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YOUR PRESIDENT'S PROFUNDITIES

(As mentioned An the Last L{ssue of the newsletier, President John Herzog
is on a Leave of absence. He recedived the good word about two weeks ago that
he has been accepted at the House of Affimmation in Montara, California. He
L8 to nepont there Apnil 23, Our prayers are with you.

In place of the President's message this spot will be given over fo a

Letter from John Costello, S.J., School of Theology, Berkely, L‘aﬁi?mm&a. The
pastoral Letten he nefens to follows in the nawsletter. --- editoa

. —— W R O R e

Dear Mel,

Thank you for the continued reports in NAPP Newsletter. By now I hope that
John Herzog is feeling better and on the mend,

In the last few months, I have been stirred to a restlessness by reading the
variety of comments in "Briefs from here and there..." I am concerned about
our pastoral thinking in terms of chaplaincy in the military.

Accordingly, I am enclosing a copy of Bishop Roger Mahoney's Pastoral Letter.
This letter has me reexamining the role of the peacemaker in today's world. I
am not sure what that will mean in the practical, but I would be less than

responsible were I not to take Bishop Mahoney's words to heart.

1 would be very interested in any comments or reactions from those whose
ministry and experience might reflect Bishop Mahoney's concerns.

(ot

Sincerely,

stettd



A Pastﬂrﬁl Letter
Bishop Roger Mzhomey, Bishop of Stockton, Califérnia
THE CALL OF CHRIST, PRINCE OF PEACE:
BECOMING A CHURCH OF PEACE ADVOCACY

During this seasen of grace, we once again share in the marvelous mystery of the Incarnation --
the Som of God becomdng onc of us In order “to make zll things new "

We welcome again Jesua Christ, the Prince of Teace, inta cur livee and inte cur world., He
recount the wonder= of Christ’s Birth, apnounced in praclamaticms of peace; we rtalse our voices in
jovful song, rejoicing 1n refrains of pesce; and we axtend warm gestures of peace to family and
fEriends. : '

We celebrate on Jamiary First the Werld Day of Peace, pathering topéther the hopes longings,
and dresms of all peoples in the world that this New Yaar wight draw all of us closer (o the reality

-of genuine and lasting pesce.
' It is in this context of hope and fervent praver for worldwide peace that I wish to address all

aof you during these days giwven over ta veflecting upen Christ, our Prince of Peace.
. INTROQDUCTION

The Secretary of State in Woodrow Wilson's Cebinet resigned his office in 1915 in order to avoid
1 conflict of rconscience connected with taking steps that mizght lead to wat. Willian Jepnings Bryan
tondered his resignaticn, he expleined, not because he was an absplute paclfist--he was not---hut
hecause Invelvement in preparation fur war was Ingooflict with his personzl vocation to be a
“"peace advocate."

The Foman Uatholic Church, as is well konpwn, hes never held s pogition of abaolute pacificism.
It accepte the premize that one can legitimately resist evil by force in fustified seif-defensa.

It has espoused a complex moral reasoning about the right to declare and engage in warfare kmown as
"the just-war theorv." Nevertheless, In recent vears, more and more Catholics——our Fopes, Biphops
in this country and elsewhere, theologlans and other scholars, and conscientlous prieets, religious
gnd lay Catholicse throughout the world-—heve incremsingly acked: how cen we become, truly, advocates
of peace?

Today I add my voice to the growing chorus of Catholic proteste againsgt the arme rece hacause I
believe the current grms policy of our nation, as well as of the Soviet Union, has long spince
exgeeded the bounds of justice and moral legltimacy. Moreowver, the arms race makes 1t luposaible
effectively to end the wrgent crizis of world hunger. It can mo longer be tolerated.

Erch day we permit 1t to centinue without protest it perpetuates liself by bécoming embedded 1n
our evetyday hebits and attitude=s. What Is needed, 1natead, is a radical change of our hearte and
our attitudes--a new awareness of our calliung te be a4 people dedicated to peaca.

