II reminded us in his Day of Peace 
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message, world peace will always elude us until · peace becomes a 

reality for each of us personally. "It springs from the dynamism of 

free wills guided by reason towards the common good that is to be 

attained in truth, justice, and love. 11 H Interior peace becomes 

possible only when we have a conversion of spirit. - We cannot have 

peace with hate in our hearts. 

No society can live in .peac.e with 

without a full awareness of the worth 

person, and of the sacredness of all 

itself, or 

and dignity 

human life. 

with the world, 

of every human 

When we accept 

violence in any form as commonplace, our sensitivities become dulled. 

If we accept violence, war itself becomes taken for granted. Violence 

has many faces: oppression of the poor, deprivation of basic human 

rights, economic exploitation, wretched prison conditions, religious, 

ethnic, or sexual discrimination, sexual exploita·tion and pornography, 

neglect or abuse of the aged and the helpless, and innumerable other 

acts of humanity. Abortion in particular blunts a ·sense of the 

sacredness of human life. If the innocent. unborn :are killed wantonly, 

how can we expect people to feel right-eous revulsion at the ac:t o.r 

threat of killing innocent non-combatants in war? 

3. Prayer 

A conversion of our hearts and minds will make it possibl-e for us 

to enter into a closer communion with our Lord. We nourish that by 

personal and communal prayer, for it is in prayer that we encounter 

74 Message for the World Day of Peace, paragraph 4. 
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Jesus who is our peace 75 and learn from him the way to peace. In his 

presence and gifted with his spirit, we are enabled to recognize the 

violence and enmity in our own lives, and to repent of our sin, to 

know the forgiveness of our God. In prayer we are renewed in faith 

and touch again our hope in God's promise. 

We. have been told by the. Lord that when we pray 

our midst. Joined, in this. one spirit, Christians, 

together he is in 

knowing they will 

be heard, beseech the risen Christ to gift our world with his peace. 

Only in prayer can we find the wisdom and the courage necessary even 

to· begin our search for· peace. 

Peace is a gift from God. We will be able to make that gift come 

alive· in the world only if our vision is enlightened by his wisdom. 

our efforts must be strengthened and shaped by his saving grace. 

Through prayer we truly become instruments in the -Lord's hands, 

instruments capable of establishing and maintaining peace. 

We implore everyone of .good will to join us in a continuing prayer 

for peace. We ask for peace within ourselves, peace in our families 

and communities, peace within our nation, peace in the world. We 

suggest the following acts: 

a. We· should pr.ay as individuals, with some daily supplication for 

peace. Many Catholics may prefer the Rosary; others some other 

regular prayer or devotion. 

75 Ephesian,s 2:14. 
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b. We should pray regularly as a community. The mass, in 

particular, is a powerful means of seeking God's help 

those conditions, both in ourselves and in the world, 

in creating 

which are 

essential to promoting true peace. !n the· E·ucharist we encounter the 

r i sen Lord who bequeathed us his -peace; he shares with us the graces 

of the redemption which enable us to preserve. and nourish this 

precious gift. We encourage eve.ry Catholic to make the kiss. of peace 

at mass an authentic sign ofi our reconciliation with God and with one 

another ~ Moreover, to give visible expression to our commitment to 

pray for peace as a Christian community, we offer the following 

invocation to be used throughout the United States in every prayer of 

the faithful: 

For~ peace throughout the· world, and for all~ work for~. 

let ~ E!!I ~ ~ Lord. 

c. We must be helped in our prayer by the word of God. We ask 

p-reachers , on those occasions when the scriptural reading is 

appropriate, to address homilies on· the spiritual dimension of the 

quest for peace. 

d._ In order to e~ance understanding of the theme of the world day 

of peace, we recommend establishment of a Peace Sunday to be held 

annually throughout the United States. 

4. Penance 

We pray with words, and also with penitential practice. We must 

ask not only for God's help, but for God's forgiveness of the violence 

of our acts and in our hearts. This is a time of decision, a time of 
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crisis. The church has a tradition of prayer and fasting before 

important decisions are made. We should revive that tradition. We 

ask everyone to adopt some penance, make some sacrifice, to help bring 

the conversion of our hearts. 

Individuals and groups should choose a form of penance that has 

special meaning .for them. We bishops will take a lead by observing 

Friday as a day of abstinence from me-at. We personally will abstain 

on that day, and we encourage the rest of the .church, and all people 

of good will, to join us. This act of public penitance would become a 

weekly reminder, to ourselves and all with whom we come in contact, of 

the depth of our concern for peace. 

V. CHRISTIAN RESPONSIBILITY 

A. Message of Encouragement ~ Hope to Certain Communities of 

Catholics 

Throughout this letter we have been speaking of all humanity's need 

to seek and preserve peace with justice. We wish now to speak 

especially to our Catholic people whose special responsibilites and 

needs merit special words of hope and encouragement. While we 

necessarily limit our remarks here to certain o,f these, they represent 

many others, whom we include iimplicitly as well. 

l. To Catholic Educators: Priests, Religious and LayPersons 

We are grateful to those who attempt to teach and to preach 

effective alternatives to war and the pursuit of a just peace. It is 

in no way a 11weakening of the national will, 11 nor a disparagement of 
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honorable military service or a strong national defense, to explore 

every alternative to war. 

Educators should remember that just war teaching establishes 

rigorous conditions that must be met if a decision to go to war, or 

the continued conduct of war, is just. We believe that accurate 

teaching, understanding; and application of the jus.t- war tradition, in 

all. its demanding intellectual rigor,· can serve as a powerful medium 

for helping to restrict severely the likelihood_ of war, sharply reduce 

its savagry, and creat a radically improved climate for "waging 

peace." 

We nee-d the wisdom and learning of Catholic theologians in the full 

development of a true theology of peace. We ask you to give to your 

activities the same- scholarly efforts and prayerful concern that have 

ma.rked the very best of your effo-rt. for centuries. We encourage you, 

also, to help analyze- the critical and controversial issues of the day 

with technical care and clarity to help Catholics form their own 

consciences and respect the consciences of others. 

Finally we encourage all to be mindful of our obligations both to 

those who serve our country loyally in the armed forces and those who 

serve with equal loyalty as pacificists. Excessive criticism of 

pacifists• means of avoiding war and violence has moved some critics 

to· lose- sight of the end of true pacifism. a just peace . Paci.fists 

are even reviled as unpatriotic or disloyal, and at best naive, 

willing to settle for "peace at any price 11
• Pacifism and pacifists 

deserve better understanding. Unjust peace may not be pursued either 

through armed force or by non-violent means. We believe that Catholic 
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pacifists are committed tc this principle. Those dedicated to the 

pursuit of just peace through peaceful means must not be ignored as 

visionaries or scorned as misfits. We encourage teachers and 

preachers to help develop understanding and respect for those who walk 

the sometimes lonely road of pacifism and non-violence. 

2. Tc Catholics in the Armed Forces and Defense Activities 

Many millions of Catholics serve in the armed forces and in 

military defense activities. 

pe-ace. 

They carry special burdens of war and 

First, we address these involved in the decision making process as 

advisors or executives, and in the exercise of authority over others. 

We have been deeply impressed by the demanding moral standards many of 

you observe in the performance of your duties, and by the example cf 

your personal spiritual lives. We feel? therefore, that we can urge 

you to do everything you can to assure that every peaceful alternative 

is exhausted before war is even remotely considered. In develop~g 

battle plans and weapons systems, we urge you to try to assure that 

these are designed to reduce violence, destruction, suffering and 

death to a minimum, 

other innocent persons. 

keeping in mind especially non-combatants and 

We remind all in authority and in the chain of command that their 

training and field manuals have always, and still do, prohibit certain 

actions in the conduct of war, especially those actions which inflict 

harm on innocent civilians. The question is not whether certain 
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actions are unlawful or forbidden in warfare, but which actions. 75 In 

this document, for example, we have spoken clearly against the 

deliberate use of weapons against. civilian populations. Catholic 

military personnel must observe those prohibitions. 

Those- who train individuals for military duties must r-emember that 

the citizen does not lose hi,s- or her basic-- human rights by entrance 

into military service. No one, for: whatever reason, can jus.tly treat 

a- military person with less dignity and respect than that demanded and 

deserved for every human person. One of the most difficult problems 

of war involves. defending a free society without destroying the· values 

that give. it meaning and validity. Dehumanization 0£ a nation I s 

military personnel in an effort to increase their fighting 

effectiveness, by· dulling their sensibilities. and generating hatred 

toward advers-aries robs them of. basic human _r-ights and freedoms, 

degrading. them as pers.ons • 

Attention must be given to the effects on military persons 

themselves of the use of even legitimate means of conducting war. 

Whil~ attacking legitimate targets and wounding or killing opposed 

combat forces may be. morally justified, what happens to military 

persons r-equired to carry out these actions? Are they treated merely 

as instruments of w-ar, insensitive as the weapons. they use? With what 

moral or emotional experiences do they return from war and attempt to 

resume the normalcy of civilian life? How does their experience 

affect society? How are they treated by society? 

75 Church in the Modern World, paragraph 79. 
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It is not only basic human rights of adversaries that must be 

respected, 

therefore, 

but those of our own forces, as 

the obligation of responsible 

well. We reemphasize, 

authorities to assure 

appropriate training 

appropriate support 

unconscionable to 

and ~ducation of combat forces and to provide 

for those who have experienced combat. It is 

deprive of proper psychological and other 

appropriate treatment those veterans of combat whose lives have been 

severely disrupted or traumatized by their combat experiences. 

Finally, we are grateful for the sacrifices so many in military 

service must make, and urge that those sacrifices be mitigated ·to the 

degree possible by the provision of appropriate living and .working 

conditions and adequate financial recompense. Military persons and 

their families must be provided continuing opportunity for full 

spiritual growth, the exercise of their religious faith, and a 

dignified mode of life. We especially commend and encourage our 

priests in military service who do their best to provide such 

opportunity. 

3. To Catholic Scientists, Doctors, Technicians and Industrial 

Workers 

We are grateful to members of the scientific community who have 

contributed their ·talents to reduction in arms. We further appreciate 

efforts made by medical doctors who have tried to heighten awareness 

of the frightening toll in deaths and disabilities that would accrue 

in nuclear war. We strongly encourage Catholic scientists and 

technicians, particularly, to exercise their creative skills in trying 

to develop safer ways to defend human life, while simultaneously 
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t"educing in numbet"s and devastating potential the anns tht"eatening 

today's wot"ld. 

Modern history is· not lacking scientists who have looked back with 

deep remorse on the development o~ weapons to which they contribute.d, 

sometimes with the highest motivation, even believing that they were 

creating weapons that would rende·r all othet" weapons obsolete and 

convince the world of the unthinkableness of war. Such efforts have 

ever proved illusory. Surely, equivalent dedication of scientific 

minds to reverse current trends, and to pursue concepts as bold and 

adventuresome in favor of peace. as. those· which in the past have 

magnified the. risks in. war, could re.sult in drama·tic benefits for all 

of humanity. 

Nor do we limit our remarks to physical scientists. In his address. 

at the- Unite.d Nations University in Hiroshima, Pope- John Paul II 

warned about misuse of " •••• the social sciences and the human 

behavioral sciences when they are- utilized to manipulate people, to 

crush their minds, souls, dignity and freedom ••.• Science and 

~echnology are a wonderful product of a God-given human creativity, 

since they have provided us with wonderful possibilities· and we all 

gratefully benefit from them. B·ut we know that this potential is not 

a neutral one: 

degradation. 11 77 

It can be· used either for man's progress or for his 

We cannot ignore those engaged in the actual manufacture of weapons 

--------------------
' 77 Address on February 25, 1981, reported in Origins: NC Documentary 

Service, March 12, 1981, p. 62. 



DRAFT PAGE 58 

designed to produce massive and indiscriminate destruction. We have 

judged immoral even the threat to use such weapons. At the same time, 

we have held that the possession of nuclear weap~ns may be tolerated 

as deterrents, while meaningful efforts are underway to achieve 

multilateral disarmament. Therefore, we cannot at this time require 

Catholics who manufacture nuclear weapons, sincerely believing they · 

are enhancing a deterrent capability and reducing the likelihood of 

-war, to leave such employment.· Should we become convinced that even 
I 

the temporary possession of such weapons may no longer be morally 

tolerated, we would logically be required to consider immoral any 

involvement in their manufacture. All Catholics in weapons industries 

should evaluate their activities on a continuing basis, forming their 

consciences in accordance with the general principles ~nunciated in 

this pastoral letter. 

4. To Catholics in Communications Media . . 

l'he Second Vatican Council emphasized the requirements .of charity 

and of truth, and the role of communications media f ,ulfillirig in these 

_, requirements to make everyone "a partner in the business c.f the human 

race 11 • 78 We make these sentiments our own both in thanking Catholics 

totally committed to communicating truth through the media in which 

they are employed, and in -encouraging them to express with meticulous 

care the truth about issues of war and peace. 
' 

We admire those who have risked their lives in combat conditions to 

78 The Pastoral Instruction on the Means of Social Communication, 
paragraph 19. 
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report the truth of war as they perceive it. With rapid 

communications and the opportunity for peoples throughout the world 

not only to learn of conflicts with great speed, but actually to see 

them taking place on television, the presentation of such events bears 

with it grave obligations. The reporting of wars can enormously 

affect their. nature·, national attitudes concerning them, 

their final outcome. 

and even 

Truthfully reporting on international issues related to war and 

peace requires scrupulous honesty and objectivity. Catholics in the 

media have a special obligation to subordinate personal interests and 

viewpoints when these may discolor their perception and reporting of 

the truth. By articulating- the whole truth clearly and intelligently 

the skilled communicator can help those in disagreement to understand 

each other's. perspectives, to find common ground, and, at least, to 

disagree with mutual respect. 

S. To Catholic Public· Officials 

The Second Vatican Council did not hesitate to speak of 11 the 

difficult yet noble art of politics. 1179 Political leaders today face 

few-difficulties equal to those concerning war and peace; nor is 

greater nobility demanded in the development of publi policy than that 

concerning such issues. 

We encourage ·c_atholics holding public office to be open to the 

views of the people in whose name you help shape critical decisions. 

7 ' Church in the Modern World, paragraph 75. 
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Sufficient reliable and authentic information must be shared with the 

people to enable them to formulate their views intelligently. At the 

same time, we encourage our people to invest in you the trust you 

merit and to pray that you be guided by the Holy Spirit. Leaders of 

democratic states must ultimately depend on popular consensus to 

effect their policies over extended periods of time. Our own nation· 

has even today not fully recovered from the turbulence of engaging in 

a military conflict without such consensus. 

