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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

January 19, 1983 

FOR WILLIAM P. CLARK 

RICHARD T. BOVERIE~ 

SVEN KRAEMER SA 
Your January 15 Letter to Archbishop Bernardin 

Serious questions have arisen from last Saturday's decision to 
send a longer letter to Archbishop Bernardin on targeting issues, 
a decision we learned about on Monday afternoon. The following 
summary of the concerns involved is provided to you as we are 
likely to hear more about this issue in the future. 

The letter (Tab A) which went out over your signature included 
extensive paragraphs on nuclear targeting issues -- paragraphs 
strongly opposed by the Office of Secretary of Defense and NSC 
staff and unvetted by the Department of State, ACDA, etc. When 
Bernardin passes the letter to his Commission staff members, 
Hehir and Russet, and as the letter is publicized, it will impact 
upon the Administration's deterrence policy and could undercut 
the Administration's previously carefully articulated discussion 
with the Bishops. 

Army Staff Draft. The offensive paragraphs (#4, 5, and 6) 
in the letter you signed were drawn directly from an 
original, awful draft (Tab D) forwarded from the Army 
Staff through Al Myer. The Army Staff letter, apparently 
drafted by General Robert Schweitzer's office, was not 
coordinated properly with the Office of Secretary of 
Defense, is inaccurate, and was not vetted within the 
NSC Staff (Beverie, Kraemer, Linhard). We did not learn 
until Monday evening that its inappropriate text had 
been forwarded across the street last week. 

OSD Objection. After receiving this project for action 
on Thursday evening, and noting severe problems in the Army 
Staff draft, I sought to work a substantially revised letter 
wi t h Ron Le hman of the Office of Secretary of Defense and 
with Bob Linhard on Friday. Based upon OSD's strong 
objections, especially to the language concerning the 
public ambiguity of US targeting doctrine and the refer
ences to urban sanctuaries, and to purported, but unvali
dated, statements by the JCS Chairman, etc., we prepared 
a new draft on a rush basis Friday afternoon. 

DECLASSIFIED. BBeRE'i? 
Declassify on: OADR 
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OSD's markup of ihe Army draft is at Tab C. However, 
' as I reported at Friday's Staff meeting, and reinforced 

.. 

.-. 
·. ' "-.:. ~.: 1 · 

r~~~i.".~ ~ 

in conversation with John Poindexter on · saturday, OSD 
objected to sending out even this revised language. 
OSD preferred the language used in your November 16 

' , 
~"'.x.,t. •. ·~ 

letter to Bernardin and in Lehman's January 7 discussion 
with the Bishops. OSD warned that to use even the revised . 
language, would seriously prejudice US national security · 
interests and would undercut our January 7 meeting. 
Lehman's judgment reflected the views of his office, as 
well as a conversation he had with Bishop O'Connor on 
Friday afternoon, which indicated that omission of the 
inappropriate paragraphs (given the remainder of ·the 
revised letter) would protect the Administration '.s 
interests without being harmful to the interests of Bishop 
O'Connor within the Bishops' Commission. 

. . . 

NSC Staff Recommendation. After noon on Saturday John 
Poindexter instructed preparation of the letter for your 
immediate signature. I therefore discussed with him a 
draft incorporating major OSD and NSC staff revisions 
(Tab B), but recommending strongly that we not overrule 

OSD and our own staff concerns on the controversial para-
graphs. Instead, as indicated in the Tab B attachment, 
we agreed we should go with an abbreviated version. We 
agreed that this abbreviated version would meet both our 
security needs and the requirement . for letting Bernardin 
and the Apostolic delegation know that you felt the 
January 7 briefing/discus~ion by Ron Lehman, et al, had 
clarified misunderstandings and allayed concerns. As 
pointed out in the cover memo to you, this abbreviated 
version could be sent without major risks, although the 
issue of clearance with OSD and State still remained 
something of a problem. 

Letter Sent. Regrettably, the letter sent on Saturday 
failed to accommodate the grave concerns expressed earlier, 
and it unnecessarily provided inaccurate and highly sensi
tive commentary which will probably come back to haunt 
us, as Bernardin and his staff circulate it. OSD and 
State are asking for copies of the letter you sent and 
will be upset. Down the road, we may very well face a 
situation soon where we will be forced to modify some of 
the inappropriate sentences. 
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In retrosp~ct, it is difficult to understand ~hy .th~ serious 
reservations and recommendations expressed by OSD and by your 
staff were rejected, and why the inappropriate, unvetted, and 
unrevised Army Staff language was inserted, especially since 
Bishop O'Connor did not need more than your affirmation of 
Ron Lehman's January 7 brie~ing and of your November 16 letter. 

Serious questions have now been raised concerning sensitive 
aspects of US targeting policy, OSD's trust in our judgment, 
the interagency clearance process, and concerning the careful 
and increasingly credible and successful relationship the 

~Administration was developing with the Bishops. It will be 
difficult fqr us to justify this letter with OSD and other 
agencies (who have not yet seen it, but need to be briefed), 
and it appears impossible to get a revised version of the 
letter to Bernardin without causing more problems. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you review the above and the attachments; and that you 
assure a fully considered coordination process on addressing 
the sensitivities of the Administration's communications with 
the Bishops. 