VYARIETIES OF PACIFISM

L have sald that the Boman Catholic Chuteh is neot a pacifist Church, but thie needs= some
guallficatrden. The Bishops of the world at the Second Vetlean Council asgerted thelr strong support
for those individual Cathelics who adopt 2 pposition of abeolute pacifism. Thelr wards bear repeating
here: ", ,.we cannot fail to praise those whoe renpunce the use pf violence in the vindication of
thedr rights and who resort to methods of defenae which are otherwise available ta weakar parties
too, prngided that thils can be dome without Injury to the rights of othars or of the commnity
itgelf "

The same Vatlcen Cowncll document also states: "It seems right that laws meke humane proviaiaons
for the case of those who for regsons of consclence refuse to bear arme, provided however, that they
accept some gther form of service to the human cammunity."3

We American Blshops extended the range of this primciple by supporting the right to
"conacienticus objection™ of Catholics who conclude in conscience, following the ressening of the
just-war theory, that gome particular war of their datlion is unjust, even if they are not opposed to
all wars 1o principle, We adypeated thak American law recognizes the right to selective
conse fentloug abjection EE the legltimate extension of our First Amemdment righte to free exercisze
of rellglous conaclencse,

It 1s even more Important to recall that the moral reascning lavolved in classle just-war thepry
led the Bishops at the Second Vatican Council to declare that a form of nuclear pacifism Is a
welghty and unexceptipnal cobligatiom pf Chriatians, This means that any use ¢f nuclear weapons, and
by implication, eny Intention to upe them, is always morglly--and gravely--& serigug evil. No
Catholic can ever support or cooperate with the planning or executing of policies ko w3e, or which
by lmplication intend to use nuclear weapons, even in a defensive posture, let alome in & "first
strike" against angther nation. :

This Catholic version of nuclear pacifism follows dlrectly frowm just-war premipas. According
to thig tradition of wmoral regsoning, apgresaive or "firat strike” ware are alwsyes Immoral. The
legicimacy of & defensive uge of force depends or certain conditions. One such conditiom 1s that
there be agpecifie, limited objectives in going to war. Octhers ioclude: the lwmunity of oon-
combatante from direct attack, end the properticnality of specific tactlcs and weapens to the purpose
af the war. Since nuclear weapons involve Indiscriminace and massive violence committed agsinst
civilian populations, thelr emplovment sr contemplated vese can never be morally permitted. Indeed,
the cloeest thing o an anathema in all of the Second Vatilcan Ceouncil! documents are the plain words
of The Church in the Moderrn World which enjoips a form of nuclear pacifism on the Catheolic
consclence: "“Any act of war simed Indizeriminately at the destruction of entire cities or of
extenaive arens along with thelr popeletion 18 a erime againet God and man himself., Tt merits
unequivocal and unhesitating condemnation,”?

The Bishops were not inventing a new poslbisn in thig regerd, hut fellowing the consistent and
rapeated teaching of the Church since the beginning of the "Atomic Age." On the bagls of the just-
war theory, durding World War II leading Catholic theologians in our owh coutitry condemwned the use of
atomic weapons in Hiroshima and Magasaki., as well as the obliteration bombings of Dresden and Tokyn.

The majority of Amwerican Catholic journals, toe, in diseent from the wider American public but
decidedly In continmltygity Catholie moral thinking, condemned the use of atomie weapons "1D Trnkyo.
The prominent Cathole layman, Thoms E. MWirray, a member of Atomle Energy Commisaien, pronounced three
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practices of the Allies during World War 11 immoral and barbaric by the atandards of Cathollie moral
teaching: obliteration bombing, the demand for unconditiomal surrender, and the atomic bombing of
Miroghima and FMagasaki. This Catholic position on nuclear pacifism has been repeated over amd over b
Popes John XXIII, Paul.VI, and John Paul II. It was affirmed again by the 1974 World Synod of Bishop:
In 1976, we maaricnn Bishops confirmed it once agaiam in our cellective Pagteral lecter, To Live in

Christ Jesus.
Wor 1s this nuclear pacifism--this conwictionm that any use of muclear weapons ofr, by implication

intentien to actually uge them is morally indefensible-—a uniquely Catholic position. The World
Couneil of Churches at its Hew Delhi Assembly im 1961 uttered words similar to those of the second
Vatican Council: "Christisns must alse maintain that the use of nuclear weapons, or other forms of
major violence, against qEn:.rg of populatien is in no circumstances reconcilable with che demand &
of the Christiam gospel.”

Indead, the great physicists, Enrico Permi and 1.I. Rabi, wrote in the addendum to the report by
the Genersl Advisory Committee of the Atomic Ensrgy Commission im 1949: "It is clear that the use of
such a weapon cannot bé justified on any ethical ground which gives a human being a certain
{ndividuality amd dignity, even if he happens to be a resident of an enémy c¢ountry. The fact Chet
na limits exist to the destructiveness of this weapon makes its very existenmce and the knowledge of
its construction a danger to humanity as a whele. It is necessarily sn evil thing considered in
any light."

