
change in policy. The policy of the Kennedy administration in mid-1962 

is taken as the baseline. Adherents of this "middle" position seek to 

implement the two-fold consensus that current American policy should

(l) seek, for the time being, to maintain armed deterrent strength 

through the retention of nuclear weaponry, and yet should (2) strive to 

reduce the hazards of international life by establishing effective con

trols upon the production, possession, and use of modern weapons. Mem

bers of this "middle" school of arms policy seek to balance the values 

of "peace" and "freedom."

The balance between "peace" and "freedom" maintained by the 

middle school is challenged by those who would change policy in the di

rection of greater emphasis upon "peace." Levine refers to them as the 

"anti-war" school. There are also those who would change policy in a 

different direction - they would give first priority to the value of 

"freedom" and would seek to halt or reverse the encroachments of Communism. 

Levine labels them "anti-communists."

Consideration of the degree of change desired makes it possible 

to subdivide the anti-war and anti-communist schools. Some commentators 

feel that we may best proceed by small, incremental changes in policy. 

Levine calls them "marginalists." Others, convinced of the extreme peril 

of the moment, demand immediate transformation of the entire system of 

security. They are referred to as "systemists."

By combining the categories of direction and degree of desired 

change Levine is able to. define five major schools of arms policy thought. 

"Anti-war systemists" seek radical changes calculated to reduce the

H BHBBBM B



likelihood of war and establish "peace.” "Anti-war marginalists" agree 

that priority must be given to the avoidance of war, but would proceed 

more gradually. The great majority of incumbent policy makers are 

"middle marginalists." They seek by incremental adjustments to balance 

the necessities imposed by the intransigence of Communist powers within 

a world armed with nuclear weapons. "Anti-communist marginalists" are 

willing to heighten the risk of war for the sake of rolling back Com

munist advancesj but would seek to avoid precipitate actions. "Anti- ' 

communist systemists" would make whatever changes may be necessary to 

guarantee permanent and decisive "victory" over Communism. In Part I 

the policy recommendations and the supporting arguments of the three 

marginal schools of arms policy are examined in detail. A survey of the 

relevant Christian literature cited in the bibliography reveals that the 

arms policy views expressed by American Christian authors may be arrayed 

across the entire spectrum defined by Levine.

Levine is not content merely to document the evident diversity 

of policy recommendations. He seeks to explore the sources of disagree

ment by probing into the "values," "analyses," and "mechanisms of choice" 

of representative strategists. In order to perform a similar task with 

respect to Christian authors, it is necessary in Part II to develop a re

fined analytical instrument. This analytical paradigm comprehends the 

major questions considered to have relevance to the arms debate by various 

authors. Its categories were derived inductively by noting the topics 

dealt with in the course of discussion. The specific questions then were 

grouped under four major headings adapted from the paradigm of the



cultural subsystem of the general theory of action elaborated by the 

theoretical sociologist, Talcott Parsons.

The analytical paradigm serves as a schedule of "things to look 

for" in seeking the roots of disagreement. Differences in Christian re

sponses to the nuclear dilemma may be rooted in variations (1) in defi

nitions of the situation in the empirical realm of military and political 

fact and probability, (2) in expressive symbols specifying the appropriate 

point of cathexis or locus of value, loyalty, identity and commitment,

(3) in modes of ethical reasoning, and (4) in fundamental theological con

ceptions. Variation may have its roots in any or all of these categories. 

Each provides a potential source of differentiation; all must be treated 

as systematically interrelated but independently variable.

Authors begin their arguments within one or another of the quad

rants of our four-fold paradigm. Some never emerge to consider the is

sues pressed by would-be interlocutors who have proceeded from alternative 

starting-points. Hence, dialogue is frustrated. Authors speak to dif

ferent issues. A preliminary Paradigm of Interest is presented as an aid 

in determining what authors are trying to do with the arguments they em

ploy. Various authors assume different functions in relation to the for

mulation of public policy, and make utterances in different styles, at 

various levels of generality, pertaining to different aspects of the 

problem of nuclear warfare, seeking to influence by various techniques 

diverse audiences presumed to be able to bring about changes in policies 

of various scopes.

The problem is not simply that authors address themselves to



different problems and dwell within different quadrants of the paradigm. 

Even if every participant in the debate, when confronted with our para

digm, could be induced to grapple with the full range of empirical, 

cathectic, ethical, and theological concerns, widespread agreement could 

not be guaranteed. For even when they speak to the same questions 

authors frequently give sharply differing answers. The central Paradigm 

of Content has been designed to assist in sorting out and comparing these 

diverse answers. Its use as a guide to content analysis enables one to 

detect significant omissions and to perceive points of actual divergence 

and potential convergence.