We would ask you above all others to be sensitive to the horrors of 

war and the sufferings it inflicts upon the -entire mystical body of 

-Christ. Every war pits brother and sister against brother and sister, 

since we are all sons. and daughters of the one Father. Those of us 

who pray so frequently the Our Father have a special -obligation to 

help remind others that we are .all children of God. 

We ask you to examine with great care and objectivity every 

potential initiative toward world peace, regardless ~f how unpromising 

it might first appear. At . the same time we as~ you to be particulai-ly 

sensitive to the consciences of those who sincerely believe that they 

may not morally support warfare in general, a given war, 

exercise of a particular role within the armed forces. 

or the 

Catholic 

public officials might well serve all of our fellow citizens by 

proposing and supporting legi,slation designed to give _maximum 

protection to this precious freedom, true freedom of consci-ence. 

Finally, since peace is not mei:-ely the absence of war, but the 

exei:-cise of equity and the support of human i:-ights for all, we urge 

Catholic public officials to seek justice foi; pei:-sons evei:-ywhere. 
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Public policy that makes clear to the world our commitment to share 

appropriately with all humankind the bountiful resources with which 

God has blessed US, can contribute immeasurably to peace. 

6. To Catholic Youth 

We urge. you never to become· discouraged. This is still very much 

God's world. We pray that you will- never hav~ to suffer war,. but we 

encourage you to trust God in.all things, to .work and. pray unceasingly 

for· peace with justice, and to do always what. is honorable. You have 

a grave responsibility to learn what is ri~ht teaching about war and 

pe.ac:e, and to seek appropriate guidance in forming your consciences. 

In this difficult task you have our sympathetic- understanding and 

support. 

7. To Catholic· Parents 

We are conscious of the endless sacrifices you make, rejoice with 

you when these- sacrifices seem to be rewarded, and are sad with you in 

your disappointments. We pray tha.t you will never suffer the loss of 

sons and daughters through war. We know that you will try to guide 

their decisions about war and peace in accordance with the teachings 

of our faith, and that you will try to prepare them morally for 

whatever they may have to face. 

a. To Catholics Who Are Aged, Ill,~ Military Veterans 

Many of you have seen the years pass and in experiencing a lifetime 

of wars and rumors of wars have acquired a wisdom enjoyed by few but 

the aged. We need your perspective, guidance and prayers. 
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You who suffer illness can offer your pain, joined with that of 

Christ who still suffers in his crucified body that we call the world. 

Your pain can do much to pr.emote healing and reconciliation in ·the 

hearts of those in conflict. 

To you who have known military service and possibly even fought and 

suffered in battle, we turn for special help. We are grateful for the 

sacrifices you have made for all of us, and now we ask your guidance 

for the young who may themselves serve in the armed forces. Offer 

your experiences of war to those who still believe war to be 

glamorous. Offer your prayers that one day there will be "Never again 

war"! 

9. To Catholics in Special Peace Activities 
't 

We save our final words in this portion of our message of 

encouragement and hope for you who struggle so hard and give so much 

of yourselves in special activities devoted to peace with justice and 

especially to the vision of non~violence in this violent world. 

How deeply we appreciate your commitment to be among those 

peacemakers Jesus termed blessed. 

even the suffering you have faced. 

We know the many problems, indeed, 

Now we ask you to go even beyond 

your courageous efforts to alert the world to the terrible dangers of 

war, and point to the way of non-violence. We ask you to help build 

bridges to your brother and sister Catholics whose approaches to 

peacemaking differ from your own. The Apostle Paul reminds us of the 

diversities of gifts that are given by the one Spirit; the differences 

of ministries, but the one Lord; the variances of operations, but the 
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same _God wo.rking in all. aa It would be a .sad paradox, indeed, were we 

to engage in bitterness and recriminations while urging .others to 

pursue the vision of peace. 

You who are ambassadors of peace are indeed ambassadors of the 

Prince of Peace. His was a ministry of reconciliation, of gathering 

toge·ther the fragments.. You have proved your willingness to sacrifice 

yourselves in countless ways to adv-ance the cause of peace with 

justice in the world. We are confident now, that without compromise 

of conscience, you and all who are dedicated to just peace will offer 

one another-, with. deep compassion and love, the same sign of peace 

that all Catholics offe.r so joyfully during the mass. 

a. ! Message~ All Catholics as Citzens of the United States 

There is no justification for not raising the question of the 

responsibility of each nation and each individual in the face of 

possible wars and of the nuclear threat. 1111 Nuclear weapons pose 

especially acute· questions of conscience· for Catholics who happen to 

be American. Those citizens wish to affirm their loyalty to their 

country and its ideals, yet must also hold to the _universal principles 

proclaimed by the church. While some other countries also possess 

nuclear weapons, the United State·s was. the first to build and to use 

them. Like th.e Soviet Union, this. country now possesses so many 

weapons as to imperil the continuation of civilization .- Americans 

share r-esponsib-ility for the current condition, and cannot evade 

aa l Corinthians, 12. 

a1 Pope John Paul II at Hiroshima, section 2. 
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responsibility for confronting it. The democratic American political 

system demands thoughtful and informed participation by all its 

citizens. Most Americans hold religious values that bear on these 

issues, and Catholics--bearing in mind Christs•s teaching of love-

can .no less evade them. 

As loyal citizens, Catholics love their country, but their very 

love and loyalty·make them examin~ on a continuing basis their 

country's role in world affairs, asking that it live up to its full 

potential as a model and bearer of peace with justice for all 

humankind. "Citizens must cultivate a generous and loyal spirit of 

patriotism, but without being narrow-minded. This means that they 

will always direct their attention to the good of the whole human 

family, united by the different ties which bind together races, 

people., and nations. 11·82 

Informed understanding does not exclude the exercise of true 

Christian charity toward those with whom one may disagree. Their 

commitment to peace with justice may be no less honest simply because 

their perceptions of issues may differ. Our charity must include 

public officials who make awesome decisions about war and peace. 

While the Catholic citizen must not be politically naive, no soci~ty 

can endure if its public. officials are treated only with cynicism or 

contempt. Again the Second Vatican Council prov.ides guidance: 

Christians "must recognize the legitimacy of di-fferent opinions with 

regard to temporal -solutions, and respect citizens, who, even as a 

82 Church in the Modern~. paragraph 75. 
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group, defend their points of view by honest method$. 11 83 

Finally, let us all r:-emember that the vision of peace proclaimed by 

Jesus- is no mere ideal. For the Christian., Jesus' teaching on the 

Kingdom of God discloses God's ultimate intent for his creation. In 

our lives we- know God in a continuing call from reliance on self to 

confidence: in. God, and from concern for self to commi tinent to others 

in loving, service. This call is a compelling invitation for the 

Christian, the· basis of Christian responsibility. Our conversion is 

halted or crippled when we refuse to respond. 

moral evil. 

This is the meaning of 

God's call reache-s us. in the concrete historical circumstances of 

our day. we, need to remember acts of war committed by our nation, as 

well as by others, which· even at the· time· we-re , perceived by some as 

moral. outrages, particularly the -firs·t use of atomic weapons- in l 945. 

Faced with the sinful reality of the arms race and. the threat of 

nucle·ar extinction, the Christian· who accepts the Gospel vision cannot 

remain indifferent, silent, or inactive. In no. sense can the horror 

of nuclear war be seen as compatible with, much less an instrument of, 

the Gospel of the Prince of Peace. 

Many factors make it difficult to respond to God's call. Yet we 

must. respond, · finding the way to construct new methods of conflict 

resolution on which human survival and world peace depend. 

We must tell ourselves and· our fellows: We repent, we love, we 

83 Ibid., paragraph 75. 
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hope. "Lo this is our God; we have waited for him, that he might save 

us... Let us be glad and rejoice in his salvation. 11 1'4 

--------------------
84 Isaiah 25: 9. 
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APPENDIX: THE NCCB COMMITTEE ON WAR AND PEACE 

The NCCB Committee on War and Peace had its beginnings in a lengthy 

discussion of the moral and religious dimensions of war which occurred 

at the 1980 General Meeting. After several varia on the topic had 

been introduced, Bishop Head, Chairman of the Soial Development and 

World Peace Committee, proposed that the NCCB · leadership accept 

responsibility for responding to the ·varia. 

In line with this proposal, Archbishop Roach, President of the 

NCCB, established an ad-hoc committee to prepare a pastoral letter on 

the topic of war and peace. The letter was to take into consideration 

what the NCCB/USCC had done on the question of modern war~ the arms 

race, conscientious objection, and related issues, and it was then to 

use papal, conciliar, and other theological resources to dev~lop a new 

policy ~tatement designed ·to respond particularly but not ,exclusiv~ly 

to the challenge of war and the need for a theology of peace in the 

nuclear age. 

Archbishop Roach asked Archbishop Bernadin (Cincinnati) to chair 

the ad-hoc COfflr!littee and four Cilther bishops were invited to join: 

Bishop Fulcher (Columbus), Bishop Gumbleton (Detroit), Bishop O'Connor 

(Military Ordinariate), and Bishop Reilly (Norwich). The Conf-erence 

of Major Superiors of Men and the Leadership Conference of Women 

Religious were invited to appoint representatives as consultants to 

the committee: Rev. Richard Warner, C. S. C. 'and Sr. · Juliana Casey, 

I.H.M. Bruce Martin Russett, Professor of Political Science at Yale 

University, was engaged as the principal author of the pastoral 
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letter. The staff to the committee were· Rev. J. Bryan Hehir, Director 

of the uscc Office of International Justice and Peace, and Mr. Edward 

Doherty, Adviser for Political-Military Affairs in the same office. 

The committee· formally began its work in July 1981. Between July 

1981 and July 1982 it held 14 meetings receiving the views of a wide· 

ranga af witnesses whose names appear at the end of the Appendix. The 

witnesses were selected to provide the committee with a spectrum of 

views and diverse forms of professional and pastoral experience. 

After several meetings with nongovernmental representatives, the 

commitee- met with members of the Administration. 

The· first draft of the · pastoral went to the entire membership of 

the NCCB · in 
I 

June· to solicit comments; in July the committee met to 

consider the· comments and revise the draft in. light of them. The 

revised draft came before the Administrative Board in September and 

was approved for action by the General Meeting at the November 1982 

meeting. 

Witnesses~ appeared before the Committee~~ and Peace: 

Former Government Officials 

Harold ~' Secretary of Defense in the Carter Administration; 

Secretary of the Air Force in the Johnson Administration; James 

Schlesinger, Secretary of Defense in the Nixon-Ford Administrations; 

Director of the CIA in the Nixon Administration; Secretary of Energy 

in the Carter Administration; Gerard Smith, Chief of the U.S. 

Delegation to the SALT· I Negotiations for President Nixon; Ambassador 

at Large and Special Presidential Representative for nonproliferation 
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for President Carter; Helmut Sonnenfeld, Counselor to the Department 

of State .in the Nixon-Ford Administrations; Herbert Scoville, Deputy 

Director of the CIA; arms control specialist; David Linebaugh, analyst 

at the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; arms control specialist; 

Roger Molander, specialist for nuclear weapons policy on National 

Security Staff for Carter Administration; Executive Director of Ground ' , 

Zero program. 

Moral Theologians/Ethicists 

Dr. William £'Brien, Professor of Government and International Law, 

Georgetown University; Rev. Frank Winters, !•~·•, Assistant Professor 

of Eth·ics at Ge-orgetown University School of Foreign Service; Dr .. 

Gordon~, Professor Emeritus at University of Massachusetts; Pax 

Christi, Board of Directors; Rev. Francis Meehan, Professor of Moral 

Theology, St. Charles Seminary, .Philadelphia, PA; member of Pax 

Christi; Dr. Ralph Potter, Professor of .S·oci-al Ethi·cs, Harvard 

Divinity School .; Dr. Alan Geye·r, Director of Center for Theology and 

Public Policy,~- James Finn, author, editor of Worldview for many 

years; Dr. Paul Ramsey, Professor of Christian Ethics at Princeton 

University; Rev. Charles Curran, Professor of Moral Theology at 

Catholic University; Rev. Joseph Fuchs, !·~·, Professor of Moral 

Theology, Gregorian University; Visiting Professor .at Kennedy 

Institute,' Washington, D.C.; Rev. John Langan, !·l·, Assistant 

Professor of Philosophy at Geor-getown Univenity; -Staff Associate at 

Woodstock Theological Institute;~- George Weigel, author, columnist, 
' 

staff associate with World Without War Council. 

Scripture Scholars 
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Rev. Donald Senior, £·!:, Professor of New Testament at Chicago 

Theological Union; Sr. Sandra Schneiders, !·~·~·, Professor of New 

Testament at Jesuit School. of Theology in Berkeley; Rev • . Roland 

Murphy, Professor of Old Testament Studies at Duke 

. University;!:!· William Heidt,£·~·!·, Professor of Old Testament at 

Holy Apostles Seminary, Cromwell, Conn. 

Catholic Peace Organizations 

Mr. Thomas Cornell, Catholic Peace Fellowship; Mrs. Molly Rush, Thomas 

Merton Center, Pitts.burgh; one of the "Plowshares Eight"; Sr. Mary 

Collins, Benedictines For Peace; 

Studies, Catholic University. 

Conflict Resolution. Specialists 

Assistant ?rofessor of Religious 

Dr. Roger Fisher, Professor of Law at Harvard University; Dr. Gene 

Sharp, Harvard Center ·for International Affairs. 

Retired Military Personnel 

Gen. George Seignious, USA (~.), Director of Arms Control and 

Disarmament Agency (Carter Administration); Adm. Noel Gaylor, USN 

(~.), writer on nuclear w·eapons policy. 

Officials of the U~S. Government 

Mr. Casper Weinberger, Secretary of De£ense; !!£"· Lawrence Eagle.berger, 

Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs; Mr. Eugene Rostow, 

Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; Ambassador Edward 
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A FAIR HEARING FOR THE BISHOPS 
~s ?(".wi~V\Tor, s.:r. 

It was not by chance that the lvneri can Bi shops' ad hoc Committee 

on War and Jeace, charged with the mandate to prepare a pastoral letter for 

lvnerican ·catholics on the morality of nuclear deterrence, invited as its 

first witness/consultant Dr. William O'Brien of the Government Department at 

Georgetown. For Prof. O'Brien is the preeminent Ameri"can authority on the 

applied theory of the just war in the modern age. While other specialists · 

may have explored some or other aspect of this problematic set of questions 

more exhaustively than he, O'Brien has no rival in his efforts to explore 

the interrelationship of the legal, moral, strategic and political context of 

efforts to limit modern war. Hence, the appropriateness of the Bishop~• 

choice for an inaugural presentation in their process of consultation on the 

intricacies of forming moral and political judgements on nuclear deterrence 

and/or war. Similar invitations have engaged his authoritative .advice in the 

deliberations of the Archdiocese of Washington, during the spring of 1982, 

and in the timely conference scheduled for the fall, 1982, by the Doctrine 

Committee of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops and the Joint 

Committee of the Catholic Learned Societies and Scholars. A prop~et honored jn 

his own country . 