Mow, thirty-twe years and fifty=thousand nuclear weapons later, the question of whether the use
of nuelear weapons can be justified on any ethical grounds is rarely heard in our national debates
and almost never in formal arms negotiatioms. ALl attentieon is riveted on questions such as how to
put @ celling om the Eurther groweh in numbers of wespons, for example, by limiting the nuzber of wat
heads to no more than ten per ICBM or fourteen per sea-launched ballistic missile.

It i8 the abeence of this moral dimension in our public policy discussion and a growing moral
callousness which permits some government officials te speak publicly and rashly of "limired" and
Werlnnable" nuclear wacs., This has impelled me to add my veice to the growing mumber of American
Bishops who sre callinmg for a fundamental about-face in the arms race.

THE QUESTION QOF DETERRENCE

For some kime many Christain mozallsts have held that the possession of nuclear weapons as =
deterrent--but never their use or the intemtion to aetually use them--is morally permissible.

They have ressoned that the threat of nuclear retaliatiom may In fact be preventing the usa of
nuclear weapons. Moreover, they have argued that condemnitig the possession of nuclear weapons as a
deterrent wlthout suggesting practical political amd milieary altermatives is, at best, politcically
in adequate, and at worst, dangercusly naive.

Juat as the tight to legitimate defense {s not a justification for unleashing any and every form
of destruction, so moral arguments for the possesslion of oucléar weapons for daterrence de not
constitute support [or every national arms policy thac is advanced in the name of deterrence.

The only possible Catholic support for a nationel nuclear deterrence policy depends on thres
related moral judgments: first, that the primary moral imperative is to prevént any use of nuclear
weapons under any circumstances; secondly, that the pogssession of nuclesr weapons is always an evil
which gould, at best, be tolerated, but.enly if the deterrence strategy is used in order to make
progress on armg limirstion and reductions; and thirdly, chat the ultimate goal of what remains, at
bast, an interim dnterranc! policy is the eventual elimination of nuclear arme and of the threat of
mutual assured destruction.'?

We meed to leck, then, at the facts of the arms race to see whether: (1) ocurs 1s truly an
interin deterrence policy aimed at reducing the risks of any use of nuclear weapons; (2) to see
whether the framework of deterrence is actually used to reduce arms; and (3) to see whether our goal
is really a world free of nuclear thrests and terror. It is my judgment that the present United
States and Soviet aems policy does not mest the demands of any of these three premises.

Sines the first use of an atomie bomb in 1945, the risk of actually using nucleéar weapons has
egcalated in a staggering way. Today we can explode the equivalent of gne and & half silldion
Hiroghima hombs. In the past three years alome, we have increased the destructive power of our
nuclear arsensl by fifty percent. Now we are about to embark on the largest single arms build-up in
sut matiomal history. Having spent aver one trillion dollars om defense in the past tea years, we
now plan to spend a trilliop dollars more in the coming four yéars and anmother trillion dellars in
the three years after that. Long ago, it would séém, we have ceased leoking at deterrencs is an
interim policy aimed at genuine arms reduction,

Secratery of Defense Robert MeNamara estimated that & force of 100 muclear weapons, with
explasive yielde of no more than fifcy kilotons each would suffice as & "deterrent,” because it would
be capable of destroying twenty-five percent of the Soviet pepulation, scme sinty=five million people
as well as fifty percent of all Soviet industrial espacity. A more cautfous_estimate assumes that
400 "warheads would comstitute a more than adequate deterrence tnpnhilitj.“l Marely two of our
thirty-one FPoseidon submarines would, on this basis, be sufficient to guarantee this capabhility—-
if deterrence were ocur real goal.