In Part III the analytical scheme is applied in an extensive

analysis of an anti-war marginalist document, The Christian Faith and War

in the Nuclear Age, a report of a study commission appointed by The 
2Methodist Church, and in less extensive consideration of works by 

Sylvester P, Theisen, Walter Stein, Paul Ramsey, and Ulrich S. Allers, 

who draw exceedingly diverse policy recommendations through their common 

use of the traditional doctrine of the just war.

The conclusion suggests the need for theological reconsideration 

occasioned not only by the persistence of the nuclear dilemma itself but 

also by the persistence of diverse Christian responses to the dilemma.

New York: Abingdon Press, 1963.2
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INTRODUCTION

THE RESPONSE OF THE CHURCHES TO THE NUCLEAR DILEMMA:

SILENCE, BABEL, OR PENTECOST

The Call for "One Clear Voice1'

The "Call to Amsterdam" issued by the Provisional Committee of 

the World Council of Churches in 1948 contained these words of contri

tion and hope:
We confess that because of the divided state of the Churches, we 
have fallen short in the witness we should have borne to Christ.
Our Churches are divided, and by their divisions the whole work 
of the Church, both in speech and in action, suffers most griev
ous harm. We long for the day when the Lord Jesus Christ shall 
recapture the Churches, and, manifesting his glory, lead them to 
speak with one clear voice, and to act as those who serve him 
only as their Lord.*

The desire that the churches might "speak with one clear voice" 

on the issue of the morality of modern warfare seemed particularly sali

ent. The establishment of the World Council had been delayed by war.

Its first assembly met on a continent crippled by war and haunted by its 

legacy. Hopes for a stable peace enforced by a concert of the allied 

powers had been eroded. The World Council convened in August, 1948 in 

the midst of the most threatening crisis of the post-war years, a crisis 

occasioned by the Russian blockade of Berlin. Clearly, it seemed incum

bent upon the Churches to "speak with one clear voice" concerning war in

H.G.G. Herklots and Harry Smith Leiper, Pilgrimage to Amsterdam 
(New York: Morehouse-Gorham Co., 1947), pp. 1-3.
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the atomic age. Section IV of the Assembly was assigned the task of 

defining Christian conscience in regard to ”The Church and the Inter

national Disorder.”

The report of Section IV testifies to the urgency of the issue.

The World Council of Churches is met in its first Assembly at a 
time of critical international strain. The hopes of the recent 
war years and the apparent dawn of peace have been dashed. No 
adequate system for affecting peaceful change has been estab
lished, despite the earnest desire of millions.^

The authors of the report perceive changes in the technological, mili

tary, and political aspects of war.

Warfare has greatly changed. War is now total and every man 
and woman is called for mobilization in war service. Moreover, 
the immense use of air forces and the discovery of atomic and 
other new weapons render widespread and indiscriminate destruc
tion inherent in the whole conduct of modern war in a sense 
never experienced in past conflicts.^

Mindful of the power of parochial and national loyalties to dis

rupt the universal fellowship which is prefigured in the ecumenical 

Church, the report calls upon Christians to resist the claims made to 

their primary devotion by lesser groups.

Through the Churches, working together under His power, a fellow
ship is being developed which rises above those barriers of race, 
colour, class and nation that now set men against each other in 
conflict J*

They must not allow their spiritual and moral resources to be 
used by the state in war or in peace as a means of propagating 
an ideology or supporting a cause in which they cannot whole
heartedly concur.5

Findings and Decisions, First Assembly of the World Council 
of Churches: Amsterdam, Holland, August 22-September 4, 1948
(New York: World Council of Churches, n.d.), p. 53.

^Ibid ., p. 54. ^Ibid . ~*Ibid ., p. 55.
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The loyalty of the Christian belongs to all men; it leaps over bounda

ries of nation, class, and clan.

He should respond to the demand of the Christian vocation upon 
his life as a citizen, make sacrifices for the hungry and home
less, and, above all, win men for Christ, and thus enlarge the 
bounds of the supranational fellowship .6

The members of Section IV give consent to certain theological

affirmations which undergird the Christian as he confronts the crisis

of international disorder.

The Churches bear witness to all mankind that the world is in 
God's hands. His purpose may be thwarted and delayed, but it 
cannot be finally frustrated.^

War, being a consequence of the disregard of God, is not inevi
table if men will turn to Him in repentance and obey His law.
There is, then, no irresistable tide that is carrying man to 
destruction. Nothing is impossible with God.®

Thus every man may serve the cause of peace, confident that - no 
matter what happens - he is neither lost nor futile, for the 
Lord God Omnipotent reigneth.®

In this confidence we are one in proclaiming to all mankinds 
War is contrary to the will of God. War as a method of settling 
disputes is incompatible with the teaching and example of our 
Lord Jesus Christ. The part which war plays in our present 
international life is a sin against God and a degradation of man.*®

The report goes on to acknowledge an ethical dilemma.