. Given this record of openness on the part of the American hierarchy 

to his learned counsel, one is somewhat taken aback by the tone of O'Brien's 

article (THQ, Spring, 1982) "The Peace Debate and Pmerican Catholics". He 

speaks, for example, of a crucial distinction made by the bishops (in direct 

continuity with the doctrine of the Second Vatican Council, decree on the 

Church in the Modern World, Gaudium et spes, #79-81,) between the use of 

nuclear weapons and their mere possession as "insane". (p. 221) .More 

fundamentally, he contends that the challenges to present U.S. strategic 
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·doctrine which have issued from the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 

in the last five years have tended to disregard the Church's teaching of the 

just war theory. With all appropriate deference to Prof. O'Brien's 

personal authority on these questions and with trepidation on entering the 

lists with the University's distinguished scholar in this area, one feels 
. 

obligated, in justice to the bishop's conscientious efforts to meet their own 

obligations as moral leaders, to utter a few .words in defense of the American 

episcopate. For bishops, as well as scholars, deserve a fair hearing. 

The bishops indeed .have not disregarded the traditional theory 

for limiting violence in war. In the first draft of the promised pastoral 

letter (to be issued definitively on Nov. 17 or 18, 1982) they devote a full 

twenty-nine pages (pp. 10-38) to recalling the structure of the doctrine and 

applying it in great specificity to the anguishing questions of tee nuclear era. 

Since the language of the first draft remains unfortunately somewhat 

"scholastic" in style and thus rather veiled to the modern reader, it might 

be helpful in balancing the picture of the moral deliberations currently 

preoccupying the bishops to present something of a .translation of the classic 

statement of principles for limiting the violence of war into language 

more accessible to the public. With apologies then, to the purist~ and 

with ·admission of some blurring of scholastic nuance, let me present a surrmary 

of the ancient tradition on the limited rights of war. -
The church's doctrine on war is a philosophical one, not a mere 

religious reliance on scriptural directives. For, to the chagrin of many 

Christians, the church teaches that scripture alone does not suffice to guide 

the fonnation of conscience, which requires the rigorous application of reason 

to the anguishing choices that confront each generation which has the 

experience of agression. The question of self-defense is precisely, then, a 

moral question rather than a narrowly religious one, which must be answered 

by believers and unbelievers alike, relying on all the resources of intelligence 
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and learning. The question of war is, like all moral questions, one of rights 

and obligations. 

Self-defense is both a right and, on some members of the corrmunity 

at least, an obligation. • Always allowing for the creative contribution of 

conscientious objection ~s a leaven in the societal context, the moral doctrine 

of the church reminds citizens of their obligation to preserve their hard-won 

·treasures of national self-determination and of their culture. Since human 

beings are obliged by their very nature to seek to develop their talent within 

the idiosyncratic context of their own culture, all attempts by outsiders 

to control the political, economic or military fate of a nation must be resisted 

in the name of nature's mandate. Not to pause inordinately on the f~ndamental 

moral logic behind this commonly acknowledged dictate of conscience, we 

may rest content with the evocation of our own national creed in this matter: 

and to assume among the powers of the earth the separate and equal 
station to which the laws of nature and of nature's god entitle them ... 

We .are entitled to defend our "separate and equal station" by the law 

(obligation} to do so. Rights (entitlements) spring, in the American 

conscience, from obligations. Going to war to repel invasi-on may not merely be 

morally right: it may be morally obligatory. Killing in war may be an act of 

civic virtue. 

The right to go. to war, however; like all other rights, is limited. -
It does not confer the license to indulge in any sort of violent response 

whatsoever to aggression, ·for the right of self-defense is part of the texture 

of human rights which envelop and shield the race's communal existence. 'There 

are other . rights existing alongside of, and sometimes in conflict with, the 

right of self-defense, for example, the right of the saine people (in this case 

the American people) to survive the war being contemplated in a condition 

demonstrably superior to their probable fate if they had decided not to go ·to 

war. The people who have a right to make war like.wise have a right to survive 

that war and to enjoy the fruits of victory. Individual citizens, then, cannot 
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evade the election between exercising the right to make war and waiving that 

right if'they forsee doom as the fruit of war. While the right to make 

(defensive) war is unassailable, it is not unlimited. The utility of the theory 

of the right to war, which is a more precise way of denominating the just war 

theory, is to establish these limits. - Its merit lies ·in its capacity to demy-
. 

thologize Mars. War has no right of its own. Defensive warriors have (limited) 

rights, as do the peoples against whom they war. For, just as the people''s ._ 

right to make war is circumscribed by their right to survive in no worse a 

state than if they had not fought, so it is limited by the competing rights of 

the civilians of their adversary state to escape (intentional} targetting in 

the course of the hostilities. It is here, when challenged by the perennial 

pfohibition against the intentional targetting of civilians, that the modern 

mind is most often puzzled by the ·classic doctrine of the rights of defense. 

For virtually all contemporary theories (and· strategies) of nuclear deterrence 

and/or arms control rest squarely of the serious threat to target civilians 

in the event that nuclear deterrence fails and that less genocidal military 

measures fail to bring an end to hostilities. American nuclear p.lanning has 

never eschewed the intention to resort finally to counterpopulation attacks . 

is all else fails to assure 11 victory 11 in a nuclear exchange. Indeed, one of 

the most harrow·ing and ironic convictions animating American "doves" over the 
.-, 

last decade has been the conviction that sucessful arms contfol negotiations 

·should aim at a condition of "stable deterrence" resting on the reduction of 

n to a small number (e.g. ten) of invulnerable submarines 

armed with missiles in each side, poised to strike only ·the "soft targets" of 

the enemy, namely, the citizens, while eschewing any effort to target 

military values. The Catholic intelligence rebels at this displacement of 

humanitarian constraints by genocidal reductionism. 

Aghast at the open (if conditional) commitment of their society to 

destroy utterly another society (the U.S.S.R.) in certain highly plausible ~ 
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. circumstances, the_ American bishops have been gradually bestirring themselves 

to speak out against this abomination bei~g threatened in the name of the people 
, 

of the United States. At this moment they are on the verge of uttering a 

definitive condemnation of at least all militarily intelligible uses of strategic 

weapons. They are formulating this condemnation of present U.S. strategic 
. 

policy precisely because the war being contemplated by strategic planners and 

government officials is a war without limits. Limits, the bishops will insist, 

characterize all legitimate human activities, war included . 

Two traditional limitations of the right to make war are being insisted 

on in the emerging statement as perennially, and hence, contemporaneously, 

binding oh all policy-makers and citizens: (1) the prohibition agai~st the 

intentional targetting of civilians and (2) the necessity to insure that the 

war-generated destruction not outweigh the values to be defended in war .. On both 

counts, the bishops challenge the moral legitimacy of comtemporary nuclear 

strategic doctrine. It goes without saying, as Prof. O'Brien consistently 

admits, that counterpopulation targetting, even as a last resort and final stage 

in the escalation of nuclear ·reprisals, is morally illegitimate in the eyes of 

the church since such an act violates the traditional prohibition against direct/ 

intentional killing of the innocent. O'Brien therefore urges channeling of U.S. 

military preparedness towards flexible, co·unterforce war. Although some 

passages in the first draft (June 11, 1982) of the bishops' letter also endorse 

such a strategic posture in response to prior U.S.S.R. nuclear ·strikes against 

us or our allies, the process of formulating the second draft of the letter, 

after responses from all the American bishops and many consultants, it may 

reverse this toleration of limited retaliatory counterforce strikes. For the 

first draft had clearly warned1' that no strategy that is liable to escape control 

may be executed, while also reporting that the evidence avaflable to them 

discounted the possibility that such a nuclear exchange would remain under 

control. Inexplicably, after articulating these related, premises of judgment, 
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·the letter then goes on to approve flexible countermilitary strikes, whereas 

the attentive reader was expecting to read exactly the opposite conclusion 

from the principle, namely, the condemnation of all use of nuclear weapons. 

From this discussion of the text of the pastorial .letter, we can descry 

the pivotal role played ,oY. the factor of the controllan,lity of nuclear war 

in the judgment about deterrence. O'Brien perceptively closes his article by 

posing several sharp questions on controllability: 

Is all "strategic" nuclear war, even in a counterforce mode, "uncontrollable"? 
What constitutes "control"? 

( The answ~rs are readily at hand.- No knowledgeable analyst of 

counterforce nuclear exchange professes moral certainty that such exchanges can - -
be controlled. While the dynamics of nuclear war remain speculative, the 

inability of the experts to guarantee such control stems from the following -
congeries of convictions amony defense specialists~ First: the "competent 

/ 
authority" {who is authorized to wage war, according to the Catholic tradition~ 

as O'Brien points out on p. 221), that is, the government of the nation, is 

not certain to remain in effective control of the chain of command for 

conducting such a graduated escalation of nuclear strikes. For, in a nuclearly 

contaminated atmosphere, specialists expect the swift disruption of the c3 

{coll1llunications, command and control) systems which convey orders through the 

appropriate levels of command. The result of such interruptions o.f conmunication 

within the chain of command would likely include automatic authorization of 

autonomous operation by ccmnanders of submarines bearing nuclear missiles 

allowi~g them to attack pre-determined targets without specific orders. Evieently 

the replacement ot the central conmand by such uncoordinated centers of initiative 

would spell the end of action by "competent authority," that is, by the . 

government of the nation . 

Secondly, even as long as they do retain such effective conmend,. 

their intention to limit the strikes to military targets, thus observing the 
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constraint against indiscriminate targetting, may be f.~strated by technological 

failures now clearly anticipated by specialists. Missiles may not enjoy 

in war the accuracy they boast in trial shots outside of war. Thirdly, 

radiation fallout even from a~curate and discriminating counterforce strikes 

~would fores~eably and inevitably affect ciyilian sectors both of the nation 

being attacked and of other contiguous nations. On these two points, let us 

reflect more deeply by imagining the dynamics of the most plausible. 

If we analyse the dynamics of the most plausible retaliatory 

utilization of nuclear weapons against military targets, namely, the scenario of a 

U.S. retaliation against the million Soviet forces stationed along the Sino

Soviet border, we see that the admitted uncontrollability of nuclear 

exchanges (previously confessed in the text itself) undercuts the supposed 

leg i t imacy of such an attack. For, if the American retaliat~ry- counterforce 

attack did not remain under effective control of the chain of conrnand, our 

weapons could strike just as readily the massive concentration of Chinese 

soldiers stationed just across the disputed border from the Soviets . But since 

the People~ Republic of China is not a party to this war, her soldiers -are 

non-combatants and thus morally inviolable to attack. Taking a known (and high) 

risk of so directly violating their non-combatant irrmunity is forbidden by the 

principles of the church's teaching on war . Even if the exchange were to remain -
controlled, moreover, the same Chinese troops (and p-robably vast numbers 

of civilians as well) would be subject to the massively lethal doses of 

radiation emanating from the enormous level of explosives required to eliminate 

those huge Soviet troop concentrations along a thousand miles of ·the border. 

Furthermore, any such saturation of a sizable theatre of war by U.S. inter

continental missiles would elicit a substantial Soviet response against 
. . 

U.S . targets. Some share of the responsibility for evoking this response could 

not be avoided by U.S. decision-makers who would be certain in advance that their 

own decision would guarantee .such a Soviet response. 
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Finally, it is unlikely that even if none of these previous failures 

of discriminating control were to occur, it is widely judged politically 

unlikely that the competent authority would refrain from escalating to counter

city attacks in the face of such attacks by the adversary. The cumulative effect 

of these five incertainties about the likelihood of effective disc~iminating 

control by competent authority during limited nuclear war has led the policy 

community to despair of controlled limited war. Perhaps Alexander ,Haig 

sulllTlarized the consensus of the government planners in hi.s words ·spoken at a 

CSIS address in April: 

Flexible response is not premised upon the view that nuclear war 
can be controll~d. Every successive allied and American government . 
has been convinced that a nuclear war, once initiated, could escape 
such control. They have therefore agreed upon a strategy whi~h 
retains the deterrent effect of a possible nuclear response, without 
making such a step in any sense automatic. < • 

(A balanced statement of the consensus in the policy conmunity is available 

in Desmond B 11, "Can Nuclear War Be Controlled?" Adelphi Paper, 169, 

International Institute for Strategic Studies, London). 

The bishops too have in principle accepted this prudent counsel 

of despair a.though they have so far failed to draw from this despair 

the appropriate conclusion: that attempts at fighting a limited nuclear war 

are doomed to introduce escalation towards total war, and thus stand condemned 

by the principles of the tradition of limited war. Enlightened and alarmed 

by this professional consensus casting profound doubt on the feasibility of 

flexible counterforce conflict remaining under discriminating control of the 

nation's "competent authority." the bishops have themselves expressed grave 

doubts (pp. 27-28, first draft) about the compatibility of such a strategy with \ 

the just war tradition's criteria of legitimate conduct in war. Inexplicably, as we 

have remarked above, they have nevertheless failed in this draft to draw the 

logical conclusion condemning this strategy. 

If, however, in the process of the presently ongoing revision of the 

text, the committee should condemn all offensive (even retaliatory) utilization 
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· · nuclear weapons even against military targets, would they then be renouncing 

as well the whole structure of deterrence as a shield against Soviet aggression? 

Michael Novak has drawn this conclusion in his article, 11 Arms and the Church, 11 

Commentary, March, 1982, pp. 37-41. It seems to me, however, that the 

doctrine of legitimate self-defense articulated in the first draft if the pastoral 

letter clearly disallows this conclusion. For the bishops have relied 

on the distinction (ridiculed by O'Brien as "insane, 11
} between the morality of 

using . nuclear weapons ans the morality of maintaining the arsenal even without 

the intention (or serious threat) to use it. Echoing the doctrine of the second Vatica1 

Council (Gaudium et spec, #80), the American bishops' corrmittee has insisted 

that the moral question of possessing the existing arsenal is distin~t from the 

morality of its use. Hence, they shrewedly conclude that a distinct moral 

analysis be made of the two issues. Briefly, they affirm the moral acceptability 

of not dismantling the strategic arsenal precisely because the arsenal itself, 

ev~n apart from any intention/threat to unleash it, does deter Soviet 

aggression. While most of those discus-sing the bishops-' position doubt the 

deterrent efficacy of a strategic system in the hands of a government renouncing 

the intention to use it, it seems at least to the present writer over-

whelmingly evident that Soviet planners would continue· to stand in dread of the 

deterrent both because they could not be sure of the genuine intentions of our 
... 

government and bacause the physical potentiality of the deterrent force would 

·remain available for use if the U.S. government were to change its policy, 

reversing its earlier renunciation._ Moreover., they are aware that the 

unilateral choice to dismantle the arsenal would forego gratuitously the single 

most powerful incentive to induce the Soviets to enter into negotiations aimed 

at reciprocal reductions of the nuclear stockpiles. They have opted, with 

notable casuitic ingenuity, for possession of the strategic arsenal along with 

renunciation of the intention to employ it. 