Instgad ¢r1§Gﬂ warheads, we presently have a tetal of 11,893 and we plan to bulld another
18,500 by 1990,

Furthermore, the deterrence envisioned by the tenuous Cathelic moral toleratisn of possession
of nuclear weapons 48 a permisaible evil i# aimed ar dererring the use of other nuclear weapens
agalast us., It is mor morally permissible to use nuclear weapons to deter mere conventional warfare.
Yet, the United States possesses 22,000 vactical nuclear weapons designed for the purposé of uae in
conventional wars. The Weutron Bomb, for example, is designed mainly ke deter Soviet tanks, not
other nuclear bombs. In fact, our nation has either threarensed to use aE aetually plammed to use
nucléar weapons egalfst ¢conventisnal farces on at least nine occagions.!™ Richard Ellis, of the
U.S. Strategle Alr Command, testified recently that "deterrence can no lonmger be meatly divided inte
sithgroups such as nuclear and conventional. It must be viewed as an inter-related single entity 13

Clearly, we have moved beyond true deterrence to the productidn:, and use of nuclear weapons as
an agagertion of cur national superipricty, Wa are being urged to use our nuclear aresenal as

"bargaining chips" for diplematic and polirical adventures far beyond questions of deterrence.
Bargaining chips" is tha language u by the defemse eseablishment, which also speaks of "a

menu of flexihle nuclear options."” As Richard Barnet has recently ssserted: "Once the nuclear
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force is regarded as a "flexible' instrument for achlewing purposcs beyond the crude one of deterring
a nuclear attack with the treat of an all-out cognter attack on Soviet soclety, the arms racé bhecomes
a never-ending, infinitely escalating contest 1

The meral justification for an imterim deterremce policy flows from the right of a nation and
itz people to security. Bur ne maciom or people has any right to total supremacy, of superiority in
"bargaining chips,” or amy of the other goals of the mew “flexible” nuclear policy. By seeking for
zomething other than a legitimate right to security through 1imited decercence capability, we have
actually been escalat ing the risks of nuclear war and undermining the real security of our own
nation and the rest of the world,

Though deterrence does not reguire if, we contipuwe to improve the complex computer ized accuracy
of our weapons, with the concomitant risks of a computer error triggering & muclear assaulc, or of
decigsions to "launch under attack” being made by people far rémoved from the President and Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

Eince President Carter's Presidential Directive 59 amnounced in August of 1980, we have also
ghifted away from a policy of deterrence to a "counter-force” first-strike strategy which does not
and cannot make us or anyone else more secure. MNow we are constructing weapons such as the Cruise
Misaile which would glude any verificatiom. These nmew wespons, in principle, impede any possible
arms-1imitation agreeménts between U.S5.A. and the U,5.5.R. We are designing weapons, unneeded for
deterrence, which will make it more difficult to achieve genuine bilateral reductions in arms.

The very uge of the term, "deterrence," in moral argument has become very dangerous because of
its ambiguities. We now need to distinguish between legitimate deterrence strateglies afnd the rhetor i«
or a spurious "deterrence” within which bawks on each side of the East/West Divide compete to increass
arms and provocations, envision fictitious gaps and windows of vulnerability, enter unending
ineconclugive negotiaciens which do not really stop the arms race and accelerate our drift toward
muclear collision,

Recently we hawe heard public officfals speak fodlishly and fmprudencly of "1{mited" and
"pinnable” nuclear wars, as if te prepare us to accept and accustom ourselves to such moral
monstrosity. We have all become so mumbed, so used to the nuclear umbrella, that we forget that less
than a decade ags ne respensible statesman, on either side, ever spoke of actually using nuclear
weapons. With the present escalation im the arms race, there has alge been an escalation In the
rhetoric of threats and expectations and conceivable risks. The atcitude that it Is possible to
Yein" a muclear war assumes that there is no longer any such thing 48 an unacceptable level of
popilation loss. Any level of lose is apparently eo long as cur side "wins." TIn the face of Buth
arrogance, such arridity of feeling and moral bankruptey, we must not remain silent. This has never
been and 1s mot now a position that Cathslics cam, in any way, endorse or even merely tolerate or
leave unchallenged,

With one exception of the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, which sutlawed all above-ground nuclear
detonations, there has not really been any reduction in che arms race. Even the Salt I agreement,
in 1972, which placed some Limits on the quantity of American and Soviet ICBMs and sea-launched
ballistic miseiles, in no way placed limits on néw Improvésents in the precisfon, reliabilfiry, or
axplosive yield of those weapons already permitted. Helther did it prevent other qualitative
"mprovements" such as the devalepment of che Crulse Missile and the Feutrom Bomb. The arme race,
in fact, continues to escalate after Salt I. As is well known, the U.5. did mot ratify the Salt II
AET eemeEnt

On a number of occasions, since the end of World War 1T, the Ameérican public has boen gyscemati=
cally misled dnts Believimg im a fietitious strategilc bomber "gap" (1948}, a strategic "ga " (1956},
and missile "gap” (1960). Subsequent evidence showed that mo such "gaps” evaer existed.l’ 1In the
meantime the arms race continued to escalate., With each new American acquisition, the Soviets rushed
to cateh up, amd vice verga. Now we are making am unprecedented leap in arms expenditure a pre-
condition for any arms-limitatien talks with the Sowviets.