In these circumstances the tradition of a just war, requiring a 
just cause and the use of just means, is now challenged. Law 
may require the sanction of,force, but when war breaks out, force 
is used on a scale which tends to destroy the basis on which law 
exists.**

The participants in the deliberations of Section IV have been

Ibid., p. 59. Ibid ., p . 53 . Ibid,
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able to "speak with one clear voice" concerning the definition of the 

situation in the political-military realm, the proper point of ultimate 

loyalty for the Christian, the basic theological affirmations in light 

of which warfare in the atomic age is to be evaluated, and the dilemma 

cast up to Christian thought and action by the configuration of events 

in the post-war world. When they arrive, however, at the moment of 

ethical decision, confronting the question, "What then shall we do?", 

the consensus dissolves.

Therefore the inescapable question arises - Can war now be an act 
of justice? We cannot answer this question unanimously, but three 
broad positions are maintained:

1. There are those who hold that, even though entering a war 
may be a Christian’s duty in particular circumstances, modern 
warfare, with its mass destruction, can never be an act of justice.

2. In the absence of impartial supranational institutions, 
there are those who hold that military action is the ultimate 
sanction of the rule of law, and that citizens must be distinctly 
taught that it is their duty to defend the law by force if nec
essary .

3. Others, again, refuse military service of all kinds, con
vinced that an absolute witness against war and for peace is for 
them the will of God and they desire that the Church should speak 
to the same effect.

We must frankly acknowledge our deep sense of perplexity in 
face of these conflicting opinions, and urge upon all Christians 
the duty of wrestling continuously with the difficulties they 
raise and of praying humbly for God's guidance. We believe that 
there is a special call to theologians to consider the theological 
problems involved. In the meantime, the churches must continue to 
hold within their full fellowship all who sincerely profess such 
viewpoints as those set out above and are prepared to submit them
selves to the will of God in the light of such guidance as may be 
vouchsafed to them.12
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If the participants in Section IV at Amsterdam had high hopes 

that their ’’deep sense of perplexity” might be dispelled by the delib

erations of theologians, to whom they issued ”a special call . . .  to 

consider the theological problems involved,” the Evanston Assembly of 

the World Council in 1954 was unable to relieve their dismay. The 

Evanston section on ’’International Affairs - Christians in the Struggle 

for World Community” reported no progress toward the reduction of the 

diversity of Christian conscience in relation to modem war.

A specific issue of international order on which Christians re
main divided is that of participation in the use of armed forces. 
While there is agreement and common effort to help prevent war 
and promote the conditions that make for peace, little headway 
can be reported in this area, particularly with regard to a re
examination of underlying theological issues. . . . Exchanges of 
views have been sought, but it does not appear that the three 
positions of Amsterdam have been sufficiently re-examined and 
reformulated to justify extensive discussions. . . . The deeper 
theological issues in those positions have hardly been touched, 
and a more thorough and profound ecumenical study is needed as 
a prerequisite to effective discussions.^

Since the World Council of Churches met at Amsterdam and Evanston 

neither the complexity of the political, military and technological prob

lems related to warfare, nor the perplexity of Christian conscience in 

face of these issues has decreased. Conscientious supporters of each 

of the views defined at Amsterdam continue to live ”in the meantime” in 

which "the churches must continue to hold within their full fellowship 

all who sincerely profess such viewpoints as those set out above.”

‘ The Christian Hope and the Task of the Church (New York: 
Harper and Bros., 1954), pp. 11 and 47.

13
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The Charge of Silence

The frustrations of the dialogue promoted by the World Council of 

Churches betray the embarrassment that there is no "one clear voice" by 

which the Church addresses itself to the problem of war in the nuclear 

age. There are those who would seem to go further to assert that on this 

subject the Church in America has had no voice at all.

John C. Bennett opens the symposium, Nuclear Weapons and the 
14Conflict of Conscience , with the statement that:

this volume was projected because there has been a noticeable si
lence in this country about the ethical issues involved in the 
nuclear arms race and in the possibility of nuclear war.^

Bennett finds that:
Apart from pacifists whose concern about the ethical issue raised 
by nuclear warfare can be taken for granted there are two circles 
in this country where there has been public discussion of the 
conflict of conscience over nuclear weapons.