Approve Disapprove 

Attachments 

Tab A 
Tab B 
Tab C 
Tab D 

,- SEeRE·r 

Letter to Archbishop Bernardin 
Revised Version by Poindexter and Kraemer 
Revised Version by Lehman, Linhard, and Kraemer 
Original Army Staff Draft 
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(LETTER AS SENT AND WEST WING MARK-UP) 

Saturday - January 15 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 15, 1983 

Dear Cardinal Bernardin: 

Permit me to offer you my heartfelt congratulations on your 
elevation to the Colle~e of Cardinals. This great honor and 
responsibility is a recognition of your own spiritual life, 
your leadership, and the importance of the position you occupy 
in the nation's largest archdiocese. 

I have continued to reflect on the concerns of the Bishops con
cerning the . role of nuc~ear weapons as a strategy to deter war 

.and what this means for civilian populations. r ·was also 
pleased ~o hear _about th~ discussion of January 7, which you 
and your colleagues on the _·Bishops' Comn:iission had at the 
Department of State on issues addressed in your dr~ft Pastoral 
Letter with representatives of U.S. agencies, including my 
·deputy, ·Robert McFarlane, qnd Sven Kraemer of my staff. I 
understand it was possible to review our arms control efforts 
with you, and that Dr. Ronald Lehman of the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense provided substantial information _at the 
meeting concerning U .·s. deterrence and targeting policy,· and 
our public approach to this issue. I hope this may have 
allayed some of the concerns and cleared up some of the mis
understandings. 

Clearly, the goal of the United States Government, and the pur
pose of its military strategy, is the prevention of war by 
demonstrating the attacker could not possibly emerge from a 
conflict in a position of net gain. This would clearly convey 
to any potential aggressor that he could not hope to achieve 
significant political and or military objectives through 
either a resort to nuclear aggre ssion or by a threat to do so. 

For moral, political and military re a sons, the United States 
does not target the Soviet civilian population as such. There 
is no deliberately opaque me aning conveyed in the last two 
words. We do not threaten the existe~ce of Soviet civilization 
by threatening Sovie t citi e s. Ra th e r, we hold at r i s k t he war
making capability of the Sovi e t Union -- its armed forces, and 
the industrial capacity to susta in war . It would be irresponsi
ble for us to i s sue policy sta teme nts which might suggest to the 
Soviets that it would be . to their advantage to establish 
privileged s a nctuaries within h e avily populated areas, thus 
inducing them to loca te much of their war-fighting c apability 
with i n those u r ban sanctuarie s. 

... .. 
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It is precisely because we do not want to make· war upon innocent 
Soviet civilians -- or at all -- that we do not want to drive the 
Soviets into loading up their cities with offensive forces. 
Paradoxically, this is best avoided by using the kind of 
scholastic distinctions in our public expressio~s which then 
give rise to some of your concerns. However, recent public 
statements by the chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Secretary of 
Defense and myself . should make clear to reasonable men and 
women that Soviet cities and their pouplations are not the 
aim of a deterrent strategy· developed to avoid war. 

Additionally, _ the United State~ does not announce its targeting 
strategy publicli and unequivocally, nor should we, for to do 
so would give the Soviets a decided advantage. · Ambiguity in 
this sense is as much a moral as a practical imperative for 
responsible U.S. officials. Ambiguity in deterrence is con
structive because ~t fosters doubt which hinders the opponent's 
choice ·of one or another course of aggressive action. 

To the extent the -United States is able to influence Soviet 
behavi.or substantially, the American choice is . to urge the 
Soviet Union to devote its considerable, · but not infinite, 
resourc~s to the spir{tual_ and m~ierial .b~tterme~t of its . 
population, rather ·than · to · continue · its unpar.alleled military 
buildup. However, the best evidenc~ we hav~ indicates that, 
regardless of what the United States ·has done, ~he _Soviet 

. leadership has dev9ted 13 to 15 percent of the Soviet gross 
national product or more to military expenditures, or more 
than twice ·our own rate _ •. :. This is why we need bo_th an effective 
deterrent and effective arms control. -

. . . 

I · firmly believe that we have chosen the proper course in our 
deterrent policy, since it has deterred major war for an 
·unprecedented period of time in the Western . history. Together 
with our broad arms control agenda, our deterrent gives every 

· promise of doing . so in the future. 

His Eminence 
J oseph Cardina l Bernardin 
155 East Superior Stree t 
Post Offic e Box 1979 
Chicago, Il linoi s 60611 

Sincerely, 

6~~ 
William P. Clark 

,. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Dear Cardinal Bernardin: 

Permit me to offer you my heartfelt congratulations on your 
elevation to the College of Cardinals. This great honor and 
responsibility is a recognition of your own spiritual life, 
your leadership, and the importance of the position you occupy 
in the nation's largest archdiocese. 

I have continued to reflect on the concerns of the Bishops con
cerning the role of nuclear weapons as a strategy to deter war 
and what this means for civilian populations. I was also pleased 
to hear about the discussion of January 7, which you and your 
colleagues on the Bishops' Commission had at the Department of 
State on issues addressed in your draft Pastoral Letter with 
representatives of U.S. agencies, including my deputy, Robert 
McFarlane, and Sven Kraemer of my staff. I understand it was 
possible to review our arms control efforts with you, and that 
Dr. Ronald Lehman of the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
provided substantial information at the meeting concerning U.S. 
deterrence and targeting policy, and our public approach to 
this issue. I hope this may have allayed some of the concerns 
and cleared up some of the misunderstandings. 