This 18 not deterrence, nor is it aimed at a genuine reduction of existing arme. At best it
enyisions a higher plateau of "deputed" security from which alone we might enter guarded and hipghly
limired arms negotiations. Although the language of deterrence {s st111 used, it Is curlous how
each new "gap" allows the introduction of weapons that were, in any case, designed and executed for
production before anyone had noticed the "gap”! This met the kind of deterrence which can be
morally permitted. It escalates rather than reduces the arms race.

Many of those who are now urging American srms increases are looking to an American "amilitary
superiority’ beyond mere dasterrence capability--ome which will glve us a peychologleal advantage and
somehow impress the Soviet leadership with our willingness te risk catastrophe. It looks Lo a show
of spuperior power and the will to use {t, the aim of which is mot genuine sacurity, but extended
space for dialematic and political adventures in the world. These people, of coufse, call chemgelves
"realists.” They speak of a "flexible" nuclear policy and " imited” nuclear wars, but in doing so,
they both ignore the dangers of éscalation--with its terrible risk of the actual vee of nuclear
weppong-—and contribure significantly to this very danger. 1t is more realistic, in my juedgment,
ta devolbe curselves to creating the conditions of poesibility for peace and disarmament. Those who
siniwize this danger and believe that the esealation of violence can be controlled in warfare are the
ones who bave losmt touch with reality.

Since I believe the American arms policy has exceeded the moral limits of deterrence and hags
ercded our real security, and since there has been up until now no serious commection b bween
American arms policy and & serious attempt to reduce arms world=wide, it is my conviction that
Cathelice mo longer have a secure morsl bamis to support actively or cooperate passively in the
current U.5. arms policy and escalating arms race.

1 hawe used the languape of Catholic morel traditfion, of the classic Just-war theory, and the
fuanced bub tenuous Catholic argument for m limited and interim nuclear deterrence policy. T have
used this language because of cur Catholic commitmeént te give compelling and accessible reasons for
our poeitions in policy debates wich our fellow citizens. As Cothalics, we rémain committed to a
belief in the role of reason in helping us determine, with other men and women of good will, what
constitutes the common good and what fulfills the requirements of justice. We believe that the
relationship of religlous falth to political debate and gecial action should be médiated hy carefully
rezgongd morel considerations based om shared philosophical and cultural walues. It 1s om this basis
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and in reference to these principles, that the présent arms policy of the United States can ne

longer be acceptéd by us, but must be effectively challenged and changed.
OUR RELATIONSHIP TO THE POOR

As Christians, howewer, we understand ocur deepest identity in another kind of language, in
terms of faith and discipleship--as followers of that Jesus wha taught us to luove our egnemles, to
hunger and thrist for justice, te be willing to suffer for the csuse of peace, to smbody the
compassion of God in Muman history. The Gospel urges us, furthermore, fo take a special care For the
poor and the suffering, both ia cuf owh midst and im the whole world, Like Jesus we hawve set our
hearts on a mesaage which 1s "good news for the poor,” news of s God who fills the hungry with goed
things and sends the rich empty away. (Luke 1:53)

Because as a nationm we have learned that we cannot afford both "guns and butter," we are
presently cutting back, swiftly and drastically, on social programs for the poor, the needy, and
the handicapped, In order to financé moré "batgainimg chips,” superflucus weapons LChat we morally
dare mot ever use. We are caught up in a maddening and grotesque contest of spending and posturing
that eats up our wealth and ocur talent. Such behavior fs a contradiction af the EHEPEIT Moanwhile,
more and more people experience the pain and frustration of poverty. Nor is it only the poor in our
pwn ecountry who suffer. Because of a perverse desire for superiority and invulnerability, we seem
willing to risk the destruction of the planet irsalf, and to ignore the desperate need and hunger
of millions of people in other nations of the world.