Nuclear scientists and "a limited group of Roman Catholic theologians

and moralists" have tried to deal with the problem. The neglect has 

been most obvious among non-pacifist Protestants. "Indeed, in recent

years I have noted a puzzled silence among Protestants who are not com

mitted pacif ists ,"^7
Bennett suggests several causes for the alleged silence of the

1^John C. Bennett (ed.), Nuclear Weapons and the Conflict of 
Conscience (New York: Charles Scribners’ Sons, 1962). * 7

l5Ibid., p. 7. l6Ibid.

l7Ibid., p. 8. The subjective nature of such judgments is sug
gested by the contrasting comment of James W. Douglass, a Roman Catholic 
student specializing in the problem of the ethics of nuclear war. 
Douglass notes that "with a few exceptions. . . the development of a
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Churches concerning the moral limits of warfare!

There has been little discussion of this issue and I am sure 
that one reason is that we have expected the deterrent to pre
vent the war in which the issue might arise. Also there is a 
feeling . . . that if such things as these are said, the de
terrent might be less effective. . . . There is another reason 
for the prevailing silence on the whole question of moral lim
its in time of war. Since the middle of the Second World War 
there has been a gradual abdication of moral judgment in re
lation to all military decisions. . . . There was a deteriora
tion of our moral judgment under’ the pressure of war. The 
technological momentum of weapons outran our moral imagina
tion.

Bennett acknowledges his continued reticence in dealing with 

the problem of placing moral limits upon American use of force. There 

is an asymmetry involved in that ethical compunction may become opera

tive in the United States but not in the Soviet Union. ''The effect 

might be some lessening of the power and the capacity for maneuver of 

the United States.” The impulse of conscience to break the silence 

is thus balanced by perception of the risk of speaking. To remain 

silent is to invite the atrophy of those restraints of conscience 

which may forestall the use of weapons of mass destruction. Yet to de

mand and receive explicit limitations upon the use of American weaponry 

may weaken the deterring power of our arms and hasten the moment when

beginning ’nuclear theology' has been the achievement of the English.”
He believes that considerable agreement has been reached among Catholic 
moral theologians in Britain. "If such agreement in principle is not 
so clearly evident among American Catholics, the foremost reason would 
have to be that few of them have even shown any interest in the problem.” 
His surprising conclusion is that "among Protestant moralists the inter
est has been greater and a similar consensus has been gradually evolving." 
James W. Douglass, "The Morality of Thermonuclear Deterrence," Worldview, 
VII, 10 (October, 1964), 4.

18 19Bennett (ed.), pp. 101-102. Ibid., p. 100.
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the fearful question must be answered, ’’What happens if deterrence 

fails?” This tension between the demands of conscience and the im

peratives of strategy is particularly acute for the churchman-citizen

in the United States, for he lives in a nation burdened with the "con-
„20centrated responsibility that goes with its power.”

Bennett not only discerns the silence of the Churches and at

tempts to account for its causes. He also predicts its disastrous 

effects.

I believe that if all who hold such views as I shall express were 
silent, we would all come to live in a very distorted moral uni
verse .21

There is danger that we shall confront one vast ’'establishment” 
which includes business, the military, the civilian government, 
the scientific community, foundations and the universities, and 
that informed public debate about the great moral issues con
nected with national defense will be inhibited. When there is 
so great an "establishment,” one can expect the Churches to join 
it or to be almost silenced by it.22.

If [the ethical issues raised in this chapter] are neglected we 
are likely to, develop a myopia governed by fear and hostility 
and by a false confidence in what military power can accomplish; 
and we are likely to choose policies which so lack balance that 
we and our adversaries will stumble into nuclear catastrophe.23

Perception of the emergence of a new strategic situation now 

forces Bennett to reconsider the moral problems related to national pol

icy based upon the possession and threatened use of weapons of mass ex

termination.

For a decade I was able to live with this dilemma without too 
great inner disturbance. I was convinced that the only threat * 23

2°Ibid., p. 95. 2IIbid., p. 100. 22Ibid., p. 112.

23Ibid., p. 120.
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to peace was from Communist aggression and that our nuclear de
terrent power would prevent such aggression and thus keep the 
peace .24

Today the dilemma is much more difficult to live with because I 
do not have the same confidence that the deterrent during the 
next decade will prevent the war .25

"We cannot trust in a posture of deterrence by itself to keep the peace 

for long."“̂

For a few years longer it may still be effective but if the nu
clear arms race continues for a decade with no controls upon it, 
there is far too much danger that war will come from a technical 
accident, from a miscalculation of the adversary's intention or 
from the extension of a limited military operation to a general 
nuclear war.27

It is thus a new definition of the situation in the political-military

sphere that has driven Bennett to reevaluate his ethical judgments.

