
materials for the production of energy. If these tendencies are 
not constrained, the treaty may eventually lose its symbolic 
and practical effectiveness. For this reason the United States 
should, in concert with other nuclear exporting states, seriously 
reexamine its policies and programs and make clear its determi
nation to uphold the spirit as well as the letter of the treaty. 

2. Continued Insistence on 
Efforts to Minimize the 
Risk of Any War 

While it is right and proper that priority be given to reducing 
and ultimately eliminating the likelihood of nuclear war, this 
does not of itself remove the threat of other forms of warfare. 
Indeed, negotiated reduction in nuclear weapons available to 
the superpowers could conceivably increase the danger of non-
nuclear wars. 

A. Because of this we strongly support negotiations aimed at 
reducing and limiting conventional forces and at building confi
dence between possible adversaries, especially in regions of po
tential military confrontations. We urge that prohibitions out
lawing the production and use of chemical and biological weap
ons be reaffirmed and observed. Arms control negotiations must 
take account of the possibility that conventional conflict could 
trigger the nuclear confrontation the world must avoid. 

B. Unfortunately, as is the case with nuclear proliferation, 
we are witnessing a relaxation of restraints in the international 
commerce in conventional arms. Sales of increasingly sophisti
cated military aircraft, missiles, tanks, anti-tank weapons, anti
personnel bombs, and other systems by the major supplying 
countries (especially the Soviet Union, the United States, 
Prance and Great Britain) have reached unprecedented levels. 

Pope John Paul II took specific note of the problem in his 
U.N. address: 

"The production and sale of conventional weapons through
out the world is a truly alarming and evidently growing phe
nomenon ... Moreover the traffic in these weapons seems to be 
developing at an increasing rate and seems to be directed most 
of all toward developing countries." (91) 

It is a tragic fact that U.S. arms-sales policies in the last 
decade have contributed significantly to the trend the Holy 
Father deplores. We call for a reversal of this course. The Unit
ed States should renew earlier efforts to develop multilateral 
controls on arms exports, and should in this case also be willing 
to take carefully chosen independent initiatives to restrain the 
arms trade. Such steps would be particularly appropriate where 
the receiving government faces charges of gross and systematic 
human rights violations. (92) 

C. Nations must accept a limited view of those interests jus
tifying military force. True self-defense may include the protec
tion of weaker states, but does not include seizing the posses
sions of others, or the domination of other states or peoples. We 
should remember the caution of Pope John Paul II: "In alleging 
the threat of a potential enemy, is it really not rather the inten
tion to keep for itself a means of threat, in order to get the 
upper hand with the aid of one's own arsenal of destruc
tion?" (93) Central to a moral theory of force is the principle 
that it must be a last resort taken only when all other means of 
redress have been exhausted. Equally important in the age of 
modern warfare is the recognition that the justifiable reasons 
for using force have been restricted to instances of self-defense 
or defense of others under attack. 

3. The Relationship of Nuclear 
and Conventional Defense 

The strong position we have taken against the use of nuclear 
weapons and particularly the stand against the initiation of 
nuclear war in any form calls for further clarification of our 
view of the requirements for conventional defense. 

Nuclear threats have often come to take the place of efforts 
to deter or defend against non-nuclear attack with weapons 
that are themselves non-nuclear, particularly in the NATO-
Warsaw Pact confrontation. Many analysts conclude that in 
the absence of nuclear deterrent threats more troops and con
ventional (non-nuclear) weapons would be required to protect 
our allies. Rejection of some forms of nuclear deterrence could 
therefore conceivably require a willingness to pay higher costs 
to develop conventional forces. Leaders and peoples of other 
nations might also have to accept higher costs for their own 
defense, particularly in Western Europe, if the threat to use 
nuclear weapons first were withdrawn. We cannot judge the 
strength of these arguments in particular cases. It may well be 
that some strengthening of conventional defense would be a 
proportionate price to pay, if this will reduce the possibility of a 
nuclear war. We acknowledge this reluctantly, aware as we are 
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of the vast amount of scarce resources expended annually on 
instruments of defense in a world filled with other urgent, un
met human needs. 

It is not for us to settle the technical debate about policy and 
budgets. From the perspective of a developing theology of 
peace, however, we feel obliged to contribute a moral dimension 
to the discussion. We hope that a significant reduction in num
bers of conventional arms and weaponry would go hand in hand 
with diminishing reliance on nuclear deterrence. The history of 
recent wars (even so-called "minor" or "limited" wars) has 
shown that conventional war can also become indiscriminate in 
conduct and disproportionate to any valid purpose. We do not 
want in any way to give encouragement.to a notion of "making 
the world safe for conventional war," which introduces its own 
horrors. 

Hence, we believe that any program directed at reducing reli
ance on nuclear weapons is not likely to succeed unless it in
cludes measures to reduce tensions, and to work for the bal
anced reduction of conventional forces. We believe that import
ant possibilities exist which, if energetically pursued, would en
sure against building up conventional forces as a concomitant of 
reductions in nuclear weapons. Examples are to be found in the 
ongoing negotiations for mutual, balanced, force reductions, the 
prospects for which are certainly not dim and would be en
hanced by agreements on strategic weapons, and in the confi
dence-building measures still envisaged under the Helsinki 
agreement and review conference. 

We must re-emphasize with all our being, nonetheless, that it 
is not only nuclear war that must be prevented, but war itself. 
Therefore, with Pope John Paul II we declare: 

"Today, the scale and the horror of modern warfare — 
whether nuclear or not — makes it totally unacceptable as a 
means of settling differences between nations. War should be
long to the tragic past, to history; it should find no place on 
humanity's agenda for the future." (94) 

Reason and experience tell us that a continuing upward spi
ral even in conventional arms, coupled with an unbridled in
crease in armed forces, instead of securing true peace, will al
most certainly be provocative of war. 

4. Civil Defense 
Attention must be given to existing programs for civil defense 

against nuclear attack, including blast and fall-out shelters and 
relocation plans. It is unclear in the public mind whether these 
are intended to offer significant protection against at least some 
forms of nuclear attack or are being put into place to enhance 
the credibility of the strategic detelrent forces by demonstrat-