In sheer tonnage, there is more explosive material on earth today thanm there is food. 18 The
world is presently apending $550 billiem dollars a year on arms, an amount equal to the annual
income of those four billion people who make up fhe poorer half of the world's population. We are
spending money to prepasre for wars which worally could mever bs fought at the rate of one million
dollars every =inute., Four hours of such spending eould erradicate malaria from the éarth. Leas
than ten hours of such spending would solve the entire world's humger problems. The Cathelic view of
human rights, aso strongly urged by recent Popes, includes the right of the hungry to eat.

Tn 1976 the Holy See's delegation to the United Natfon's Comference on Disarmament stated: "The
arms race is to be condesntéd unreservedly. By wirtue of the nature of modern weapons and the
gituetion prevailing oo our planet, even when motivated by a concern for legitimate defense, the
armaments race is, in fact, a damger, an injustice, & mistake, a sin and & folly." (emphasis added) .

The Vatican made explicit the comnection between the arms race and world henger: "The abvious
contradiction between the waste involved in the over=production of military devices and the extent
of unsatisfied vital needs 18 4n itself an ect of aggression ageingr those who are its victims (both
in developing countries and in the marginal and poor elements in rich societies). It is an act of
aggression which amounts to a crime. for en when they are not used, by their cost alone, armaments
kill the poor by causing them to starve."s¥  (emphasis added).

The mrms race continues Eo divert our moral and intellectual resources, amd gur practical
sconomies, into the waste and peril of the business of war. It continues to divert our wealth and
our resources away from aild, agricultural improvéménts, the means within sur reach to end world
hunger. Our deadly “"bargaining chips" leave the humgry of the werld without hope or means to bargain
for gurvivel. Can anyone doubt where the GCospel must lead wus here? Can anyome be so eynical as to
claim that a desire to feed the hungry, in these circumstances, is "mixing polirics and religion?”

A8 Catholics we belomg to &8 werld-wide Church and a community of humankind beyond our nat ional
boundariea. This can be a source of blessing for us, an opportunity to represent, in many diffetent,
conerete, and practical ways, the profound interdependence of pecples and nations In today's w3 1d.
As all recent Popes have reminded us, the gquestion of social justice i& now a global questiom. We
must judpe theé common good, the meaning of justice, and the conditions for the possibility of peace,
by criteris wider than "natiemal supremacy,” We American Catholics must refuse to judge our mational

policies by mere nationalistic norms and slogams.
In fact, one major defect im the normal presentations of the classic just-war theory has been

{ts tendency to view reality in bi-polar terms, and to basé deterrence on "balance of power' instead
of an achieving new institutions that could further delimit the possibiliries of war. If we are ko
become, more and more, a Church of Peace Advocacy, wé must correct these defects. Just-war thinking
tended to negleet the global implications of war. It taught that the evil of war could be justified
enly by a comparable geed it alome could achieve; but this proportionality was caleulated without
adeguate actention ko the complex and long-term effect of arms expenditures om the developlng nations.
Once we are able to see these ramifications of continued arme race in relation to world hunger and
plobal justice, a new factor enters into our moral argumeénts, which must mow incline the Catholic
conscience toward more determined public puncl-ndvnulny.z

WHOSE INTERESTS ARE BEING SERVED?

Not only does our present arms policy force us to meglect our own poor, and the disparate povert)
and hunger of other matloms, but there is good reason to believe that it will destroy our owa ecemomy.
In & recent contributiom to The Bullerin of Atemic Sciemtists, one noted econemist argues that our
military expenditures have directly contributed to our industrial decline. He concludes that "the
arms race has a deeply damaging effect on the free-enterprise economy,” and alao asserts that "the
arme race a8 it now proceeds does not strengthen free institutions or free enterprise."3 Another
policy snmlyet meserts that "the war econcmy has brought us inflatiom, technological backwardness,
maldistribution of wealth, a sinking dollar and unemployment.™® s5rill amother economic historian
refere te "the barogue arsenal" which helps ercde our natiomal economy by erecting a perverse
hiertarchy of valués.