Towards the end of his article, Prof. O'Brien speaks of the 

ongoing process of consultation and drafting th.at is preparing the way for the 
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·~ publication of the pastoril letter in November. He expresses the reasonable hope 

that the final draft will display the "kind of empirical and analytical competence 

required" for such a~statement. While awaiting the publication of the letter, 

it may be appropriate, especially within a Catholic university community,to 

recall that episcopal competence is not reducible to the sophisticated command of 

strategic theory or even the ,economy of a logician's syllogism.{For the church's 

judgment is essentially an articulation of the comnon sense evaluation by church 

leaders, uttered in the name of the people, about the drift of public policy in their 

~ime. They are asking themselves whether government policy is working towards 

the common good of the people or not. ) Despits some theoretical c.lumsiness in the 

first draft of their letter, the bishops are displaying the sort of competence 

in political judgment which is ·not the exclusive property of academicians and 

policy-plann~rs. ~ veryone with sound judgment is capable of seeing through the 

dangerous complacency of the experts who have long been advocating "stable 

deterrence" which rests of the threat of executing a genocid~l-suicidal pact 

if deterrence fails and of those other experts who advocate fighting .a "limited" 

nuclear war in the same circumstances. ')(!hese advocates of limited nuclear war 

have not been deterred in their campaign by their own awareness that such 

limitation of nuclear exchanges is generally admitted by defense ·experts them-

selves to be ai illusion/ 

from such public follies. 

Even the bishops, them, are capable of calling us back 
.., 

Even the untutored voice of the episcopate can call us 

back from the precipice at which we have too long lingered. At least if we 

give them a fair hearing. 

July 16, 1982 Francis x~ Winters~ S.J. . 
Associate Professor of ~oral Theology 

and International Relations 
School of Foreign Service, 
Georgetown University 
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Father J. Bryan Hehir 

The Tea 
On 

g 
ar ea 

D urina 1981 .i viaible ll1d vocal constituency ll'OM in the 
Amcriun C,tholic hicruchy in Ol)pOSition to tht direction 

ll1d dyn.unic or the nuclar urns rxc. It is crysUUiud in the 
annual meeting o( the U.S. Bishops" Confen:nce in N~ber. 
Archbishop John R. Ro,ch. Pruident o( the Con(en:nce. describfd 
the nuclur .inns r,ce u ·tht most dangerous moral issue in the 
public order todJy." The chainmn o( tht n:cently established 
Committee on Wu ,nd Pe,ce, Archbishop Joseph L Bermrdin, 
provided the meeting with , subsuntive n:port or progrus beina 
m~e tow,rd ;i 1982 putorll letter on the topic. Tht Benwdin 
n:port in tum stimulated , ninety minute discussion amona the 
bishops on the need to iddress the moral q~tions o( the arms 
r,ce u, key element in their puloral t-hing ministry. 

The purpose o( this irticle is to summarize the ~nte_nt Ind 
character o( the universal t-hing o( the Church which m tum 
hu produced , loal n:sponse. Although tht moral problem o( 
w,mn: hu beeni sLlple o(Catholic moral theology Crom the New 
TesLlment Ind Patristic igcs, the ldvcnt o( nuclur weipons 
confronted the tndition with , new set o( questions, pro110kina , 
russessment o( what had been Yid Ind Lluaht prior to World War 
II. It is this period o( n:view Ind n:newal o( Citholic te,china on 
war and pe,ce, running Crom Pius XII through John Piul II, which 
is the concern o( this essay. 

Pope Pius XII 
Piw Xll's te,ching on war and pe,ce hu a double significance. 
First. he stands u a clusical represenLltM of the domiNnt 110ice 
in Catholic theology Crom St. Augwtine lo his pontificate: Pius XII 
irticulates the jwt-war position. Second. Plus XII wu the first 
Pop,, ..-ho had to US<ss the meaning of nuclear weapons for the 
jwt-,.·ar th,or,·. There are three dominant characteristics to the 
wry substantial corpw of Piw Xlrs ..-ritings on intermtional 
affairs. 

The first ..-as his conviction that the construction of the 
int<mational syst<m after two world wars required a change in the 
politi.:al and ltgal structure of the system. Pius XII urged the idea 
..-hich has remain<J a central thread in post -..-ar papal teaching: 
th< n«J ior an international authority of som< iorm to coordinate 
th< int<ract i,,n ui sowrei11n stat,s in an il'l.:reasinl!ly interdepen
Jent -.,,rid. S.conJ. Pius Xlrs approach to nud,ar w,apons. found 
,n a ,,ries oi aJJr,sscs hc 11ave on atomic hiolngical and chemical 
"·ariare. was to try to incorrorat, th<m in the jus1-..-ar framework. 

Pius XII JiJ not rule out in principl< the us., of nudear ..-upons; 
rathcr h< asS<ssed thcir moral significan.:e in terms of the princi
rl< .. i rmrort innality. If their effects could not h< contained. he 

Vatican II 
New c.atcac,rin ll1d ll)CCific judsmcnu ,n: both conulned In tht 
Pmtcxol Corulitution On T1w Cllurch In T1w Ho«rn Kbrl<(- it is 
the controllina tut in C,tholic moral 1-hina on wu ll'ld pe,ce 
to the pn:sent moment. 

The Pastoral Ccnstitution hu six buic points in its chapter on 
the ·fosterina o( Pace Ind the Establishment of, Community o( 
N,tions. • fint, both the title of the ch,pter and its contents place 
the document in line with the politiu.1-legal vision found in Pius 
XII Ind John XIII. The work of pelCe is tied to the establishment of 
justice within w among the Ntions. 

Second, in the liaht of this positive coriccption of pe,ce, the 
council alls Cltholics to ·an t-rouation of wu with an entin:ly 
new ,ttitudc." One does not find in the document ,n uticulated 
design of what tht new ittitude should be, but then: ,n: examples 
in the text. A prirNry element is the stress placed upon the 
responsibility of personal conscicricc regarding warfan:. 

Third, growina out of the stress on conscierice the coriciliar 
document sets forth a justitiation (or l nonviolent posture u l 
mode o( discipleship, iricluding the right of conscientious objec
tion. The latter position is not set forth u a requirement, Ind it is 
balariced by , SLltement lffirmina miliwy serw:e u a aenuine 
contribution to pe,ce. The doctrinal signitiarice of the refererice 
to conscientious objection is that it establishes, alongside the 
just-war position, in option of Cltholic pacifum. 

fourth, the just-war position is reaffirmed by impliation; sirice 
the document .wcrts the rights of st.lies to legitirNle defense, it 
opens the moral •~uement of what constitutes an Kt of leQiti
mate defense. The purpose of just-war theory has been to answer 
that question for societies u a whole and for individuals. 

fifth, the justification of the right to use force is sharply 
circumscribed when the council speaks o( •.scientific weapons." 
Tht cleu referent here is nuclar weapons which ·can inflict 
massive and indiscriminate destruction, thus going far beyond the 
bounds of legitimate defense.· Such a prospect mo= the couricil 
to reaffirm pn:vious papal condemnations of total war. and to make 
its own condemnation of attacks on civilian centers of population. 

Sixth. the potential use of weapons of mus destruction brought 
the council to an unequivocal condemnation of attacks on civilian 
centers. hut the problem of deterrence produced a more cir
cumsp,,ct judgment. While succinctly stating the moral dilemma 
roS<d by d<t<rrence (the threat to use nuclear weapons may 
prevent u~. hut the declared intention to strike civilian centers is 
immoral I. th< council chose not to make a final judgment on it. 

ar~u•J . th"· coulJ not be used. This anal)·sis set limits on some Pope Paul VI 
nud,:ar ... ,~pons. hut kit op,,n the debal< ahoul the morality of f 

Pope Paul"s commitment to a ministry of peace wu one o the 
limited nudear war. most visible dimensions of his papacy. Surprisingly. howewr. he Third. Pius XII refused to providt moral justification for a 

~ did not issue , major teaching document on war and peace in the 
Cathol ic position_ supporting conscientious objection. This e cc- le of Pius XII or John XXIII. His contribut,on 

II 
found in his 

ll~li· ruleJ_ ~ut. in his teaching. a theoretical buis for a Cathohc ~~N. address of 1965 and the inauguration of the annual Day of 

pa.: ilht position. - Puce throughout the Church, a practice which continues to the 

Pope John XIII 
Both th< tone .and the themes oi John Xlll's P11ac~ On Earth u~ 
dil!erent Crom Pius Xll's analysis oflhe nuclear arms race. The tone · 
of the document is not simply a matter of style: it conveys the 
substant~-e judgment that nuclear weapons present a qualil.ltively 
new moral problem to Catholic leaching. The destruc_tive caPll:'il
ity of specific weapons. and the more general conflict to which 
even limit,~ use of nuclear weapons may lead. challenat the 
unJ,rlying premise of just-war theory: that the limited_~ offorc_e 
can be a legitimate extension of politics. The recogmt10n of this 
challenge is contained in one of the most publicized sentences of 
the enc'Klical: ·Therefore. in this age of ours. which prides itself 
on its atomic power. it is irrationll to think that war is a proper way 
to obtain justice for violated rights." 

Without ewr rejteting Pius Xll"s usessment of nuclear weapons 
in terms of the principle of proportionality. Peace On Earth 
conwys • much harsher judgment on the idu of nuclear war. It 
alls for the banning of nuclear weapons. , process of equal llld 
simultaMow arms reduction and a displacement of the nuclear 
Nlanct as the basis for peace. 

present. . 
The U.N. address WilS clusical in structure and contemporary in 

tone. The cuntemporuy note wu .a fervent appeal to b.inlSh wu 
from human ,trairs: · No more war, war newr ,gain!" The classical 
char,cter wu the can:ful case made affirminll the limited but n:al 
rillhl of defense which nations retain in a still decentraliud 
international system. 

Pope John Paul II 
John Piul II brings his own distirictive style to the teaching on war 
and peace. His discourses on the topic thus far hav,: been at the 
United Nations in New York, UNESCO in Puis, in Ireland Ind it 
Hiroshim,. On key ideu he stands in direct continuity with the 
pn:vious papal teaching; these include ll1 unequillOcal condemna
tion of the arms race and the misallocation of resources it 
produces. · 

The distinguishing characteristics of his approach an: found in 
three themes. first, the ategoriu John Paul uses; until the 1982 
Day of Puce messaae he had not employed the traditional 
ateaorics of analysis. Specitially, he had neither ,/firmed in 

pri~il!!t l !~\!(?II'~ right to lefitirMte defense, u did Piu!_ '.'1 a~ 
Y&tian II, 1101' hid he cndoncd in principle the position of 
conscientious objection as the Poslt1ral Ccnstillllion hid. The O,y 
o( Peace rnesSiif 1Sserts t!K·moral right Vld duty ol a nation to 
defend its "existericc Ind li-eedom by proportioNte means against 
an unjust aggressor.· Even while ,cknowledging the right, he 
limited it scvo:rely because of the Nture of modem wamre. 

Second, the Holy father has consistently endorsed nonviolent 
solutions to problems, most vigorously in his homily at Drogheda 
on the border o( Northern lrelll1d. In Bruil he stated his convic
tion that failure to address systematic patterns of injustice will lad 
to violericc, but such a solution will be "without luting result and 
without benefit for man. 

Third, in his analysis of the nuclar arms race. the Pope hu cast 
his argument in terms of the relationship of technology, ethics and 
politics. The theme is a central one in his thought, one he uses to 
address medical-moral questions u well u intermtional relations. 
In his first encyclial, the Redttmer of Man. and in his recent 
address at Hiroshima he used the prism o( technology ind ethics to 
analyze the meanina of the arms race. John Piul ll's aNlysis 
in110lves two steps. first, the nuclar arms race is depicted u the 
most visible example of a larger q~tion: how modem technology 
an move beyond both moral ll'ld politial guidance thus submit
ting the human person to an impersonal power. 1:he technologic_al 
dynamic of the ,rms race tits this pattern-new improvements m 
weaponry are llways one step ahead of the most recent attempts to 
control them. 

Second, this technologial dynamic means that the challen_ge 
for the human community is to reestablish the primacy of ethics 
and politics owr ttchnology. In his address to scientists and 
intellectuals at Hiroshima, John Paul II st.lied his basic theme: 

In the pa.st, it was possible to destroy a village. a town. a reginri. 
et'ffl a country. Now 11 is the whole plan~/ that has cume und,·r 
threat. This fact should finallg comp,!/ everyune lo lac~ a basic 
moral consideration: From now on. it is onlg through a 
conscious choice and through a deliberate policg that human
itg can survive. 

The realm of moral choice on this issue lies ultimate!)'. although 
not exclusively. in the political process. Scientists. journalist.<. 
eduators and religious leaders prepare the atmosphere of choice. 
even shape the ategories for choosing. hut cl!ective act ion on the 
arms race requires decisive political action. At the United Nat ion, 
and at th< White House in 1979. John Paul II acknowledged this 
and called for political measures to control and n,,-ers. the spirol 01 

the arms race . 
The universal teaching hrieny summariud here has s.<t tho 

framework for the teaching of our local Church. The univers.il 
teaching is general and often one step removed from speciti, 
examples. The local teaching. addressing the arms race within _th,· 
public debate of one of the superpowers has a more specific. 
concrete and. at times, more complex character. This complemen
tarity of the universal and local lewis of Catholic social teaching 
tits the model outlined by Paul V1 in his apostolic letter. Tht' 
Eightieth >ear (1971): 

In the face of such widelg varying situations ii is difficult for us 
to utter a unified message and In put forward a .roluliun u•hich 
has universal validity . . . It is up to the Christian communitie.~ 
to analyze with objectivity the situation which is proper lo their 
OUl'1 country. to shed on it the light of the Gospel's unalterabl~ 
words and to draw principles of reflection. norms of judgment 
and direcliL¥Zs for action from the social teachmgofthe Church. 

A longer article could usess the content of what is being said in 
the Catholic Church in the United States in light of recent 
universal teaching. This essay simply documents our debt to th« 
prophetic vision of the papal and conciliar 110ices. What they have 
said stands u a challenge for us to apply creatiwly and 
courageously. 