And it is in light of this new apprehension that he now characterizes

the earlier response of the Churches as "silence" and calls for renewed

effort to elaborate responsible Christian criticism of defense policy.

I believe that those who share the views which I shall present 
should not keep silent even though what they say may have some 
undesired effects .28

Also, what are we to say about the function of those who within the 
Christian Church have a responsibility to keep alive a religious 
and moral witness which must not be trimmed to fit the exigencies 
of western strategy?29

In this day of nuclear parity and inter-continental missiles there has 

been a change in the situation within which American military policy 

must be formulated. "It is not religiously or morally possible within

^Ibid., p. 95. ^Ibid., p. 96. 26_,Ibid., p
27 Ibid., p. 96. 28Tk.,Ibid., p. 100. 29Ibid., p

120.
101.
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such a context to remain silent.“
Bennett’s charge that the Churches have remained silent con

cerning the ethical problems of national policy in an age of weapons of 

mass destruction is thus accompanied by a suggestion of the causes of 

this silence, a projection of its effects, a statement concerning the 

new situation in which silence has become intolerable, and a call for 

the Church to end the silence by speaking clearly and directly to the 

ethical issues involved in military policy.

The Embarrassment of the Churches:

Not Silence, but Babel

How is one to evaluate Bennett's charge? The condemnation of

the churches for the “irrelevance” of “Silence" finds resonance in many

quarters. The charge that the churches have remained silent, is, how-
31ever, figurative and imprecise. The churches have not been silent.

The critical problem is not their silence but their Babel.

■^The Churches have not been literally silent. Bennett himself 
mentions his own participation on the Dun Commission, a panel of Ameri
can theologians assembled by the Federal Council of Churches in 1950, 
that issued a report entitled, "The Christian Conscience and Weapons of 
Mass Destruction.“ He is well aware that countless statements have been 
issued before and since. No one who has attempted to read, assemble, or 
even to list the mass of bibliographical items produced under Christian 
auspices in the United States dealing with the morality of nuclear war
fare and its related issues could claim that the Churches have been truly 
"silent" on the matter. They may be charged with being "confused," 
"superficial," "naive," "irrelevant," and so forth; but for better or for 
worse they have not been "silent." One can judge that the Churches in 
the post-war years failed to give the prominence to the issue that the 
present unfolding of events now reveals would have been appropriate. By
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This Babel of the Churches is a problem in two ways: it exists

and it persists. An English observer has commented that, "In facing
32Russia we have every choice from the H-Bomb right down to prayer."

The embarrassment for the Church is that religious spokesmen are ar

rayed across the full length of this spectrum. The question which de

mands clarification is not, "Why don't the Churches speak out?" Rath

er, it is "Why can't the Churches speak 'with one clear voice'?" The 

desired "relevance" or "effectiveness" of the Churches is not under

mined by lack of message units or volume. The problem is not in what 

they have not said; it is in what they have said. It is the diversity 

of "Christian answers", not the silence of the Churches, which is the 

real perplexity exposed by ethical dilemmas involved in the possession 

of weapons of mass destruction.

The Babel persists. Within the Churches there seems to be 

little done to decrease the range of diversity. Authors who speak to 

the issue manage to "talk past one another." No common dialogue has 

emerged from the volume of materials produced on the subject of Christian

this wisdom of hindsight the appropriate adjectives might be "short- 
-sighted," "insensitive," "ostrich-like," or "conformist;" but still not 
"silent." The judgment of the degree to which the Churches have been 
"silent" is relative to one’s expectations of what the Church should say. 
These expectations themselves vary with (l) one's concept of the proper 
function of the Church in relation to the political decision-making 
process, and (2) one's perception of the salience of particular aspects 
of the total political-military situation. Bennett has gained new in
sight into the perilous nature of "the delicate balance of terror." It 
is in the light of this new apprehension of urgency that Bennett now 
views the prior treatments of the issues as adding up to "silence."

32Wayland Young, Strategy for Survival: First Steps in Nuclear
Disarmament (London: Penguin Books, 1959), p. 50.
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faith and the dilemmas of contemporary politics in the international 

arena. There has been no persistent and focussed interchange among 

contrasting schools of thought. It is likely that it is this char

acteristic of the American discussion that led Bennett to issue his 

charge that the Churches have been silent. They have not been silent; 

but their total response has a Quixotic quality in that they have

ridden off in all directions to join in isolated colloquies devoted
33to “socially shared autism.“

It is this persistent diversity of Christian responses to the 

dilemmas involved in a national policy grounded in the possession and 

threatened use of weapons of mass annihilation which is the central 

concern of this dissertation

Christian Approaches to the Problem of Nuclear War 

There are a number of valid approaches which the Christian 

might make to the problems created by the possession of nuclear weap

ons. Edward Leroy Long, Jr. has observed!