In whose interest could our present "war sconomy” possibly be? It is oot in the Interest of all
the millions of ordinary men, women and children, in this coumtry and in the Seviet Union, at vhose
homés afd cities thesé Ifsané weapons are now aimed, We should not forget the warning of Presideat
Dwight D. Eisenhower when he urged us Americans to be wary of "the acquisition of unwarranted
influence, whether sought or unsought, by rhe military-industrial complex. The potential for the
disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will persist. We should take nothing for granmted.”™

The evidence for this "unwarrented influence' of am industrilalfsilitary complex is even more
obvious today than it was twenty years age vhen he made that statement, Of che fifcy largest U.S.

industrial companies, thirty-two make or export arms. Half of the nation's engineers and selentists
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certain reluctance in this polits and cautious age to speak of the financial Interest in the arms
race. Can anything so dangerous, so catastrophlic, be motivateéd by financial interest or personal
gain? But the financial analysts and like scholars are mot sc inhibited: They are currently and
sagerly celling thﬁirzguatuu#ra and elients of the corporate prospects from the coming increase
in the arms budget.”

Many of the technical experts on atws, In fact, constitute the very group whose Interest is
sexved by arma-escalatfiom. We must be suspiclous of the "ﬂ:pirtlﬁth aof those who sell and manu-
facture weapons. Because self-serving interests sc often lie behind the claims of this military/
indugtrial complex, we must not allow the larger questioms of publie policy, especially the in-
escapable moral guestions, to be decided by cthese so-called experts.

We are all aware, of course, that the United States i=s not a single actor in rthis nuclear
terror. The Soviet Union dees represént a real threat te our national interegte and security.
Clearly we have & right to genuine security. An industrialfmilitary complex similar to our awn
exists aleo in the Soviet Union.

1 am not, therefore, advocating unilateral disarmament or an ungualified pacifiem  But
unilateral disarpmament 1s something quite different from serisus, persistent, even uwnllateral, arms
reductisn, not merely a celling on néw, even more monCrous Weapons.

The arme race also cripples the Soviet economy and places severe strdlns on Soviet institutions
1t 5 in their interest, as well as ours, to withdraw resources from these sterile contests of arms
productfen teo other and urgent social i1ssues. The Soviets, Including their leaders, like ua have
children and grandchildren, cities and landscapes which they lowve, degires and hopeg for a better
future. We must mot evade the real danger posed by Soviet policy, but we must refuse to
"demonize" them and caricature their views and aspirations. As Christiane called to leve even our
enemies, we must at lemst concede their essential humanity and search tirelessly, and with all our
energy, for grounde of mutual understanding and accord with them.

WHAT CAN WE DOT

T am proposing chat we search tngaEﬂht for the ways to become a peace-advecate Church. We
Aserican Catholics will need to become aware of all the true facta and igewes concerning the arms
race, We will need to make new efforts to continue to educate ourselves about all Ehe Teleévant
factors.

But, firer of all, we must pray for a conversion of heart to become the kind of peacemakers
apoken of in the Gospel. As peace advocates, Catholics will ecollaborate with the various existing
groups and movements already aetive in the cavse of peace.

We must use every political resource, imcluding support for peace lobbles and pressure on our
Congressicnal Representatives, to emsure that the United Scates returns to a minimal deterrence
policy and inftiate serious, comprehensive proposals for arms limitation and reduetion hased on
parity. Successful cellective bargainimg initiatives always respect parity; arms limitatfon
should asttempt to guarantee sécurity on both sides, including clear economic benefits for both
aides, and be as comprehensive as possible. Real parity must be the gosl in step-by=step rTe-
duction of arms.

A reduction of curremt amounts by one half on both sides would pcill guarantee a mutual
capability of totally destroying the other country several times over. It would, furthermore,
entail & significant program of induserial/technological conversion Lo peace time uses, Such a
reduction would require the leaders of both nations to confront powerful fnterests that hawe a
bureaucratic and ldeologlical commitment to the arms race. Their ability to do this suecessiully
would represent the best test of their sincerity in moving toward deterrence a= &n interim
stratepgy.

Short of an actual reduction, many are now urging a three year bilatersl freeze by the
United States and the U.5.5.R. on all research, contruction, or testing of new nuclear weapons
ayatems. In my judgment, nmothing short of these two proposals ——of reduction in half or a freeze
-=-wlll be adequate strategpies for the presént situation. We CGatholics wmust besr witneas to the
conviction woiced by Pope Johm Paul II in his stirring appeal at the memorial to the dead In
Hiroshima last year; "Our future in this planet, exposed as it is to nuclear annihiliatiom,
depends on one single factor. Humanity must make a moval about-face.”