Fathn- Hehir is Director of the ()(fie, of International Justice and 
Peace of the U.S. Catholic Cortfermce. 
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The Catholic Church bas been leaching on 
questions of war and peace for centuries. 
Recent Popes have been particularly 
eloquent on /be dangers posed by nuclear 
weapons and /be arms race. The Second 
Ya/lean Council arllculaled the Church's 
basic leaching In this area. The Vatican's 
statement on disarmament and the 
American Bishops' statements have 
raised fundamental questions about 
nuclear weapons and the arms race. 

1 

-·Pope Paul VI 

No more war. war ~r ~ain! Peace. it is puce which must 
guide the destinies of people . . . Disarmament is the first step 

toward puce. 

United Nations. 1965 

I 
The Fathers Of Vatican II 

As lonll as the cbnQer of war ~ains and there is no competent 
and sufficient!)· ~rful authority at the international in.et. 

110Wmmcnts cannot he denied the rieht to lellitirmte defense 
once e_..,.,. means of p,3cdul settlement has been exhausted . . . . 

The horror and perversity of war are immensely magnified by 
the multiplication of scientific weapons. f"or acL< of war in\/Olving 
these weapons C3n inflict massiw and indiscriminate destruction 
far exceeding the bounds of legitimate defense. Indeed. if the kind 
of instruments which can now ht found in the armories of the 
great nations were to be emplo)·ed to their fullest, an almost total 
~nd altogether reciprocal slaughter of each side by the other would 
follow, not to mention the wide•spread devastation which would 
take place in the world and the deadly after effects which would be 
spawned by the use of such weapons. 

All these considerations comp,! us to undertake an evaluation 
of war with an entirely new attitude .... 

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of 
entire cities or of extensive areas along with their population is a 
crime ~ainst Cod and man himself. It merits unequi\lOCal and 
unhesitating condemnation. 

The unique hazard of modem warfare consists in this: it pro
vides those who possess modern scientific weapons with a kind of 

Pope John XXIII 

Justice, right rea.son and humanit): therefore, urgently demand 
that the arms race should cease: that the stockpiles which exist 

n various countries should be reduced equally and simulta
neously by the parties concerned; that nuclear weapons should 
be banned: and that a general agreement should =ntually be 
reached about progressive disarmament and an effective method 
of control. 

Pacem In 'lerris. 1963 

ocasion for perpetntinC jwt such abominations. Moreowr. 
throuat, a certain inaorlble chain of ewnts. it can U<llt m<n on to 
the most atiocious decisions. 

Scientific weapons, to be sure. are not amasstJ sold)' for u~ in 
war. The defensive strength of any nation is con.<iden:d to I>< d•· 
pendent upon its capacity for imm,diate retaliation against an 
adversary. Hence this accumulation of arms .... hich increases each 
year. also se""s. in a way heretofore unknown. 3S a det,mnt to 
possible enemy attack. Many regard this state of affairs as the most 
effectiw way by which pc~c• of a sort can be maintained bttw<en 
nations at the present time. 

What=r be the case with this method oi deterrence, men 
should be convinced that the arms race in ..,hich so manr coun
tries are engaged is not a safe way to prese"" a study peace. Nor is 
the so-called balance resulting from this r3.:c a sure and 3uthentic 
peace. Rather than being eliminated thereby, the caus..< of war 
threaten to grow gradually stronger. 

While extravagant sums are being spent for the furnishing of 
ever new weapons, an ad,quate remedy cannot be provided for the 
multiple miseries afflicting th, whole modem world .. .. 

Therefore, it must be said again: the arms rac, is an utterly 
treacherous tnp for humanity, and one which injures th, poor to 
an intolerable degree .. . . 

The Church In The .'fodi>rn lw,r/J, 1955. 

The American 
-Bishops 

We are also oblilltd as Americans and especially as Christians 
to reflect profoundly upon war and. more important!>: upon 

peace and the means of building it. 

Pope John Paul II 
The Church has tnditionally recogniud that. under stringent 

conditions, ,ngaging in wu can be a form of legitimat, defense . 
But modem warfare. in both its technology and in its execution. is 
so savage that one must ask whether war as it is actually waged 
today can be morally justified. 

The continual preparations of war demonstrated by the produc
tion of twr more nurmrous, ~rful and sophisticated 

w<apons in various countries show that there is a desire to be rudy 
for war. and being ready means being able to start it. It also means 
taking the risk that sometime. ~here. som,how. someone 
.:an set in motion the t,rriblt m,chanism of 11tneral destruc• 
lion . ... 

We must ask ourselws whether there will continu, to accumu
lat, owr the heads of this new 11tnention of children the threat of 
common extermination for which the muns are in the hands of 
the mod•m s~t••· upecwly the majo, world """"'rs. An the 
.:hildren to receiw the arms rxe from us as a necessary inher
itance? How are we to explain this unbridled rac,? .. . 

C•n our ag, still re•lly beliew that the breathtaking spiral of 
armaments is at the service of world pcx,? In all,,iin,i the thrut 
,.; a r,ot<ntial entmy, is it really not nthtr the int,ntion to ketp for 
untself • means ufthreat. in order to 11<1 the Ul'fl'r hand with the 
aid llf vn<s own arsen•I of destruction? Here too it is the human 
J1m,nsion of p,act that tends to vanish in favor of ewr n,..
pnssihlt forms of imp,rialism. 

l'nit~d .\'a/ions. /980 

' I 
\....../ 

War is the ..,ork oi m,n. War is d,struction of human Iii,. War 
is de3th. 

Some pcoplt, even among those who w,re alive at the tim, of 
the ewnts that wt commemorate today, might prefer not to think 
about th, horror of nuclear ..,ar and its dire consequ,nces . . .. But 
ther, is no justilic.ation for not raising the question of the respon
sibility of each nation and each individual in the (ace of possible 
wars and of th, nuclear threat. ... 

Those who cherish life on earth must encourag, gowmm,nts 
and decision makers in the economic and social fields to act in 
harmony ... ith the demands of peac, nther than out of narrow 
self•interest. Peace must always be the aim: peace pursued and 
protected in all circumstances. u:t us not r,pcat the past. a past of 
violence and destruction . u:t us embark upon the steep and 
difficult path of pcact .... 

Himshima. 1981 

At the wry lu.st all nations haw a duty to work to curb the 
savag,ry of war and seek the peaceful sdtlement of disputes. The 
right of l,gitimate defense is not a moral justification for unleash
ing ewry form of destruction. f"or uample. acts of war deliberately 
directed against innocent noncombatants are grawly wrong, and 
no one may participate in such an act.. . . 

With respect to nuclear weapons, at least those with massive 
.destructive capability, the tint imperative is to p~nl their use. 
As possesson of a vast nuclear arsenal, we must also be aware that 
not only is it wrong to attack civilian populations but it is also 
wrong to threaten to attack them as part of a strategy of deter
rence.~ urge the continued dewlopment and implementation of 
policies which s.e:ek to brina these we.a.pons more securely under 
control, progressively reduce their presence in the world. and 
ultimat,ly remove them entirely. 

1b Uvr In Christ Jesus, A Pastoral ulli>r of The .~merican 
Cathnlic Rishops. l9i6 

Vatican Delegation To The U.N. 
"Th• arms ra« 1s to I>< condemn,d unreScf'~dly. B)• virtue of 

the nature ni modtrn ..,.,,rons and the situation prevailing 
on our rland . (\~O when mol ivah:d b)· a concern for legitimate 
dtftnSc . th< armamrnts ra<e is. in ia.:t. a danger. an injustice. a 
mi,tak,. • sin and a folly.· . 

·Thc ohv1ous 1.·ontradktion b<twt'rn the wa.ste in\lOlve:cJ in the 
uvd•Pr•.Jui.:tion or' military dt',·ict's JnJ t~ cxtt'nt of unsatisfit'd 

vit..11 n,eds is in itself an act of aggression against thoSc who art 1L\ 
victims (both in developing countri,s and in th< marginal and 
poor el,ment.s in rich societiesl. It i., an a.:t of aggression wh ich 
amounts to a crime. for even when they 3re not used. h)' their cost 
alnnt . armam,nts kill the J>OOr hy C3usin,i th<em to starw. • . . . 

J."it," 

al 
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Recently, many Bishops In the United 
Stales have addressed the arms race and 
nuclear u•eapons. The following excerpts 
from four of these pas_tora_/ s_lalemenls 
show the breadth and depth of the 
discussion among the American Bishops. 

Cardinal Terrence Cooke 

· Next November the Bishops of the United 
Stales are expected to consider a national 
pastoral letter on war and peace. 

l'f1'twrr is a pm.sir,C ne~ to pursue puce with justia Ind toworlc 
.I for the tlimiMtion ol wu. Clearly, the upwud spin! in .....,. 
mtnts and what it implies must bt mded .... 

Although tht Church urges Mt ions to dnil(n better ways -
ideally, non-violent ways - of maintaining peace, it rtcognizes 
that as long u wt ha11e: good rrason to btlit11e: that another nation 
would bt tempted to attack us ifwe could not rrtaliatt, we ha11e: the 
right to dtttr attack by making it cltar that we could retaliate. 

CardinalJohn Krol 
The Catholic bishops of this country htliev,, that too long have 

we Americans bten preoccupied with preparations for war: too 
long have we bttn guided by the false criterion of equivalence or 
suf)(riority of armaments: too Ion!! haVI! we allowed other nations 
to virtually dictate how much we should spend un stockpiling 
weapons of d<struction. Is it not timt that wt concentrate our 
efforts on peace rather than war? Is it not time we takt that first 
step toward peace: gradual, bilateral, negotiated disarmament? ... 

The perspecti11e: which shapes this testimony. therefore, mog
nizes that some forms of war can bt morally legitimate. but judges 
that nuclear -.·ar surpasses the houndaries o/ l<gitimatt self
d<iense 

, . ..__ The moral paradox oi dtltrrtnct is that its purpost is to prevent 
:he use of nuclear weapons. but it does so by an expressed threat to 
'Jt'.Jck the ci\iliJn r,,rulatlnn ofnM'u~na,.,.. Such a threat runs 
Jirectlv counter to the central moral aifirmatton oi the Christian 
teachi~g on war: that innocent lives art not open to direct 
attack .... 

Sot only the US<! o( strategic nuclear weapons. but also the 
declared inlml to use them involv,,d in our deterrence policy is 
wrong. This explains the Catholic dissatisfaction with nuclear dt
ttrrtnct and the urgency of the Catholic demand that the nuclear 
arms race bt re-..ersed. It is of the utmost importance that negotia
tions proceed to meaningful and continuing reductions in nuclear 
stockpiles. and eventually. to the phasing out altogether of nuclear 
dettrrtnct and the threat of mutual-assured destruction . 

As long u there is hope of this occurring, Catholic moral teach
ing is willing, while negotiations proceed, to toltnte the pos.ses
sion of nuclear weapons for deterrence as the !es.Kr of two tvils. If 
that hope were to disappear, the moral attitude of the Catholic 
Church would almost cert1inly have to shift to one of uncom
promising condemnation of both use and pos5eSSion of such 
weapons .... 

Catholics reject means of waging or even deterrina war which 
could result in destruction beyond control and possibly ii tin.ii 
holoc1ust of humanity. 

In particular. strategic nuclur weapons of massive ckstructr.oe
ness anJ poisonous regional or global afteretrects must never bt 
used . 

Consequently, the reduction through negotia~ agreements 
and . eventuallv. the elimination of such weapons, must bt tht 
O\'erriding aim· of policy. \\ithout it. there can bt only one llterm
tive: the indefinite continuation and tsealuion of the stntegic 
competition. The doctrine of stntegic equality, by itself, does not 
ensure against such competition; nther it llmost guan.ntees it. 
Some risks must bt taken in the direction of control, both to 1voi<I 
nuclur war and to rescue us from the moral dilemma of nuclar 
dtttmnct .. .. 

7utimong On SALT fl for the United Sia/es 
Catholic Conkrma, 1978. 

Archbishop John Quinn 
The continued existenc, of the human race is seriously en

dangered today hy the threat of nuclear destruction .. .. Our 
Jiltmma arises from the fact that we have created a vast military 
technoloi& without thinking through its moral implications . .. . 
:-iudur,.•upons ue not simply conventional weapons on a larger 
scale . They art qualitatively of • whole different ordtr of 
destructiveness . . .. 

In hum~ terms ~xces.sM spc:ndinQ on inns production takes 
lives just a.s surely as if the weapons produced had ;i,ctually bttn 
put to use. Th< utreme po""rty that istndurtd hy one-third o( the 
human race is in large part a dimt bypro41Jct of an arms race out 
o( control. The hillions o( dollars presently bting spent on arms 
,a.:h y,ar thruughout the world is surely an appalling form o(theft 
in a world when, so man)' i:-,rsons die each day o( starvation and 
pri"ation .. 

The teaching of the Church IS cltar: :-iuclear w<apons and the 
Jrms race must I>( condtmned as immoral. ... 

.~ strong condemnation is inevitable "'·hen we judge the realit iu 
oi nuclear wariare in the light o( the Church·s traditional •just 
,.·Jr princ ipl.s . Thos.o .:l=ic moral princrpl,s .:l,arl)" teach th.it 

1 ,,,. a war to he ,wn relu.:tantly i:-,rm,tted. all oi the followinl! 
'-...,~onJitions mu:U ~ m~t : 

I. The decision for war must bt made by a legitimate 1uthority. 
2. The war an bt fought only to defend against unjust aggression. 
3. War must bt waged only as• last resort. 
4. Thert must bt ii reasonable chance of achiMng the objective 

for which the war is waged. 
5. The iood to bt achieved by the war must outwciah the evil that 

will result from it. This is alltd tht principle of proportionality. 
One annot "destroy a city in order to~"' it.• 

6. The war must be waged according lo the principles o( nuunJ 
and international law. For instance. indiscrimiNte mass de
struction of civilian popul1tions is never justified, for whatever 
'"'a.son. • 

If we apply ,ach o( these traditional principles to the current 
international arms race. we must conclude that• "just" nuclear 
war is a contradict ion in terms . . .. 

fnstrummts Of Peace. Heapons Of Har. 
Arc:hdioce.w of San Francisco. /98/. 

In 11ety simple terms, this is the ·stntegy of dttemnce• we fitu 
10 much llbout. It ii not ii desinflle stntegy. It QA bt terribl)· 
dilnetflM& Collltmment leaders Ind peoples of Ill Mtion& haw a 
~ monl obliaation to come up with illtffl\iltiws. But u long u 
our nation is sincerely trying to work with other nations to find a 
bttter wily, the Church consi<lers the stntegy of nuclear deter
rence morally tolenble: not satisfactory. but tolerable. As a matter 
of fact, millions of people may be alive in the world today precisely 
because goyemmtnt leaders in various nations know that if the>· 
attack~ othtr nations, at lea.st on a large scale, they, themselves. 
could sutrertremtndous losses of human lift or even bt destroyed . 