Clearly, the goal of the United States Government, and the pur
pose of its military~strategy, is the prevention of war by demon
strating that the ~ -ts-we could inflict .iR response to attaek 
wGU-1-G,--.,.,,-Q.J~~.L,;.t:=u.--.::>~~'<'--'-'-{ rT.:..s,.i_=> ;-n-£_,. that any atta-cker would hope Lo rna-ke.. 
This would clearly onvey to any potential aggressor that he 
could not hope to a hieve significant political and or military 
objectives through ither a r 7sort to nuclear aggressi~9 or by a 
threa_t to do so. o[bl~r co ,,t/ nc-l' /':s,,,- ,/ly ( n...,.f",;rj ~ 

----'--".-·.:-c A · I -Ir c , 7' c 
To the extent the United States is able to influence Soviet r/ 1 
behavior substantially, the American choice is to urge the cc,, /;re Z:: 
Soviet Union to devote its considerable, but not infinite, //1 ~ 
resources to the spiritual and material betterment of its J~ - - · 

population , rather than to continue its unparalleled military 15c==f·-'" ... , 
buildup. Howe ver, the best evid ence we have indicates that , 
regardless of what the United States has done, the Soviet l eader
ship has devoted 13 to 15 percent of the Soviet gross national 
product or more to military expenditures, or more than twice 
our own rate . That is why we nee d both an effective deterrent 
and effective arms control. 
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I firmly believe that we have chosen the proper course in our 
deterrent policy, since it has deterred major war for an 
unprecedented period of time in the Western history. Together 
with our broad arms control agenda, our deterrent gives every 
promise of doing so in the future. 

His Eminence 
Joseph Cardinal Bernardin 
155 East Superior Street 
Post Office Box 1979 
Chicago, Illinois 60611 

Sincerely, 

William P . Clark 
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NATl ONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

ACTION · January 15, 1983 

MEMORANDUM FOR WIL-riIAM P. CLARK 
..,,{ 

THROUGH: RICHARD T. BOVERIE ~ 

FROM: SVEN KRAEMER <; I( 

SUBJECT: Letter to Cardinal Bernardin 

The attached letter from you to Cardinal Bernardin represents 
a much abbreviated version, worked out today by John Poindexter 
and me, of a possible draft which OSD's Ron Lehman and I worked 
on ye~terday per instructions to address the· targeting/civilian 
casualties issue further . While Ron has not had an opportunity 
to review the attached, and while State has not seen it at all, 
I believe there is little risk in sending it as is. 

The letter's principal purpose would be to let Bernardin know 
that you have had good repo~ts about the January 7 meeting, 
and that you felt that a number of concerns had been allayed 
and misunderstandings clarified. 

RECOJv'.MENDATION 

That you telegraph the attached letter to Bernardin (Tab A) 
and/or seek to transmit it via the Apostolic Delegate, with 
an information copy for the latter. 

Approve Di s approve 

Att achme nt 

Tab A Lette r to Cardinal Ber n a rdin 

OADR 

COlfl:lliTIAL 

DEClASSIPIED 
Guidelines, August 28, 1997 

- - .ac- -NARA, Date ~-J,0/07 r • 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

V✓ A S fl I N G T O I.J 

Dear Cardinal Bernardin: 

Permit me to offer you my heartfelt congratulations on your 
elevation to the College of Cardinals. This great honor and 
responsibility is a recognition of your own spiritual life, 
your l ea d e rship, and the i mportance of the position you occupy 
in the nation's large st a r chdiocese. 

I have continued to reflect on the concerns of the Bishops con
cerning the role of nuclear weapons as a strategy to deter war 
and what this means for civilian populations. I was also pleased 
to h e ar about the discussion of January 7, which you · and your 
colleague s on the Bishops' Commission had at · the Department of 
State on issues addressed in your draft Pastoral Letter with 
represe ntatives of U.S. agencies, including my deputy, Robert 
McFarlane, and Sven Kr aemer of my staff. I understand it was 
poss ible t o review our arms control efforts with you, and that 
Dr. Ronald Le h man of the Of fice of the Secretary of Defense 
p r ovi ded substantial infor mation at the meeting concerning U.S. 
deterr e nce and targeting policy, and our public approach to 
this issue. I hope this may have allayed some of the concerns 
and cleared up some of the misunders t andings. 

Clea rly, the goal of the United State s Government, and the pur
pose of its military stra t e gy, is the preve ntton of war by d e mon
strating that the cos ts we could inflict in response to attack 
would far exce e d any g a ins t hat any attacker would hope to make. 
This would clearly convey to any potential aggressor that he 
could not hope to a c h i e v e s igni f icant political and or mili t ary 
obj ective s t h r o u gh e i t h e r a reso r t to nucl e ar a ggre s sion or by a 
t h rea t to do so. 

To the extent t h e United States is abl e t o inf l uen c e Sovie t 
behav ior substan t ially, the hmerica n c hoice is to u rg e the 
Soviet Union t o devote its considerable, but not infinite, 
resource s t o t h e spiritua l and materia l betterment · of i t s 
p opulat ion, rathe r t h a n to con t i n ue i t s u nparall e l e d mi li tary 
buildup . Ho we v e r, th e b es t e vid e nce we have indica es t h at , 
regardless of what the Unite d States ha s done , t h e Sov iet leader
sh ip ha s d e voted 13 t o 15 percent o f the Sov ie t gro ss national 
produc t or more t o military expenditure s, or more tha n twic e 
our own rate . That is why we need both a n effective deterrent 
and effec tive a r ms control. 
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I firmly believe that we have chosen the proper course in our 
deterrent policy, since it has deterred· major war for an 
unprecedented period of time in the Western history. Together 
with our broad arms -control agenda, our deterrent gives every 
promise of doing ·so in the future. 