Ag an American Bishep, 1 deeply respect our nation's tradition of the separationm of Church and
State. T would deplore; however, any attempt to turn this legitimate separation imto a separatiaon
ef Chureh from sociecy or inte & privacizaclon of religlon that would diverce gur faith and hope
from public concerns and crucial moral questions that Face us all as citizens. I woild deplore
any acctempt to digscuss the arms rece merely s & ''technical" issue=--for example, of comparat ive
nuclear engineering--devold of ethical considerationms or religlous significence. We must all
decide what constitutes the true relatfonshilp between religious faith and social justice, and I
would deplore any attempt by politiclang and govermment officials to claim for Ehémse lves some
special competence to dafine this relationship.

As your Bishop, I depend on your f{reedom of comscience and your Christian imaginatioms In be-
coming more effective advocates of peace. 1 want te aveid, at this time, making more specific
recommendat isng about the steps we must now cake. T have reminded you, ag I have reminded mysalf,
of what the Cathalic teaching is and has been concerning nuclear eecapons, I ask you to help one
gnother and to help me find new approaches for combatcing this great evil. The survival with
dignity of the whole human race 1s at stake, amd the terrible urgency of threatened atarvation for
millions of people. Can anvene really believe these are not profoundly religlous concerns? HMow
we mugt find the way to allow these passionate concerns to hecome effective actiom.

During this New Year 1 shall suggest those special times of the Church year, such as Lent,
the Kesurrectiom of the Lord, Pentecost, and others, ldess which will bring us all together in
prayer and action to work for lasting peace,

(m the occagion of a national conmgress of lay Catholics, called by the American Bishops and
held in Chicago in 1893, the delegates passeéd a peace memorfal, which they sent in 25 languages
to the rulers of vatlons. In this memorial they strongly preteated the arms race and they urged
a deeper reallzation that "wars do not settle disputes between nations on prif@iples of right
and justice but wpon the barbaric priciple of the triumph of the strongest." 2
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1t is this spirit we need to rekindle in Ameriean Catholicism so that we may become s Church of
Paace Advocacy. 1t must be poesibla for ue to take the worda of Isalah to heart. Sworda must be
turned into ploughshares. Wations must stop preparing for war. _

With you, in the coming months, T will be trying to understand the consgquences of this declaiorm
for aur Diccese in practical and concrete ways. ¥ end today with the worde of the saintly Amerlcan
monk, Thomas Merten. His words do not deny the cowplexity of the Issues of war and peace, but they
tagtify in = powerful way to the new urgency that the Church devote itself to peace making #e ita
major public responsdibility and first pricrity:

"There are activitiesz which, in view of their posaibla consequences, are so dangervus and.
absurd as to be morally intclersble. If we cooperate in these activitles we share in the guille
they incur before God. Ib is no longer reacomable or right to leave deciaions to a largely anonymoul
power elite that is driving ns all, in our passivity, towards zuin. We have to maks ourselves
heard, Christians have a grave Tesponeibility to protest clearly and forcdibly agaimat crends that
lead dinevitably to crimes which the Church condemms and deplores. Ambigulty, hesitatlon, or
compromise are mo longer permissable. War must he abolished.” 27
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CENTRAL REGION MEETING

REMINDER

The Central Region will have its Spring get together
at St. Mary's Church, Dow City, lowa. John Vakulskas will
host the gathering on Monday, May 3, 198.. Denison, lowa

is the nearest airport.

Mark your calendars now and plan to attend. Mere
details will follow as that date approaches.

Rev. Bawyry Deazmond
Sacraed Heart Church
Box 26, Tumby, B.C.
VOE 2G0 Canada

REev. John Berzag
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lowa Falls, IA 50126

Rev. Charles E. Estee
20 Elldiot Park
Bover, NH 03BZ0

- Address Changes -

CDR James F. Kelley, CHGC/USN CH. Lt. Col. William F. Martin

0ffice of Catholic Chaplain 3700 ABG/HC

USMC Air Statilon Lackland AFE, TX 78236

FEQ Bemgrhe FEN Rev. Bert Pepowski, O.F.M. .
Rev. Art Kleve 143 E. Puldaski Street

St. Mark's Church Pulagki, WI 54162

Box 609

Rev. Gerald T.. Wightman
St. Jerome's Parish
P.0. Box B3

Phoenix, AZ 25001

Iowa Falls, IA 50126

Send all news Rreleases 16:

Mel Hemann
Box 5%

Pl*e.ﬁ{'ﬂn, 1lowa S206e9

NG - 682-51a )
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