It follows clearly that if a strategy of nuclear det,rrence can ht 
monlly tolerated while a nation is sincerely trying to come up with 
a ntional alternative, those who produce or ;ire assigned to handl• 
tht weapons that make the strategy possible and workable can do 
so in good conscience. The Church does condemn the ust of any 
weapons, nuclear or conventional, that would indiscriminate l)· 
destroy huge·numbtrsof innocent people. such as an entire city. or 
weapons that would "blow up the world_" Every nat ion has a ~raw 
monl obligation to reduce and finally to get rid of such weapons 
altogether, but the Church points out that this must bt don<: 
gradually, with all nations cooperating, and with prudence. Tht 
Church does not requi~. nor haw the popes of the nuclear age or 
the Second Vatican Council recommended. unilateral 
disarmament ... . 

The Church. Military ~vice And .Vudear Heaporu . .-1 le/Iv Tn 
Military Chaplains, Archdiocese of.\'eu• lbrk. /981 . 

Bishop Roger 
Mahoney 
'11oday I add my voice to the growing chorus of Catholic protests 
.I illtainst the arms race btcaust I believe the current arms policy 
of our n.ition, as well as the Soviet Union, has long since exceeded 
tht bounds of justice and monl legitimacy. Moreover. the arms 
race maku it impossible effectively to end the urgent crisis uf 
world hunger. It an no longer bt tolenttd .... 

Just as tht right to legitimate defense is not a justification for 
unleashing ;u,y and e11e:ry form of destruction. so moral arguments 
for the possession of nuclear weapons for detemnce do not consti
tute support for every national arms policy that is advanced in the 
name of dttemnct. The only possible Catholic support for a na
tional nuclear dtttmnce policy depends on "three related moral 
judgments: first. that tht primary moral imperative is to prevent 
;u,y use of nuclear weapons under ;u,y circumstances; secondly. 
that the possession of nuclear weapons is always an evil which 
could, at btst. bt loltnted, but only if the detemnct strategy is 
used in order to makt progress on arms limitation and reductions: 
and thirdly, that the ultimate l1<)al of what remains. at btst. an 
interim deterrence policy is the ewnt\al elimi~tion or nuclear 
arms and of the threat of mutual assured destruction .... 

Since I btl~ the American arms policy has exceeded the moral 
limits of dettrrtnct and has eroded our real security. and since 
there has bttn up until now no serious connection bttw,,en 
American arms policy and a serious attempt to reduct arms 
world-wi<le, it is my conviction that Catholics no longer have a 
secure moral basis to support actively or cooperate passiwl)· in t hf 
current U.S. arms policy and escalating arms race .... 

I am pror-,sing that we search together for the ways to b<com, • 
peace-advocate church. Wt American Catholics will need to b<· 
come aware of all the true facts and issues concern ing the arms 
race. We will need to make new efforts to continue to educate 
ourselves 1bout all the relevant factors. But. first o( all. we must 
pray for a conversion of heart to hecome the kind of peacemaker< 
spoken of in the Gospel. . .. 

&roming A Church Of Peace Admca<:y. 
Diocese of Stockton. California. 1982. 





.L THE US BISHOPS AND ARMS CONTROL 
I 

r -. 1. Recently several prominent US bishops have denounced the policy • 
of deterrence in statements .,. the ultimate logic of which -will de
mand unilateral disarmament. Two of them are members · of a five
bishop committee charge4 by the National Conference of Catholic 
Bishops with ·prep·aring a draft pastoral letter for possible con- · · 
sideration by the confe·rence on the subject of "the Church and 
Nuclear Policy. What follows· is an indication of who the dissenters . 
are, what .. their line ·of reasoning is, and suggests some cormter
ar~ents. 

2. WHO ARE THE DISSENTERS? 
. . . . . '• . 

a. Raymond Hunthauseri~· Archbishop of Seattle·: · 
. . . . ~ . . .. -~- . 

• ·-:~-~ ~-.. :·.;.... · s::-: -:_ ._ - ~. . . • · :•.. .. - ·- • -=-· . .• 
Lefoy To tt.hies·en ~. ~is hop of; .!un.a.rillo:,. iocati~n· .of ~;he : ·,>;~.:-. ·b. 

. . *c. 

d . . 

e. 

f. 

g. 

:::: :::r:-JI/'1!tkYo-~·;t~~roit, ·ilL.an of·;;;; Chri.J/: 
an international Catholic pacifist ·organization. _ . (Member . _:-__ .- __ 
·of five-bisho"p" c·?~ttee)= . .-_-, · . --. ~.·: .·, "-:·· ~~--' 

. , . . . ····-": . . .-. : .- . . 

James Hickey, Archbishop ot" Washingt~~-~ · . . 

Joseph Bernardin,- Archbishop of . Cincinnati, Chaircan of 
the Five-Bishop~• Committee .on War and Peace, NCCB. 

· ·· --:- • · . 

john Cardinal Krol, Presideni, US Catholic Conference. 

Francis X. Winters, S.J., Georgetown professor of Moral
Theology. 

-J.-Memhers of the· Five·_:Bishop Committee on ·Church and Nuclear 
Po1:icy 

-3. WHAT THE DISSENTERS ARE DOING: 

a. Hunthauseri µrged· Seattle Catholics to withhold 507. of their· 
-federal . inc·ome ·tax in protes·t against the US nuclear arms 
buildup. 

b. Matth~esen c a lled on Catholics working at· the Amarillo · 
Pantex nuclear weapons assembly plant ~o seek employment 
·elsewhe·re; 

. . 

Krol testified in -favor of SALT II. Some of his stetements 
are bald appeals for unilateral disarmament. 

4. WHAT THEY ARE SAYING: 

a. Vatican II called for an evaluation of war "with 2.11 entirely 
new att.itude," and ·condemned "any act of \.:ar ai2ed indiscr i.ra

. ·in·a·t ·e1y_ at the _destruc::tion of entire cities. 11 
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c. It is i~oral to use, or state the intent to use, the US 
nuclear arsenal. All planned escalation to cou,nter city 
attacks is uncondi~ionally forbidden~ thus rejecting the 
essential capstone · of US deterrent policy. 

d. The moral obligation to avoid even the threat to use nuclear 
forces is unilateral and unconditional. 

e. Catholic government officials are in the dilemma of choosing 
between their conscien~es _and their ·profession. Resignation 
from office is their only morally acceptable alternative. : 

. 
£. Our security is -compatible, although arduously so, with . 

military defeat. Nuclear war .surpasses. the· boundaries of . _· · 
legitimate self-defense. Just war theory ~st. be ab~do?ed • . . .• . . . 

COUNTER ARGUMENTS TO THEIR. POIITT: OF VIEW: . . 
r -~ . 

We "share_t.Q. _!:h~--p_rof;undest tway the COI!!ID.On goai" ·of reducing:> 
and eventually eliminating the nrospec~s of nuclear war. · . . - -

b. Vatican II documents and subsequent Papal pronouncements 
acknowledge the value ·o_f deterrence, as :well' as traditional 
Church teachings on -the legitimate right of self-defens~ 
and just war theory. 

c. The US bishops neither theologically nor in nractice speak 
for the· i.in·iv·e·r·s·al Church. . · 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i . . 

j . 

The extreme position advocated by some is _blatantly partisan, 
and does violence to the Catholic tradition of the separation 
of church · and state: · · · · 

The· unive·r ·s·al Church. does not require, nor have the . Popes 
of the nuclear ·age required or recommended unilateral 
disarmament. 

When opinion among competent theologians is so widely divided, 
as it is on the ·issue of deterrence. any sweeping canonical 
pronouncements at either e.xtre:me will not hold ~p against 
challenge of the doubtful law principle. · 

Attributing to the Soviets the ·s~e sense·of moral responsi
bi1ity is neither wise, nor realistic, nor responsible·. 

During the past several .years of relative US restraint, the 
Soviets have built inexorably to a nosition of-nuclear 
superiority. 

Asserting t,hat · some actions, specifically deterrence through 
potential ~etaliat~on, can never be taken prejudges the issue. 

We are charged by Christian principles to live by those 
nrinciP les in faith' ·2.nd· r ·e·2:s·c-:1. Unilateral dis arwc.:Jent is 
~nreas~nable. 
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Seattle archbishop 
will withhold tax 
SEATTLE (AP) - Seattle's 

Roman Catholic archbishop says 
he will withhold half of his 1981 
~rsonal income tax to protest 
'our nation's continuing involve
ment in the race for nuclear arms 
supremacy." 

In announcing his decision 
Wednesday, Rev. Raymond G. 
Huntbausen acknowledged that 
some people . will support him 
while others "will be puzzled, un

. comprehending, resentful · and 
even angry." 

The archbishop said he reached 
his position "after much prarer, 
thought and personal struggle.' 

The amount of income tax he 
withholds will be deposited in a 
fund to be used for charitable, 
peaceful purposes, he said. 

"I believe that the present issue 
is as serious as any the world has 
faced," he said in a pastoral letter 
to the peoJ?.le of the Seattle ar
chdiocese. 'The very existence of 
humanity is at stake." 

The prelate's action was not un
expected. In a June 12 speech at 
Pacific Lutheran University, be 
had suggested the possibility of 
tax withholding as a protest 

against nuclear arms escalation. 
In that speech, Hunthausen said 

be would "share a vision of yet an
other action . . . of a sizable num
ber of people in the state of Wash
ington - 5,000 or 10,000 or half a 
million people - refusing to pay 
50 percent of their taxes in non
violent resistance to nuclear mur
der and suicide." 

The stand propelled the arch
bishop into a national role in the 
peace movement. 

A spokeswoman for the ar
chdiocese said she did not know 
the amount of tax that would be 
due from the archbishop on April 
15, the deadline for filing federal 
income tax returns. 

According to the Internal Reve
nue Service, persons who refuse to 
pay taxes on constitutional, relig
ious or moral grounds "can antici
;>ate strict civil and criminal en
forcement of the laws." 
Conviction can mean fines up to 
$10,000 and up to five years in 
prison. 

In the pastoral letter, Hun
tbausen said he could not "support 
or acquiesce to a nuclear arms 
buildup which I consider a grave 

REV. HUNTHAUSEN 
'After much prayer,thought' 

moral evil." 
He cautioned: "I am not sug

gesting that all who agree with 
my peace and disarmament views 
should imitate my action ... I pre
fer that each individual come to 
his or her own decision on what 
should be done to meet the nuclear 
arms challenge." 

The archbishop disputed the 
charge by some that it would be 
immoral to disobey the law of the 
state for a good end. He said that 
in certain circumstances, civil dis
obedience may be an obligation of 
conscience. 
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Bishop stresses concern; 
prays for involvement 

by MIKE WOOD 
S.lkll• Scalf Wrtlt< 

Arguing that "Our nuclear 
weapons are the final crucifixion 
of Jesus," Archbishop Raymond 
G. Hunthausen defended his re
cent decision to withold part of 
his taxes in a speech al Kennedy 
Pavilion Wednesday night. 

Hunthausen was the principal 
speaker in the fifth annual Van 
Christsoph lecture. He opened 
the lecture with a speech entitled 
"The Gospel, the Church and the 
Arms Race," in which he called 
on Americans ro "lay down our 
weapons and put our faith in 
God ." 

He rold the audience of 
students and Spokanites "out of 
compassionate love, Jesus claim
ed a non-violent way, a divinely 
given way, as an alternative ro the 
violence" of Jewish revolu
tionaries . "We," he said, "must 
return ro that divinely given 
way ." 

The controversial archbishop 
firsr drew national attention last 
summer, when he called nuclear 
war "immoral because rhere is no 
conceivable proportionate reason 
which could justify the immense 
destruction of life and the 
resources which such a war would 
brinit about.·• 

AT THAT TIME, he mention 
ed witholding onc:-half of one's 
federal income taxes as a possible 
protest against the United States 
for the arms race . Hunthausen 
recently declared that he would 
take such action . 

·· 1 am not attacking my coun
try," Hunthauscn said . . "I ltwc 
my country . ' · He noted, 
however. '.'Civil law is not an ab-

solute," and he argued that those 
who do not take action against 
nuclear weapons are guilty of 
"moral complicity." 

Everything that goes on in the 
Trident base and the Pentagon is 
paid for by you and me--as long 
as we pay our income taxes," he 
said. 

REFERRING TO THE sub
marine base located near him, the 
archbishop said, "Trident is the 
Auschwitz of Pugel Sound." 
Calling it "one of the most deadly 
weapons in the world," he 
criticized the base and referred to 
his previous participation in the 
campaign against it. 

Hunthausen said nuclear 
weapons make sense as a means 
to protect the wealth of the cout
nry, but he questioned the basis of 

that wealth. He spoke of a 
"world , of wealth and power," 
which, he said, "usually speaks 
well of Gonzaga graduates and 
Catholic archbishops ." 

However, he said, "If we go 
that way of wealth and power we 
will end the world in nuclear ." 
Hunrhausen quoted St. Luke's 
version of the Beatitudes , promis
ing relief and reward to the op
pressed. Ne noted, "I am not an 
oppressed person ." He added, 
however, that Jesus' message was 
for all to hear, because "people 
without clout cannot tear down, 
build up, or change what ought to 
be rorn down, built up, or chang
ed ." 

COMPARING THE CHOICE 
facing Christians roday with thar 
faced by early Christians in 
Rome. Hunthausen referred to a 

Contlnue-d On P■ac 2 
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"nuclear idolatry ." Noting the 
refusal of those Christians to of
f er incense to Ceasar, he stated, 
"Tax dollars arc our freely of
fered incense to a nuclear idol." 
Christians must oppose the stale 
when it is morally wrong, Hun
thauscn said. 

The advocation of unilateral 
disarmament, Hunthauscn said, 
is the advocation of a con
siderable risk . "I don't think we 
would decide to get rid of our 
nuclear weapons," he said. 

In any case, Hunthauscn said, 
he can not justify "inflicting 
nuclear war on a repressed people 
in order to preserve anyone's 
freedom ." "There is no possible 
justification for the will to 
employ nuclear weapons," he ad
ded. 

"THE GOOD NEWS of Jesus 
is that we can choose a world of 
peace and justice," Hunthauscn 
said, adding that "we must give 
everything we have for that 
kingdom." All of today's Chris
tians, he said. "need conversion 
to that divine way of unrestrained 
compassion" that Jesus had. 