His Eminence 
Joseph Cardina l Bernardin 
155 East Superior Street 
Post Office Box 1979 
Chicago, Illinois 6061 1 

Sincerely, 

William P. Clark 



THE WHITE HOUSE 
fc ,~<XJ-,?( k✓ /ky"f~" 
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W AS H I NGTON 
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Dear Cardinal Bernardin: 

Permit me to offer you my heartfelt congratulations_. on your 
elevation to the College of Cardinals. This great honor and 
responsibility is a recognition of your own spiritual life, 
your leadership, and the importance of the position you occupy 
in the nation's largest archdiocese. 

I have continued to reflect on the concerns of the Bishops con
cerning the role of nuclear weapons as a strategy to deter war 
and what this means to civilian populations. I was also pleased 
to h e ar about the discussion of January 7, which you and your 
colleagues on the Bishops' Commission had at the Departme nt of 
State on issues addressed in your draft Pastoral Letter with 
representatives of U.S. agencies, including my deputy, Robert 
McFarlane, and Sven Kraemer of my staff. I understand it was 
possible to review our arms control efforts with you, and that 
Dr. Ronald Lehman of the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
provided substantial information at the meeti,ng concernin9 U.S. ,. · 
deterrenceJ-a-ftd" targeting policy ,£.,..-j ~ ~ ~ J::;.-11~ ~ • 

0 · ~ ~ ~7:d: ~~~~~ ~ ~ /~ -.y.,
I~ ~-turther to i minate the issu of civilian 
c a sua ties, I wish and on th comme s I ma to you _·n 
my Nov mber 16, 198 Amer'can uclear pol'cy. Fo 
moral,_ litical, military re a so , the United S te doe 
not targe the S iet 'vilian pop a ·on as such. T 
deliberate! o_aque mean·ng con~ yed in th~ last tw wo 
deter aggres ·on, we make le that, in etaliat· n, we 
target th war aking capao· ity of the So ·et ion -- its 
a rmed fo ces an t he indu capacity to stain war. I 

polic by thr ea te i ng the very 
civ iza tion. 

As yd are aware, t he Uni e d State s · how 
it d ~-~R.~~ s it s policy t o h e Sovie t Union. T e U.S. d oes not 
announ its targeting wi t great p~ecis i on a nd u nequ ivo ca l ; 
nor shou d we, f or to do so ould g ive the Sovie s a dec i d e d 
a dvantage A s t udie d ambig u i y hi nd ers an aggres r's cho ice 
o f o ne or neth e r cours e o f a ressiv e a c tion. Th i has bee n 
U.S. deterr nee pol icy for man years. 
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To the extent the United States is able to influence Soviet 
behavior substantially, the American choice is to urge the Soviet 
Union to d e vote its considerable, but not infinite, resources 
to the spiritual and material . betterment of its population, 
rather than to continue its unparalleled military buildup. 
ever, the best evidence we have indicates that, regardless 
what the United States does, the Soviet leadership devotes 
15 percent of the Soviet gross national product or more to 
tary expenditures for the foreseeable future, or more than 
our own rate. 

I in the b st of re end 
t tional d Stat 
ob , t ntial por 
exp devot nsive, rath 

e xpen nwanted as 
ive, do ten the - un· 

How
of 
13 to 
mili
twice 

far n givin ets the se 
fun siv~s . easure · 
am eric n nuclea teg ourages S 
to t proportio esources t ·ve, 
ra systems, they otherwise 

Clearly, the goa of the United States Government, and the pur
pose of its military strategy, is the prevention of war by demon-- ~ 
strating that the costs we could inflict in response to attack -
would far exceed any gains that any attacker would hope to make. 
This would clearly convey to any potential aggressor that he 
could not hope to achieve significant political an<\for military 
objectives through either a resort to nuclear aggression or by a 
threat to do so. 

I firmly believe that we have chosen the proper course in our 
deterrent policy, since it has d e terred major war for an 
unprecedented period of time in the We stern history. Together 
with our b r oad arms control age nda, our deterrent gives every 
promise of doing so in the fu t ure. 

His Emi nence 
Joseph Cardin a l Bernard in 
155 Ea st Super ior Stree t 
Post Of fice Bo x 1979 
Ch i c ago, Ill inois 60611 

Sinc ereli, 

William P. Clark 
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rn ly~ ~ 
Dear Cardinal Bernardin: 

Permit me to offer you my heartfelt congratulations on your 
elevation to the College of Cardinals. This great honor and 
responsibility is a recognition of your own spiritual life, 
your leadership, and the importance of the position you occupy 
in the nation's largest archdiocese. 