Most treatments of the “atomic crisis” regard it as posing a prob
lem to be solved, as indeed it does. But more basic still, it 
constitutes a situation to be understood, and this only through

33Gardner Murphy, Personality! A Biosocial Approach to Origin 
and Structure (New York! Harper and Bros., 1947), quoted in Morton 
Deutsch and Mary Evans Collins, “The Effect of Public Policy in Housing 
Projects Upon Interracial Attitudes," Readings in Social Psychology, 
ed. Eleanor E. Maccoby, Theodore M. Newcomb, and Eugene L. Hartley (3d 
ed.; New York! Henry Holt and Co., 1958), p. 615.
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theological categories and the point of view of the Christian 
faith.

The Christian may confront the threat of nuclear war as "a 

problem to be solved.” It is, in the first instance, a "public issue,” 

a menace to the political unit in which the Church and its membership 

participate in the providence of God. The Christian may have an ap

propriate concern to utilize the resources of various disciplines in 

order to arrive at an empi ri cal definition of the roots and remedies 

of war. He may merge his strength with that of other citizens who 

seek to take political action to reduce explosive tensions.

Nuclear warfare is not merely a public issue. It is also a 

"personal problem" for the individual. The nuclear crisis demands 

decision concerning ultimate loyalty. The Christian here is forced to 

decide which values are most fundamental to his existence, which vo

cabulary is most adequate to express his perception and commitment, to 

which group he is willing to entrust his life and hope.

The peril of war in the nuclear age is not only a problem to be 

solved by the state and by the individual. It is a new "situation to 

be understood." It raises questions which call for theological reformu

lation. In this new age in which men possess the capacity to destroy 

the physical context of their existence, what is to be said concerning 

the expanded effects of human freedom, the question of theodicy, the 

meaning of history, the concept of Providence, the function of the Church

"^Edward Leroy Long, Jr., The Christian Response to the Atomic 
Crisis (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1950), p. 7.
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and its relation to the state? What can the Christian faith say to the 

problem of proleptic guilt which is built into the ambiguity of nuclear 

deterrence upon which American strategy hinges?

The new situation thus poses questions in the realm of ethics.

At the level of theoretical ethics the Church finds its traditional ap

paratus for the analysis of obligation in wartime now challenged as in

adequate and misleading. The disorder evident at the theoretical level 

becomes most vexatious when advice is requested or rendered concerning 

decisions on matters of public policy. When ethical analysis is called 

upon to contribute an answer to the question, "What then shall we do, 

here and now?" the diversity of Christian conscience is most fully be

trayed .

The Christian may be interested in nuclear war directly as a 

political or private problem to be solved and as a theological or ethical 

situation to be understood. In this thesis, however, nuclear war is to 

be approached indirectly as that problem-situation which most sharply 

reveals the plurality of Christian conscience.

The Dilemma Divulges Diversity

Why is it that the question of nuclear warfare serves to expose 

the diversity of conscience and counsel within the Church? First, the 

issue is so salient that it is difficult for churchmen to avoid at least 

oblique reference to it. This salience elicits comment from Christian 

leaders in three ways, (l) It tempts them to make homiletic use of 

political crises as adumbrating the human crisis. (2) It draws them by
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the hope of contributing constructive solutions as a function of 

"responsibility." (3) It drives them to vindicate the "relevance” 

of the gospel, not only against the taunts of detractors, but also 

for the sake of constituents in need of pastoral guidance. A di

versity of Christian opinion thus arises out of a variety of approaches 

to a common problem that cannot be ignored.

Second, the responses to the nuclear crisis reveals the diver

sity of Christian conscience by activating the latent theological and 

ethical divisions which, as Ernst Troeltsch has demonstrated, have been 

present within the Church from the beginning.

Third, the issues involved demand action in the domain of public 

policy and hence require the specification of legitimate conduct to the 

point where guidance is made available for choices between mutually ex

clusive decisions of great import. But again, as Troeltsch has shown, 

the New Testament contains no explicit directives for public decision

making. The necessary utilization of a complementary source of ethical 

norms for the definition of social policy compounds the likelihood of 

internal diversity within the Church.