Hunthauscn spoke of "dif
ferent strategics," and he said, "I 
cannot make your decision for 
you . I can and do challenge you to 
make a decision ." All the 
strategics, he said, should employ 
the "non-violent force of life and 
love at the heart of the gospels ." 
He added, "May God give us the 
strength now to sec and choose 
that non-violent cross." 

After Hunthausen's speech, the 
two other panelists offered brief 

responses. The first to respond 
was Matthew Murphy the public 
information officer of the U.S . 
Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. 

Like Hunthauscn, he said, the 
Reagan administration hates 
nuclear war . "Where we differ," 
he noted, "is on how we get away 
from the nuclear dilemma ." 

SOVIET A TIITUDES, Mur
phy said, indicate that "unilateral 
disarmament is not a viable policy 
option ." He cited past Soviet 
refusals 10 accept significant 
reductions or limitations on 
nuclear weapons . Unilateral ac
tion cannot be considered, he 
said, "uncil we sec a change in the 
Soviet a11i1udcs as evidenced by 
strategic weapons programs." 

Prior 10 the crisis in Poland, 
Murphy said, administration 

ciples. The firs!, he said, was 10 
ensure deterrence, and the second 
concerned "a serious desire to 
enter arms negotiations . " 
Reagan's intentions arc lo con
tinue with such a program when 
the situation permits, Murphy 
said. 

Speaking as a private citizen 
and as a Catholic, Murphy noted 
that nothing in Vatican II or re
cent papal statements indicates 
the moral need for unilateral 
disarmament. "I do not face a 
moral crisis," he said. He docs 
hope for bilateral disarmament, 
he said, "so that we need not fear 
the end of life as we know it." 

THE FINAL SPEAKER was 
Micael Lciscrson, a member of 
Gonzaga's political science 
department. While he affirmed 
"that nuclear war must be avoid
ed," he added, "I cannot bring 
myself to believe that non
violence is the answer in interna
tional affairs." 

Referring to similar movements 
in Europe in the years before 
World War II, Lciscrson argued, 
"It won't do to apply principles 
of non-violence in the relations to 
other states ." He cited an 
"inescapable poicntial for 
violence between states ." 

Leiscrson docs not. however. 
support current policy. Noting 
that "somebody has to be the first 
to use a nuclear weapon," he en
couraged "an absolute refusal 10 
first use of nuclear weapons" by 
the U.S. This is not 1hc case now, 
he said , citing "tactical" or "ba1-
1lefield" nuclear weapons as 
possibilities for firs! use. Because 
of the conceivability of !heir use, 
Leiserson called such weapons 
"in a sense, the most dangerous." 

IN ORDER TO bring about an 
absolute ban on 1he first use of 
nuclear weapons, Leiscrson said, 
the country "may have to con
sider the possibility of even in 
creasing the power of conven
tional forces ." He recognizes the 
difficulties, he said , specifically 
mentioning !he widespread op
position 10 a peace-time draft. 

A second change Leiscrson sug
gested is to establish a clear "dif
ference between conventional and 
nuclear weapons ." This, he 
argued, would ma kc use of 1ai: -
1ical or "small" nuclear warheads 
less likely by clearly placing chem 
apart from conventional 
weaponry . 

After the three presentations, 
ll'Uf"'LTV'.- n_,u.,., Air"9rtnr ""'°'!ln 

The three panelists reiterated their 
original positions, for the most 
part, and tried to clarify their 
positions in the light of the other 
comments. 

IN RESPONSE TO a question 
by Murphy, Hunthauscn admit
ted that he "cannot guarantee 
that we would not suffer very 
serious consequences," saying, 
"This might be our crucifixion." 
He said, "Unilateral disarma
ment might sound risky and 
naive, but to continue as we arc is 
more risky and naive." He docs 
not, he contended, want to be 
responsible for the death of inno
cent people in order to protect his 
security. 

Murphy defended the sincerity 
of the Reagan administration's 
efforts to effect arms control, 
saying, "If I did not believe that 
they were sincere, I would 
resign." Everyone, he said, wants 
10 avoid nuclear war. 

Lciscrson concluded the pro
gram of discussion and audience 
questions by offering an alter
native to the individual. Since the 
U.S. depends upon the nuclear 
threat to bolster our weaker con
ventional forces, he said, "If you 
really want to prevent nuclear 
war, you could volunteer for ser
vice in a defensive position." 

The presentation, which was 
free 10 the public, will be broad
cast Sunday night on KSPS-TV. 
Channel 7. 
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Some consider him a prophet, some. feel he is 

langerous." Some admire his stand against . the 
Jclear arms build-up, others abhor It. -~. ·. :t~ 
The man of controversy is Archbishop Raym·ond 

unthausen of Seattle who recently announced he 
ould withhold 50 percent of his Income taxes)'his 
iar to protest the nuclear arms race. Thef ar-
1bishop believes the building of nuclear arms 
ifinitely implies that the world's powers will use 
ese arms some day and, if so, that day could 
irald the end of the human race. i': 
Archbishop Hunthuasen has advocated unilateral 
sarmame'nt a·s one way of halting the arms bulld
,, although he adds that he is "for anything that 
II get us out of our nuclear tomb .... · . •, : ·'t','. · .9-:, 

Views seen as dangerous' ·. '. . ~J: 
: • .- \.1 

Many view his tax resistance and his espousal of 
,ilateral disarmament as "dangerous" to the· in
rests of the United States. "To follow whatI,Ar• 
,bishop Hunthausen advocates is a sure invitanon 

cs Soviet invasion of this country," said one Irate 
1tholic last week after reading the archbishop's 
!WS. . · .. . . $-'-
Archbishop Hunthausen's views flies In 'ttie race 
the Reagan Administration, and many Cathoilcs 

10 disagree with the archbishop are in the Reaga·n 
m~ · ·1 
Some even work for President Reagan · like Mat
~w Murphy, a public information officer for ttie U. 

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in 
1shington, D. C. In a public rebuttal to Archbishop 
inthausen's lecture at Gonzaga University two 
ieks ago, Murphy said , "As a Catholic, I find 
thing in Vatican II documents nor In the Holy 
ther's peace messages which causes a crisis of 
th for me" on the nuclear arms race. • '. • .,>. 
Murphy wholly rejected the archbishop's call to 
ilateral disarmament. "The administration does 
t believe that the Russians would respond tn a 
nilar loving and Christ-like manner," he said.,:, ; 
'When we talk about Russia today, we ar~ not 
king about the Christian czar," he said. .: 
=>ast history has proven that the Russians are not 
erested in disarming at all, Murphy said, ' listing 
i following examp les: 
• In 1947, the United States proposed a t Beirut 
1n" which would place all nuclear weapons, 
,earch and technology under international con
t Ru <; -:, ia refused this plan. 

Panel responds to archbishop ·. ,._ 

Archbishop Raymond Hunthausen (second from left) 
fields a question from Dean Mell (left), moderator, 
while two other panelists, Matthew Murphy and 
Michael Lelserson (far right) await to respond during 
a forum at Gonzaga University two weeks ago. The 
forum followed a lecture by_Archblshop Hunthausen 

• In 1962, the U. S. Secretary of State tried to get 
the Russians to agree that nuclear weapons would 
not be used on non-combatant targets in case of 
war. The Russians refused. 

• In 1977, the Soviet Union again rejected a Carter 
Administration entreaty to cutback on nuclear 
weapons. . 

• Recently, the Reagan. Administration has tried 
to sigral it is reducing its arsenal of nuclear arms -
primarily by not replacing obsolete arms with new . 
weapons :-- but there has been no corresponding ac
ct Ion from the U.S.S.R. · 

titled, "The Gospel, the Church and the Arms Race." 
Murphy presented the Reagan Administration's 
views on nuclear arms while Leiserson gave "a 
bridge" between the spiritual , and pragmatic 
aspects of nuclear arms. (Photo by Tom Sofio) 

The U. S. build-up of nuclear arms is a deterrent, 
Murphy explained. "It is there to stop Russian ag
gression and to induce the Soviets to negotiate 
seriously on eliminating all nuclear arms." 

The only way to halt the nuclear arms race is a bi
lateral, verifiable, stage-by-stage . disarmament 
agreement between Russia and the U. S., he said. ·· 

Bi-lateral disarmament would insure we are not 
annihilated in a nuclear war or takE:n over by an 
atheistic, totalitarian governm~nt, Murphy conclud- ·· 
ed. · 

.,,,,, 
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 
Washington. D.C. 20451 

February 19, 1982 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: CPA/PAU - Joseph D. Lehman 

FROM: CP A/PAU - Matt Murphy f'fc. IY'\ . 

SUBJECT: Speaking Engagement 

On Wednesday, February 10, 1982, I participated in a 
panel discussion on the subject "The Gospel, the Church and 
the Arms Race", sponsored by Gonzaga University in Spokane 
Washington. (Attachment 1) 

Archbishop Raymond Hunthausen of Seattle, the keynote 
speaker, dismissed all practical arguments against unilateral 
disarmament by calling on the audience to trust that the Lord 
would protect them, and to believe that the Russians would 
respond in a like manner to U.S. unilateral disarmament 
measures. (Attachment 2) 

In my rebuttal to the Archbishop I cited negative Soviet 
responses to past American political initiatives (e.g. 1947 
Baruch Plan, MacNamara's 1962 Ann Arbor speech, Carter's 1977 
SALT proposals), as well as the lack of Soviet restraint in 
producing and deploying nuclear weapons. (Here I quoted 
Harold Brown who said "When the U.S. builds, the Soviets build, 
when the U.S. stops, the Soviets continue to build.") I also 
addressed the religious and moral implications of basing 
national security on nuclear deterrence, saying nothing in the 
Church's teachings demands unilateral disarmament. On the 
contrary, the Church tolerates nuclear deterrence so long as 
sincere efforts are underway to achieve bilateral arms control 
agreements which are equitable, verifiable, and will result in 
the reduction of nuclear weapons. 

During the subsequent panel discussion, I challenged any
one to point out where the Administration•s arms control policies 
were wrong, or to say why they believed the Administration was 
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not sincere in its approach to arms control. Unfortunately, no 
one wished to discuss the issue on these terms. The audience 
were emotional on the subject of unilateral disarmament and 
their criticisms of Administration policy (as well as my personal 
religious stance) were based on purely religious and moral 
teachings, as they interpreted them. (At one point, for example, 
the exchange between a questioner and myself consisted of a 
theological debate on the meaning of the Incarnation.) 

In a subsequent private exchange with the Archbishop, I 
found him to be much less rigid and inflamatory than he had 
been in public. He said he would like to see the U.S. initiate 
steps leading towards nuclear disarmament, but acknowledged 
that if this did not evoke a similar Soviet response, then we 
should stop. He also ~cknowledged that he did not understand 
the technical arguments which the Administration used to justify 
its defense and arms control policies, thus implying that he 
could not say specifically what first steps the U.S. should take, 
how far we should go, and where we should stop. 

Comment: I found His Grace to be very personable and 
sincerely committed to his point of view. Despite each of us 
stating our opposing positions bluntly in public, there was no 
subsequent ill-feelings. I believe the Archbishop is open to 
arguments presented sincerely and honestly and believe if he 
could be informed on a sustained basis of Administration positions 
and the reasons for them, his extreme position calling for U.S. 
unilateral disarmament could be moderated. 
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The Bishop Vs. the Bomb: A Co»versio 
Texas Catholic Says, 'We Live Once Again·in the Shadow of Deatl 

' . 

By KA TH LEEN HENDRIX, Times Staff Writer 

Looking back, prior to August, 
1981, Leroy Matthiesen calls him
self "a good ole boy," a real country 
boy from a. cotton farm in West 
Texas. He calls himself that even 
though. over the _course of his 61 
years, he left the far~ for a semina
ry in Ohio and was ordained to the 
priesthood. moved to the Panhandle 
and. in 1980, was consecrated bish
op of the Roman Catholic diocese o( 
Amarillo. 

These days, the former good old 
boy, in the Los Angeles area earlier 
th is week as a guest of Pasadena's 
Interfaith Center to Reverse the 
Arms Race. calls himself "a bishop 
in need of prayers." 

In August of last year, Bishop Le
roy Matthiesen went public with 
what he calls his conversion. 

, , For 33 years he had lived in fairly 
\_ _: :sful ignorance of what was 

· _, Jmg on next: door to his diocese at 
the Pantex plant. the final assembly 
point for all nuclear weapons manu
factured in the United St.ates. where 
an average of four new warheads·a .. 
day are assembled and trucked 
away. 

The goings-on at Pantex troubled 
him no more than the arms race did 
in general. no more than the Viet 
nam War and campus uprisings had. 
no ·more than the atomic bombings 
of Hiroshima and Nagasaki had. 

.. That all passed me by.''. he said. 

.. 1 had other concerns and be:=:1de~. 
our community 1s not very recep 
tive to that sort of thing. It's a haw
kish . quiet place. There has been a 
simple taking for granted that what 
1s good for defense is good for the· 
country." 

Then last year a series of event.~ 
led to· the bishop's conversion, a 
process that culminated in his pub
lication last August, in the diocesan 
newspaper, of a statement con 
drmning the U.S. governmem·s de 
c:1sion to proceed with the produc -
lion and stockpiling of neutron 
·hombs. 

'n his statement, wherein he call -
' . he decision "the latest in a ser1c~ 
-;:-:· ,ragic anti-life positions taken h_v 
our government .. and begged for ... 
halt to the arms race. Matth1c:a:cn 
went on to ur~c .. individual~ 1•1 . 

valved in the production and stock
piling of nuclear bombs to consider 
what they are doing, to resign from 
such activities and to seek employ
ment in peaceful plll'8uits." 

It seemed like a harmless state 
ment at the. time, Matthiese_n now 
says, but it set off an immediate 
chain reaction. ~ 

As of last week, it had led in 
Amarillo to the United Way's an
nouncement that it was cutting off 
all funding of programs operated by 
the diocesan Catholic Family Ser
vices. 

And it had led to the bishop's visit 

to Los Angeles. latest in a serie~ of 
invitations around the country, 
where he has described the events 
that led to his conversion and · 
shared with his listeners his journey · 
across an uncharted moral and ethi
cal landscape where his conscience 
is taking him. 

Matthiesen is a quiet, unassuming 
man with a serious manner that 
matches his face. He frequently •js 
humorous, but never hearty-a 
fleeting smile, a quick chuckle. He 
does not speak with much of an au
thoritarian tone or go in for grand 
p,brases. He lost his Texas accent in 
o·h10, he says, but his speech re
mains informal and plain. 