I have continued to reflect on the concerns of the Bishops con
cerning the role of nuclear weapons as a strategy to deter war 
and what this means to civilian populations. I was also pleased 
to hear about the discussion of January 7, which you and your 
colleagues on the Bishops' Commission had at the Department of 
State on issues addressed in your draft Pastoral Letter with 
representatives of U.S. agencies, including my deputy, Robert 
McFarlane and Sven Kraemer of my staff. I understand it was 
possible ~to review our arms control efforts with you, and 
that Dr. Ronald Lehman of the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
provided substantial information at the meeting concerning U.S. 
deterrence and targeting policy. 'lit.-,fs-.gt::~~~~ 
In an effort further to illuminate the issue of civilian 
casualties, I wish to expand on the comments I made to yo 
my November 16, 1982~ letter on American nuclear po · 
moral, political, and military reasons, the Un' States does 
not target the Soviet civilian population such. There is no 
deliberately opaque meaning conveyed the last two words. (Ee 
d +-_ 0 istence or.---s-t=~;..-i<>--;-- civilization by Lhreai:: 0 n_ -
_incr ~rmj @t cit.; es] Ra ~.aer , \ - . - · sk the war - making capa-
bili t~ of the Sov~et Union - - its J:fmed _forces alJd, the _ indi.: 9trial1/ 
ca.Pa~l ty t? pUSza n ~ar_. ¾i 2: :0;/-32:-~ JJ- ~ ~~ ~'>- /r-4 l;, ~ 7 ~ ~ ""'°'1' foJ!~ /~~ l-v--~, 
I . would be irr sponsible fo r us to issue policy statP~ ~ - · at 
might sug~ - - to the Soviets that it would b L eir advantage 
to establish priviL~~ heavily populated areas, 
thus inducing them to loca Le .-·.- · warfighting capability 
within ~hose urban saD~L ries . ~: isely because we do 
not want to ma r upon innocent Soviet civi · . -- or at all - -

not want to d r ive the Soviets into filling ~ r cities 
offensive forces . Paradoxically, t his is best avoided 

u1-M) ~ ~ '"" ik1J I j4J!"'r~J/-f'c;,, 
trs .L ,;; -fl.,, c:tfiJ;. 
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usi~ very kind of dis inct· in our public expressions R,,y ~ 
· which may have given rise ome _of your concerns. However, ~• S'+-• 

recent public statemen y /i)1e Chairman, Joint Chiefs of '4/t,."- ' 

1 
taff, Secretary O efensr and 'myself ineluaing., should ma~e ~-~ ,1,. ... 

1 
clear t~ reason .E: men az:i women that ~L~ 0:11d=t+-.e1r ""·we. ,, 
popul~_!,:1.ons e not the aim bf a deterrent strat~g ~e,, ?Pfd . • ff 
t _o avoid ar. 1 I 1 ~-1~,IJL. "' 4-y; ~ -4 //. S 

/4 ,..------ffe. r ~ ~j_&...:d;-7r- • ./ ~ /_t.u,~ £14 . . , 4~ , 7' . 
.____~dditiona11iJ the United State;, does. not announce its targeting _-/-

strategy publicly and unequivocally; nor should we, for__J,.l.,L._,__._..,.__...__~ 
would give the Soviets a decided advantage. A -= .......... ure of 
a1;1biguity@- t--h~~s~s---6.s.ro1.1ch a mqral as ':' p:act~al , impe.r.a=-
t1. ve ·for · re ·sp-orrs-ib-le-B-;-S-;--0 f£±c·:t-a:1-s-. --Su-eh--a-rn-el:-9'tr.iJ=Y 1. :i:i~ 

rence-i·s-c-on~.c.tive---beG-a-u·se it fos t'er s rroubt~t@!thinders an ...,,;r,,-, 
opponeni>-!-s choice 9f one or ,g)_othe,f .9ourse of aggressive action.~ 
~~ 1 4 ~ /4,,_ d.f,d£..v~~ j'/1-'7;u-,, · 

To the extent the United States is able to influence Soviet 
behavior substantially, the American choice is to urge the Soviet 
Union to devote its considerable, but not infinite, resources 
to the spiritual and material betterment of its population, 
rather than to continue its unparalleled military buildup. 
ever, the best evidence we have indicates that, regardless 
what the United States does, the Soviet leadership devotes 

How
of 
13 to 

15 percent of the Soviet gross national product or more to mili
tary expenditures for the foreseeable future, or more than twice 
our own rate. 

It is in the best interest of a more enduring peace, as well as 
the national security of the United ·States, which we are morally 
obliged to protect, that a substantial portion of Soviet military/7 
expenditures be devoted to defensive, rather than offensive, '(_ 
measures. Such expe nditures, unwanted as they are in a larger 
ideal perspective, do not threaten the United States, and are ✓ 
far better than giving the Soviets the capability to spend these 
funds on o ff ensive sys tems. A measure of deliberate public 
ambiguity in Amer i can nucl e ar str ategy ~ e e ncourages 
Sovi e t l eader s to d e vo t e a g reate r pro portion of their resou r ces 
t o defensive, rath e r tha n o ff e nsive s ys tems th a n they o t h erwise 
ould do. ,. 

Clearly, t he g oal of t he Uni ted S t a te s Govern ment, a nd t he pur
pose of its mili t ary s trate gy, is the p revention of war by d emon
strating th a t the c os ts we could i nflict in r e sponse t o attack 
wou l d far exce e d a ny gain s t hat any a ttack e r would hope t o ma ke. 

n,,s 
~ Wovt.JJ eu ,. AL.y t o ,.N4f -n, J.f,;,,-,- -n-{nr l{o! ecv L.13 ,Jor I-fop£ 1b ~U/16VE s~,J1F, ui ,v-r- rbc.,r;~ 
Av□/Dtt.. rt1 ,L.,r11t2f oSJc:t.:rf\11:.S ntR- / ut.:,f £,-r,{e /l. 4 f(,:c.o:1..~ 71:> t</vcl.L t41l. 11Me~o,v oil By /4 

1).JR.€ A...- -ro 'Oo 60 • { IL 
A.If f off,Jr,nt /)-'ll~~ 
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DRAFT 

'"' I firmly believe that we have chosen the proper course 9.f our 
deterrent policy, since it has deterred major war for an 
unprecedented period of time in the Western history. Together 
with our broad arms control agenda, our deterrent gives every 
promise of doing so in the fu~ure. 