Fourth, the extraordinary complexity of the scientific, polit

ical, military, economic, and technological factors to be considered 

increases the prominence of non-theological intervening variables in 

the ethical evaluation of potential courses of action. The Christian 

is dependent upon diverse sources for whatever information he considers 

to be relevant to his judgment. Clearly, there is no straight deduction 

from theological premises to policy decisions. Judgments of empirical
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fact intervene, and significant differences exist in exposure to, re

ceptivity and interpretation of information.

Fifth, the nature of the dilemma demands a personal decision 

concerning the locus of one's primary loyalty. To identify one's self 

with a particular group as the bearer or embodiment of some primary 

value may bring immediate and extensive repercussions in one's total 

existence. On issues so closely related to national policy and sur

vival, dissent from the popular consensus is highly visible and po

tentially costly. Christians may vary not only in the verbal content 

of their reactions to the nuclear dilemma, but also in the intensity 

of their practical devotion in the implementation of the action implied 

by their responses.

The current nuclear dilemma brings to light differences among 

Christians which have their roots in distinct approaches to a highly 

salient issue, latent theological differences, variations in the ground 

and procedure of ethical specification, differential assimilation of 

technical information, and distinctions in the point and intensity of 

ultimate loyalty.

The Scandal of Contradiction

If it is true that one can document a variety of Christian re

sponses to the nuclear dilemma, why should this diversity be viewed as a 

scandal, a problem for the Church? If the Churches speak with diverse 

tongues why should this be characterized as Babel and not Pentecost?

This particular diversity may be judged a scandal because it

inhibits the institutionalization of Christian values, impedes the
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internalization of these values, threatens the viability of the ethical

apparatus of the Churches, and aggravates the theological problem con

cerning the means of God's action in the world.

The diversity of Christian pronouncements and recommendations 

pertaining to nuclear policy inhibits the process of institutionaliza

tion by which Christian values and attitudes might influence the course 

of public policy. The contradictory counsel of different religious 

spokesmen creates a self-cancelling effect and opens the way for a 

different ethos to penetrate the mind and conscience of the nation and 

its leadership. "Political relevance" may be sought by the Churches at 

various levels of indirection, from the theocratic ideal of the clerical 

state to the "exemplary prophecy" of the withdrawing sect. But even 

those who would sharply deny that it is the responsibility of the Church 

to instruct the magistrate in the performance of his public office have 

reason for concern when the Christian precipitate within the general 

cultural consensus is rendered ineffectual by the failure to define its 

relevance to the most salient question before the nation. It may be 

theologically questionable whether the Church could or should be able to 

"speak with one clear voice" to the problem of nuclear warfare. But 

there seems to be little doubt that such unanimous utterance would in

crease the likelihood of being heard in high places. From the standpoint 

of empirical calculation of "effectiveness" this diversity must be judged 

a scandal.- 35

35Alan F. Geyer asserts that "a failure to achieve consensus may 
subject the politician to conflicting pressures from religion, but those 
very differences tend to weaken the influence of Christianity and to
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la the pastoral sphere diversity is a scandal in that it impedes

the formation of ''right conscience" within the individual believer.

Moreover, perennial inability to speak clearly to an essential problem

of the age may place the Church in institutional jeopardy. Men may be

expected to look elsewhere for guidance and to render their support and
36devotion to that which is able to speak to their condition.

The variation of response is a problem for the Church at the 

level of ethical theory. If the conceptual apparatus by which the 

Churches have addressed themselves to the perplexities of human conduct 

break down in face of this dilemma, how are they to be accepted and ap

plied elsewhere?

Finally, diversity poses a theological questions "What is God 

doing if he creates or allows such variation within his Church?" Does 

he chose to work through the manifold vocations evident among those who 

claim to be his People? In what way then are they one People? Is di

versity a scandal only to those of little faith in the Providence of God? 36

allow the politician to be more responsive to secular than to religious 
pressures." Piety and Politics: American Protestantism in the World
Arena (Richmond, Virginia: John Knox P r e s s , 1963), p. 33.

36Ernst Troeltsch, writing in 1911, also commented upon the prac
tical political consequences of disagreement among religious groups in a 
pluralistic society: "In countries where the religious situation contains
many different elements, the various ecclesiastical systems constitute a 
large body of opinion, in which each particular communion claims to pos
sess the sole Truth, thus neutralizing the religious influence of all.
The churches are losing their hold on the spiritual life of the nations, 
and many of their functions are now being exercised by educationists, 
writers, administrators, and by voluntary religious associations." The 
Social Teaching of the Christian Churches, trans. Olive Wyon (2 vols., 
London: George Allen and Unwin, Ltd., 1931), II, 1008. This work shall
be cited hereafter as Social Teaching.
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Or, is it the task of the theologian and ethicist to strive to determine 

the genuine Christian response to the nuclear dilemma? In tracing "The 

Protestant Search for Political Realism, 1919-1941," Donald Meyer ob

serves that, "beginning as a criticism of society the Protestant social
37concern ended as a criticism of religion." The search for political 

realism goes on today; it imposes continued criticism of the faith and 

of the faithful.