The peace movement still is new 
to him and he told a small group 
gathered for a pot-luck supper at St. 
Anthony's Convent in Pasadena 
that he had only recently become 
acquainted with the clear. strong 
statements the Pope have made in 
the nuclear age. He had to agree 
with his colleague. Bishop Walter 
Sul!ivan of Richmond. Va .• that the 
teaching of the Church on nuclear 
warfare was the best-kept secret of 
the Church. 

--when I first learned of the 
teachings , .. he said, " I wanterl to 
sa_v. ' How come nohody ever 
preached this? · And then 1 had to 
say to myself, 'Hey. I'm the bi11h
op.' .. 

The closest he came to oratory on 
his visit was at All Saints Episcopal 
Church in Pasadena where he parti
cipated in an ecumenical service. 
"' Let My People Go ... with Intcrf;nth 
Center founders Dr. George Rcl{as 

and Rabbi Leonard Beerman . . 
The message of the evening was 

that people are enslaved today by 
nuclear weapons. Matthiesen, from 
the pulpit, told the packed church. 
"I realize now that. freedom is not a 
one-time thing. It .is a process. 
Car~ly, uncon~iously. perhaps 
be-cause of some Satanic influence. 

i 

'We say, "In God we trust," 
but we want to hedge our bets 

with nuclear weapons' 

we have allowed ourselves to fall back into bondage. 
We live once again in the shadow of death." 

He tells his story with an earnest simplicity some
times sharing· his admittedly newly acquired knowledge 
of MIRVs and_ cruise . missiles and megatonnage, but 
usually confining his remarks to the moral and ethical 
considerations of the arms race. 

His life began changing, he says, with a series of 
events that started when hearings were held in Amaril
lo to discuss the feasibility of siting MX missiles in the 
area. ' ··-· 

Nobody wanted the things, he said. arid the general 
consensus seemed to be "We need them; put them 
somewhere else." That disturbed the bishop. If the mis
siles were no good for the people of Amarillo, they were 
no good for somebody else. 

Protest Demonstration 
There was a protest demonstration at Pantex after the 

hearings. Six people, three of them Roman Catholics 
and one of those a priest, Father Larry Rosebaugh, 
scaled the first fence, tripped off the alarms and waited 
to be arrested. 

Rosebaugh got one year in a federal penitentiary for 
that. Matthiesen visited him while he was still in jail and 
came away disturbed. He respected the man. 

There was the announcement about the neutron 
bomb. There was an investigation into the feasibility of 
dumping highly radioactive waste into the Panhandle 
region. And then the bishop had visitors. 

Robert Gutierrez was a member of the diocese. He 
was 57; in poor health and without much formal educa
tion. He had recently been ordained a deacon. the high -
est order a layman can obtain in the Catholic Church. In 
the course of his preparation for the deaconate, Gutier
rez had studied the church's teachings on peace and jus
lice. He was very troubled. He worked at Pantex. 

Gutierrez and his wife came to the bishop for some 
counseling. Did the bishop think what Gutierrez was 
doing was wrong? 
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CONVERSION: Bishop Vs. Bonih 
'He Was Richt to Question 

:•1 told ~ I thought he was right to qu~on," Mat
thiesen said, but finally counseled Gutierrez_· to remain 
at the plant in good _consciepce, at_ least l.µl_til ~mething 
el~e t~~ up. A~ his jtge, anµ in his health;,}4atthiesen . 
said, 1t did not· seem a· good alternative for ·the man to· 
quit his job outright and cut off his family's means of. 
supporL . · 

~st Monday morning, Matthiesen expanded on that 
advice· to a group of clergy ;md religious who were lis 
tening to him speak at the Claretian Fathers ·house in 
central Los Angeles. · 

"Some say that's finally what a person has to do. (quit 
.outright),'.' he said. ."but. I.don't think someone counsel
_ing such an individual can lay that on. People have to 
mak~_ their individual decisions and follow their own 
·consciences." 
': Gutierrez was only one person, the bishop realized It 
was time for him to speak out · 

On~e the statement' was published:· the reaction in 
t-m~flllO was_ immediate. Shock. Some were outraged, 
~ailing Matthiesen at best naive and an idealist. A few 
_supported him-~e local rabbi was one of the first, he 
_said. Mos~ were sunply puzzled, making no judgment 
. Immediately he started receiving mail'and contribu. 

t1ons from all over the country. · · · · 
"With my statement. there surfaced an additional 

problem," he said. "t~e need to help those who· wished 
to ~an~er. With the contributions we established the 
Sohdanty Peace Fund and that got me into more· trou
ble." 

He bad called Catholic Family Services, he said, ~ " 

asked if their. family counseling program w;~d-hel; .. 
an)'. Pantex employees approaching them about trans
ferring. CFS agreed. 

The fund really got off the ground, he said, with a 
gr_ant of $10,000 from the Oblates of Mary Immaculate In 
Mmnesota, ~e order of priests to which Rosebaugh. of 
the Pantex Sue, belonged. It was publicized that coun
seling services were available and that there were some 

funds lo help people who wanted to make a trans£ er. 
"That's when it all hit the fan." the bishop said. 
Apparently, some Panlex employees were upset. and 

complained lo United Way about their contributions to 
it ending up with Catholic Family Services. United Way 
a5ked the bishop lo retract his statement. He refused as 
did the board of Catholic Family Services. United W~y. 
made its announcemenl saying it feared the loss of con
tributors. It had partially funded three of the agency 's 
seven programs-giving a total of S61.000 to child- and 
wife-abuse , ·runaways and unwed-mothers programs. 
The money represented 7.2% of the agency's SI.I . mil • 
lion budget. · 

The diocese of Amarillo is small not wealthy. anc! not 

part of the Establishment. It numbers only eight 
churches a nd its members amount to only 10% of 
Amarillo 's 1!)0 ,000 population. The overwhelming ma
Jority of 1l.s members ar,: La li no. 

Just as Matthiesen ;icknowledges lh;il his diocese 's 
relative poverty and ins1grnficance gave him a freedom 
to act ("We had nothing much to lose"), he also will ~y 
that those same factors give the oppositim,most tan1-:bly 
so far, United Way, the freedom to come down C'I: , him in 
what he terms a punitive act more than a ri:aJ fe;i,r of 

loss of contrib~tions. Pantex is the largest employer m 
the 3:ea: there IS overlap on boards of directors; most of 
the pillars of the community go lo church elsewhere. 

He laughed. recalling a visitor from the East who 
commented to him. "This· would neve·r have happened 
in Philadelphia." 
- . - .. . ·-· 

Not surprisingly, Pantex still is in busin~. I 

"We're not making a ~.f~~7 M~~~ep:-p.i0:) 
~'.I know some employees have ' tiahsferred and not-• 
ff8k«:<f for pelp.,,.TheJab: opportul;lities. a_re...pretty ,good: 
F,und,·Amaiillg: 'A"few. have come andaskea fcir~finan-: 
cial assistance. I .know it won't make much difference. 
Someone ·1eaves. ·Someone else will apply to ·replace· 
· him. Everyone ti,a.s. :~-~e,-ru.,sp\,Vll,P.~OJi..;TAe.:iwe;o!,; 
the~~ is -~ -~~M~.a climate. where e.~ .~ -an~_mq~~ 
al decisions are made, and to respond to tlie needs of m.:: 
dividuabas.theycomeforward." · .. , -: :, :, : ·, Y ·: · · •· 1: , . 

i This role of the church was at the,hearl"of·the·bish
'op's message wherever he spok~ in Los Angeles .this 
week. · _, :.;' · . · .,_-.:. ·,; '-'. ·; ·. ~ •.:.l;J;· \ · · 

He has been doing his bomewor~ He;needed infor
mation he said, and joined Pax Christi. a Catholic pejk:e 

_group, about one year ago. He noted-that at the time, 
' 
Pax Christi listed 16 bishops as members. Today, 60 of 
the nation's. 301 bishops. belong. Matthiesen is part, he 
knows; _qf ·a rapid,ly; growmg·.movement in the church, 
one that m·ay set'the church on·what he calls "a collision 
~ourse wit~ the gover?~1;ei:it._"~ 0.. -. J., 't).r:-...\ f,., r ' 

Not only has he been educating himself about the nu
clear- age, weaponry and the peace movement-last 
book read, a biography of J. ,Robert Oppenheimer; 
"Shatterer. of Worlds" ..:.he has been1earning about the 
position of the church on war, going Qack,to the Scrip
ture. and early_ traaition, and on nuclear y.eapons, going 
back to ·papal teachings'· and ·pronowicemehts, starting 
with Pope Pius XII. .,. · · . 

His research.and his t,hinking have brought him to the 
point, he says.'wliere he is prepared to say, "In order to 
be a Christian, one must be a nuclear·pacifist. The just
war theory is not operativ~m ~ nuclear age.'' 

Come Nov~mber, the National Confer~nce of Bishops 
will gather for their annual meeting and issue the state
ment on nuclear arms that they tabled last year for 
further research. There is already consensus, based on 
clear teaching, Matthiesen said. that nuclear war is im
moral, that the threat to use nuclear weapons is immor
al, that in principal it is immoral to possess them. 

There still is .a group within the American Church, 
Matthiesen said, led by Cardinal Terrence Cooke of New 
York, that says possession may be tolerated as long as 
meaningful negotiations to get rid of the~ are going on. 
With no such broad-based meaningful negotiations 
going on, Matthiesen said, there is a distinct possibility 
the consensus ·at the November meeting will be to con
demn possession of nuclear weapons. 

Politically, Matthiesen advocates bilateral moves to
wards a freeze in production and disarmament Person
ally, however, he would not have a problem with a uni
lateral move on th~ part of the United Stales. 

"The threat of Soviet aggression is real," he said, "but 
it pales. The 'red or dead' question is irrelevant. There 
won't be any reds lo convert me or to join. They'll be 
dead and so will I. It comes down to what Martin Luther 
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King Jr. called' a question o( nonviolence or n1;mexist
ence . . . We say . 'In God we trust,' but ,we want to 
hedge our bet.s with a few nuclear weapons. It takes a 
radical leap in faith to put our trust in God rather than in 
armaments. · You start talking like that..on a national 
basis and you :seem naive and. unrealistic, I know, bat 
the reality of the present course Is ~ational BUicide. ;, · · 

Not a.Utbihis ~wn thuiicir{g has.jell~·'.y eL·-ro 'qu~ons 
about wiUiholding inco~e taxes. he said he Wa&.WlCOm~ 
(ortable with thal Neede,fservices'would suffer in ~ 
process. '.He.:was thmkiri'g'. of''withlioldlrig a. symbolic 
amount instead.. although he was still undecided. I To 
questions about acts of civil disobedience, he said he was 
not personally.comfortable with the thought of climbing 
over fencesiand -dumping blood on ,files. -He : admireq 
those who did; he said;-but also thought such -actions1ll
lowed detractors to igno_~ -the ~ issues. He had been 
asked to participate witli .the P~tex ·s1x, he said. and 
had said no, "but of course that was before my conver
sion." 

' 
He does know that he reads. Scripture in an entirely 

different way now. That. Jesus said · he ,would vomit 
those who were lukewarin:from his mouth bothers him. 
He looks physically uncomfortable as . he repeats the 
phrase. :. ~· . : 

His conversion has. changed his life, he says. Totally. 
''.I think/' -the bishop said.' " it ·has finally forced m_e, : 

and it proba_bly will others, too, to _really be a Christian." ; 
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

April 15, 1982 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

CPA - Mr. Lehman 

CPA - Matthew F. Murphy 

Speaking Engagement, 4/1/82 

Washingtoo, D.C. 20451 

On April 1, I participated in an afternoon faculty 
seminar discussion and an evening "dialogue" at St . . _Mary's 
College, South Ben4 Indiana, with Bishop Leroy Mathi~ssen 
of Amarillo, Texas. The theme of the day's activities was 
"Which Road to Peace." 

The faculty seminar was very informal and "off the 
record." As a result, I was able to present both the 
Administration's arms control . policies and my feelings as a 
Catholic layman who supports these--~policie·s. · The general 
reaction of the faculty was "everything you say sounds logical 
and rational, yet the potential for nuclear destruction of 
the world still exists and we seem unable to do anything 
about it." Bishop Mathiessen, however, was surprised to 
learn of the steps the U.S. has taken to take useless nuclear 
weapons out of service, replace nuclear weapons with conventional 
where possible, and the pursuit of technologies which offer 
promise of defense against nuclear delivery vehicles. (I 
subsequently sent the Bishop a copy of FY 1983 ACIS to 
reinforce what I said.) 

In the evening, Bishop Mathiessen made a conscious effort 
to create an atmosphere for "dialogue" rather than "debate," 
and I believe all profited from this. I delivered a prepared 
statement based on excerpts from Reagan's November 18 "Zero 
Option" speech, a speech of the Director's refuting the 
"overkill" argument and Warnke's testimony supporting 
the overall objectives of the Reagan strategic program. 
Since Bishop Mathiessen based his presentation on the moral 
implications of nuclear weapons and nuclear deterrence·, I also 
addressed these issues, from the perspective of a Catholic 
layman trying to:develop "an informed conscience." 
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My objective in both presentations was to point out the 
difficulties and dilemmas which administrations and individuals 
face in trying to defend the Nation and its citizens against 
unjust aggression, using weapons and strategy consonant with 
"just war" concepts, restraints which are irrelevant to our 
adversary. 

Comment: Although Bishop Mathiessen and I were talking 
past each other at one point, (we disagreed about whether the 
idea of "a just war" had any validity in the nuclear age) I 
believe there is a good deal of agreement and room for 
accommodation between the Bishop and the Ad.ministration. (He 
did, after ·all acknowledge that he voted for Reagan.) 

In informal discussion with me, '. ·Bishop .Mathiessen said 
he recognized the existence of evil in the world, that Soviet 
actions have been ~xamples of that evil, and that ~ggression 
against the innocent is still possible. And, while acknowledging 
that unilateral disarmament is not a politically viable policy 
(although he respects those such as Archbishop Hunthausen 

who call for it as an expression of their personal "witness") 
he believes there are more than enough nuclear weapons in the 
world to serve . . any possible deterrent need. For that reason 
he supports the freeze. However, I also received the impression 
that if the U.S. could develop non-nuclear weapons and deterrent 
strategies - for their use which also were in accordance with the 
criteria- of· a "just war" both his opposition · to ·Administration 
policies and support of the "freeze" movement would wane. 
(He thought the development of space-based non-nucl~ar 
weapons to destroy nuclear delivery vehicles offered promise.) 

To conclude, Bishop Mathiessen is a very intelligent, 
very sophisticated individual, a good public speaker, with 
"command presence," and the ability to be forceful without 
offending. Most importantly from our point of view, he 
remains open to argument, he is actively seeking facts on the 
Adrninistra tion' s side o·f the issues, and he does not believe 
that his position is absolutely correct for all time . 