His Eminence 
Joseph Cardinal Bernardi n 
155 East Superior Street 
Post Office Box 197 9 
Chicago, Illinoi s 60611 

Sincerely, 

William P. Clark 
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r,c;; r Archl,ishor Bcrn.t'din, , 

' • ~ • . • • ,. 7•, .. - .- ' 

\.J; , ~ L/-\0 0; I I c.. l) 
- , I,.. • •• • - · 

SI-, ,·, II ,-,_, ·,,._,I I .... 

l,J''- ' ' f\ ... • rq • • 

Permit me to offer you my heartfelt congratulations on 

'Jt.l: 1 2 1983 J)/!hn 

Q" ... , +, ... l s K W-A •V. "'") -~ 
Tu.,,, - f rJ'V\, ~ 

your elevation ' 

to the College of Cardinals. This great honor and responsibility is a 

recognition of your own spiritual life, your leadership and the importance 

of the position -~ou occupy in the nation's largest archdiocese. 

I have continued to reflect on the concerns of the Bishops concerning 

'-- ' h , ------~ ___ t_ e role of nuclear weapons as a · strategy to deter \var and what this means 

f 

- - -~ ~ 
to c ivi 1 ian populations. 1 /In an effort 7-;J further illuminate the 

/ .• ~ I.------ . /\ I wish to expand-on the connnents I made to you in my 16 November 

! 

letter on American nuclear policy. ) _, 
--·-:--· ------ -- -

" For moral, political, and military reasons, the United States does 

not target the Soviet civilian population as such. There is no deliberately 

opaque meaning conveyed in the last two words. We do not threaten the 

existence of Soviet civilization by threatening Soviet cities. Rather, 

we hold at risk the war-making capability of the Soviet Union--its armed· 

forces, and the industrial capacity to sustain war. It would be irresponsible 

for us to issue policy stat ements which might suggest to the Soviets that 

it would be to their advantage to establish privileged sanctuaries within 

heavily populated areas, thus inducing them to locate much of their war

fighting capability within those urban sanctuaries. 

It is precisely because we do not want to make war upon innocent Soviet 

civil ians--or at all-- that we do not want to drive the Soviets into loa ding 

up their cities ~ith offensive forces. Paradoxically, this is best avoided l__ 
by using the very kind of scho l astic distinctions in our public expressions 

which then give rise to some of your concerns. How e ver, recent public 

statement s by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Secreta ry of Defense a nd 

myse lf should make clear to reasonab le men an d wome n that Soviet cities and 



.. J..cd itic,:H..lly, tl.1 

pul..licly and unequivc,CE, lly, nor sl1oulc \.le:, for to do so -would givt the 

Soviet£ B decided adv.sr.tagt. lu:::Liru:ity in this sense is as much B moral 
f.<_ l......_r t ; ,Ir C r{ 

BS e practical it.iptrativt for reE.ponsible U.S. officials. /._Ambiguity in 

deterrence is cbhstructive bec·ause it fosters doubt \o.·hich hinders the 

opponent's choice of one or another course of aggressive action. 

Were the United States able to influence Soviet behavior substantially, 

the American choice would be to urge the Soviet Union to devote all of its 

considerable, but not infinite, resources to the spiritual and material 

betterment of its population. However, the best evidence -we have indicates 

, 

that, regardless of what the United States does, the Soviet leadership 

will devote 13 to 15 percent of the Soviet gross nati~nal product to 

military expenditures for the foreseeable future or ~ e. -If~""'\ -1¥,c-(. r" j., , 
J . 

It is therefore in the best interest of a more enduring peace as well 

as the national security of the United ·state_;;which we are morally obliged 
lfo.,,•.., (!- n, t /t./-1,,-'1 __..J 

to protec/that a substantial portion of those~expenditures be d~voted 

to defensive measures. Such expenditures, un~anted as they are in a larger 

ideal perspective, do not harm or even threaten the United States, and 

are far better than giving the Soviets the capability to spend these funds 
A ._u.\..,,,c.. ./ ('-!;-Ire... 

on offensive systems capable of po1,o.1er projection . ..!ftreAdeliberateA ambiguity 

in American nuclear strc:tf:'.~;· th e refore encourages Soviet leaders to devote 
y "- J 4 ,, -I t.. fJ ,- < --;':Ir ,,; I • l 

a greater proportion of their r es ources to defensiveAsy~tems th;n they 

othend se "-' Ou ld do. 

Cl e arly, the goal c,f the Un jt e d States government, and the purp ose of 

its military strategy, is the prevention of war by demonstrating that the 

costs \o.'e?o'uld inflict in response to attack would far e>:ceed any gains 

"'VI 
that~- attack1_:.r \.lould hope to r;;a ke. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
. ·1.:: ~ f r :-I.~ 

• • t -- :.: 

,~f\1,ITiVf: 
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~:1::~ l , tl)(",' l tl. ~ t \. ( l. i \ l C:11:ltll t l,, ):'C:j •(l C OU Tlt, ;,,c ;;;- ~ j c: u l c. t :i0:-, 

c, f en; ; p D li C) , s i n c t 1 t h;. f- d t- t c- r Tl c n," j or \.".: ;- f o r a n u n pre c e d e n t e d p e r i o c 

of ti rnt· i r. th t We &tcrn \.:orld hiEtory, .e nd g i,·c. ~ every promis e of doin g 

r:o ir, t l1c fu t ur e . 

Sinc::enly, 

Judge Clark l, 

UNCLASSIFIED 
SEf'~SiTJVE 
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FROM VATICAN OFFICE 
E.0.12356 DECL: OAOR 
TAGS: PARM, MNUC 
SUBJECT: VATICAN CONFERENCE ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS: 
CONVERSAT I ON''WI :TH. ARCHBISHOP BERNARD IN ON JANUARY 21 

1. C-ENTIRE_TEXT 

2. BEGIN SUHMARY: CARDINAL DESIGNATE BERNARDIN BELIEVES 
THE VAT I CAN SPONSORED CONFERENCE ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS WAS 
USEFUL. AS A RESULT or THE CONFERENCE THE DOCUMENT 
\/Ill BE HOOIHEO SOMEWHAT TO DIFFERENTIATE MORE CARE
FULLY BETWEEN GENERAL MORAL PRINCIPLES AND THEIR 
APPLICABILITY. BERNARDIN SURMISED THAT THE THIRD ANO 
FINAL DRAFT OF THE BISHOPS' LETTER WILL BE MORE 
ACCEPTABLE TO THE ADMINISTRATION. HE NOTED HOWEVER THAT 
THE MAJ OR I TY or AMER I CAN BI SHOPS CONT I NUE TO O I SAGREE 
111TH THE ADMINISTRATION'S NUCLEAR POL ICY AND RHETORI C. 
END SUMMARY. 

3. BERNARDIN SAID THE FRENCH AND GERMAN BISHOPS HAD 
SUGGESTED THE IDEA OF A CONFERENCE TO THE VATICAN. 
THERE WERE THIRTY PARTICIPANTS IN THE T\10 DAYS SESSI ON 
INCLUDING TEN FROM THE VATICAN . CARDINAL CASAROL I 
ANO ARCHBISHOP SILVESTRINI HAD PARTICIPATED IN All 
THE SESSIONS 111TH CASAROL I ANO CONFERENCE CHAIRMAN 
CARDINAL RATZINGER DOING MOST OF THE TALKING FOR THE 
VATICAN. BERNARDIN CONFIRMED THAT THE POPE HAO NOT 
ATTENDED ANY OF THE SESSIONS BUT WAS RECEIVING THE 
AMERICAN GROUP LATER ON JANUARY 21ST TO DI SCUSS THE 
CONFERENCE. 

4. BERNARDIN DESCRIBED THE MEETING AS CORDIAL. IT HAD 
BEEN LED OFF BY FATHER JAN SCH OTTE OF THE VAT I CAN 'S 
JUSTICE AND PEACE COMMI SSI ON . SCHOTTE READ A 12 PAGE 
BRIEF OUTLI NING THE VATICAN'S POSITION ON NUC LEAR ARMS. 
GENERAL DISCUSSION FOLLOWED. THERE WAS NO SET AGENDA. 
EACH PARTICIPANT HAO A COPY OF THE DRAFT LETTER AND IT 
WAS REFERRED TO CONSTANTLY IN THE SESSIONS. 

S. BERNARDIN /\OMITTED THAT DIFFERENCES STILL EXIST 
FOLLOWING THE MEfT I NG. THE GERMAN BISHOPS IN PARTICULAR 
DIFFERED FROM THE AMERICANS ON THE NO FIRST USE QUESTION 
AND ON HOW DETERRENCE SHOULD BE APPLIED. HE SAID THE 
FRENCH BISHOPS HAD BEEN RATHER SILENT DURING THE HEETING 
AND HAO NOT CONTRIBUTED MUCH. THE I TALI ANS, DUTCH AN!) 
BELGIANS HAD BEEN ADDED AT THE LAST MINUTE, HAD NOT HAO 
TIME TO PREPARE THEIR POSITIONS ANO THUS DID NOT HAVE 
MUCH TO SAY. BERNARDIN REMARKED THAT THE AMERICAN 
BISHOPS' LETTER HAS SERVED AS A CATALYST FOR OTHER 
BIS HOPS' CONFERENCES TO PREPARE THEIR OWN LETTERS ON 
NUCLEAR ARHS . 

6. BERNARDIN CLAIMED THAT THE VATICAN HAS NOT IN ANY 
1/AY BEEN CRrTJCAL OF THE AMERICAN BISHOPS' EFFORT IN 
PREPARING : THIS LETTER. THE BISHOPS NOW HAVE RECE IVED 
CO~MENTS FROM THE VATICAN AND THE ADMINISTRATION ANO 
OTHER BI SHOPS'. CONFERENCES AND WI L·L RETURN TO THE US ANO 
REVISE SOME PARTS OF THE LETTER. THE FINAL DRAFT HAS 
TO BE READY FOR CIRCULATION IN TWO MONTHS. 

7. BERNARD I N. SAID THAT AS A RESULT or THE CONFERENCE 
AND THE COMMENTS THE BI SHOPS ,_HAVE RECEIVED THE FINAL 
DRAFT WILL BE MODIFIED IN 1/AYS 1/HICH WILL MAKE IT SOME-
WHAT MORE ACCEPTABLE TO THE ADMINISTRATION. IN REVIS. 
ING THE DRAFT EVERY EFFORT WILL BE MADE TO DIFFERENTIATE 
BqWEEN GENE aAL MORAL PRINCIPLES (BINDING) ANO THEIR 
APPLICABILITY (LESS BINDING). IF THE BISHOPS ARE EX-
PRESSING THEIR PERSONAL OPINIONS (AS DIFFERENTIATED FROM 
THEIR THEOLOGICAL ONE,.S! THAT \/ILL BE NOTED. THE DRAFT 
LETTER WILL ALSO PLACE GREATER EMPHASIS ON THE ADMINISTR-
ATION'S ONGOING NEGOTIATING EFFORTS. BERNARDIN &AID 
THAT HE WANTED TO MAKE IT CLEAR, HOWEVER, THAT DESPITE 
THESE MODIFICATIONS THE AOHINISTRATION \/ILL PROBABLY 
STILL HAVE ' SOME PROBLEMS 111TH THE DOCUMENT . HE SAID 

THE MAJORITY OF AMERICAN BISHOPS ARE IN QISAGREEMENT 
111TH THE NUCL~AR ARMAMEN T POLICIES AND RHETORIC 00 THE 

ADMINISTRATION ANO THE 1/AY IN WHICH THE ADMINISTRATION 
IS IMPLEMENTING ITS DETERRENCE POLICIES. 

8. BERNARDIN \/AS IN A RUSH TO SAY MASS ANO WE COULD NOT 
PURSUE THIS FURTHER. HE DID NOTE JUST BEFORE LEAVING 
THAT THERE WOULD BE NO MINORITY ATTACHMENT TO THE LETTER . 
THE LETTER ANO EACH OF ITS SECTIONS HAS TO BE APPROVED 
BY A Tl/0 THIRDS MAJOR I TY . AFTER EACH SECTION OF THE 
BT 
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..: Q II F I 9 ENT I ~T SECTION 92 OF 92 ROME 817S2 

FR OM VATICAN OFFICE 
E. 0. 12356 DECL: OADR 
TAGS: PARM, MNUC 
SU BJECT : VATICAN CONFERENCE ON NUCLEAR WEAP ONS : 
LETTER THE BISHOPS' VOTE \/Ill BE PRINTE D. 

9. COMMENT: THERE HAS BEEN SPECULATION THAT BERNARDIN'S 
ELEVIONTO CARDINAL MIGHT IN SOME 1/AY HELP TO DEFUSE 
THE BISHOPS' LETTER. 1/E DO NOT THINK HIS ELEVATION 
WILL MAKE ANY DIFFERENCE. HE SEEMS TO BELIEVE STRONGLY 
THAT THE LETTER IS A USEFUL AND IMPORTANT INITIATIVE 
ANO SEEHS FIRM IN HIS OPPOSITION TO THE ADMINISTRATION'S 
HUCLEAR ARMS AND DETERRENCE POLICIES . 

19. \IE HAVE HEARD FROM BOTH GERMAN ANO FRENCH SOURC ES 
THAT THE FRENCH BI SHOPS PLAYED A MUCH STRONGER ROLE 
THAT BERNARDIN SUGGESTED . CARDINAL HOEFFNER TOL D 
THE GERMAN AMBAS SADOR THAT THE FRENCH HAO BEEN TOUGHER 
ON THE AMERICANS THAN THE GERMANS. ARCHBISHOP SILVESTRI· 

NI TOLD FRENCH AMBASS ADOR THAT THE FRENCH BI SHOPS HAO 
BEEN "VERY POSITIVE ANO REALISTI C." BOTH THE GERMAN 
AN O FRENCH EMBASSIES AGREE THAT ONE RESULT 00 THE 
SESSION I/ILL BE CLOSER COLLABORATION BETWEEN THE 
GERMAN AND THE FRENCH BI SH OPS CONFERENCES. CARD I NAL 
HOEFFNE R FOR EXAMPLE I/Ill BE VISITING LYON FOR 
CONSUL TAT IONS IN THE NEAR FUTURE. 

11. \IE WILL TRY TO OBTAIN A COPY OF THE VATICAN'S 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT LETTER. OUR UNDERSTANDING IS 
THE VATICAN 1/0ULD HAVE PREFERRED THAT THIS INITIATIVE 
(THE BISHOPS' LETTER) HAD NEVER HAPPENED. BISHOPS 

CONFERENCES, HOWEVER, ARE GI VEN A GREAT DEGREE OF 
AUTONOMY ANO THE VAT I CAN FEELS THAT IT CANNOT STOP 
THE LETTER OR DICTATE TO THE AMERICAN BISHOPS I/HAT 
IT SHOULD CONTAIN. ARCHBISHOP SILVESTRINI IS KN OWN 
TO BE CONCERNED THAT THE AMERICAN BISHOPS' LETTER 
BECAUSE IT IS ON SUCH A GENERAL SUBJ ECT MIGHT BE 
INTERPRETED AS BEING BINDING ON NON AMERICAN CATHOLICS. 
THE AMER I CAN BI SH OPS THEREFORE WERE CAUTIONED STRONGLY 
NOT TO ENGAGE THE WORL 011 I DE CHURCH INTO F Ol L DII I NG 

CHURCH TO MAKE MORAL JUDGEMENTS ON THE 
APPLICABILITY OF DETERRENCE POLICIES. THESE SOUReES 
CRITICIZE THE AMERICAN BISHOPS FOR ENTERING INTO 
DETAILS WHICH THEY DO NOT UNDERSTAND. HORNBLO\I 
BT 
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