The Approach of This Thesis

The nuclear dilemma exposes a scandalous diversity of Christian 

responses. The primary aim of this thesis is to clarify the extent and 

structure of this diversity. The project is, in the first instance, 

descriptive. It is intended to describe not the intricacies of the 

"situation" in the nuclear age, but the Christian reactions to this situ

ation. It seeks to analyze the patterned character of the major alter

native types of Christian response to the nuclear dilemma. The inten

tion is to construct a "map" of Christian reactions, a typological 

framework that may assist in the effort to "locate" and evaluate con

flicting views .

The descriptive enterprise points beyond itself toward the 

normative use others may make of the analyses. It is hoped that the 

survey of the presently diverse forms of Christian response will con

tribute to the creation of a broader consensus by (1) eliciting more 37

37Donald B. Meyer, The Protestant Search for Political Realism, 
1919-1941 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1960), p. 2.
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systematic attention to the pertinent issues, (2) facilitating more pre

cise statement within the types, and (3) provoking more fruitful inter

action between types. The project reflects the value assumption of the 
author that more adequate understanding and firmer resolve will emerge 

from dialogue. The dissertation is conceived as an indirect contribu

tion to the fulfillment of the Amsterdam Assembly's "special call to

theologians to consider the theological problems involved" in the Church's
38"deep sense of perplexity in face of these conflicting opinions."

What This Thesis is Not

It may be useful to indicate what this thesis is not. It is not 

a treatment of the substantive issues of national policy in the nuclear 

age. It is not a report on the current policies of the administration,

The focus of the enterprise is in descriptive ethics; yet it 
may have collateral relevance to neighboring disciplines. In relation 
to Political Science the study may illumine the fundamental ingredients 
of the American "political myth," "the symbols invoked, not only to ex
plain, but also to justify specified power practices." Harold Lasswell, 
et alia, Language of Politics (New York: George W. Stewart, 1949),
pp. 9ff. In so far as political leaders persist in the assertion that 
national policy is grounded in the ethics of the Judeo-Christian herit
age it becomes imperative to investigate the range of malleability of 
this ethic, not only for the sake of the integrity of the ethical tra
dition, but also for the sake of future policy. The review of Christian 
responses may indicate the depth and breadth of thought within a par
ticular segment of the population, which because of its access to pulpit 
and press plays a not insignificant role in the formation of public opin
ion. It may further shed light upon the diffusion within a particular 
sub-cultural group of theories and facts pertaining to international re
lations .

Within the orbit of Social Psychology, the materials offered 
here might be used to illustrate a theory of ideology in so far as they 
show traces of selective perception determined by the particular sensi
tivities of historical groups and demonstrate the interpenetration of 
"fact" and "value."
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nor a critique of these policies. It is not an attempt to suggest ei

ther what policy ought to be or how it should be formulated. We are 

not dealing directly with the political and economic questions of the 

day, with the strategic military exigencies of the moment, or with the 

technological data regarding the effects of nuclear weaponry.

This is not a treatise on war as a social institution or as a 

political weapon. It does not seek to discern the causes, the effects, 

or the cures of war, nor does it advocate a policy for its melioration 

or abolition.

The dissertation does not seek to usurp the historian’s func

tion of estimating the impact of Christian views upon the definition 

of national policy in a given period. Nor is this an essay in the 

history of ideas designed to trace the evolution of responses through 

time or delineate the pattern of diffusion of concepts from group to 

group. It is not a history of particular groups as carriers of dis

tinctive ideas and commitments.

This is not presented as a surrogate for public opinion surveys 

which seek to determine the extent of diffusion of each type of policy 

view within the total population or some segment of it at a given moment. 

It is likely that certain of the positions to be analyzed enjoy little 

support throughout the constituency of the Churches.

This thesis does not attempt to account for the genesis of the 

ideas surveyed. It does not provide a psychological explanation of why 

an author has come to hold the view he propounds. Neither is this study 

an essay in the Sociology of Knowledge; it does not focus upon the
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'•relations between intellectual activity and social existence" or seek

to demonstrate "how the interest and purposes of certain social groups

come to find expression in certain theories, doctrines, and intellectual 
39movements." We are dealing not with the sources or determinants of 

what has been said but with the manifest content.

This is not an attempt at ideological analysis in the sense that 

we are not able here to trace through time the dynamic interrelation

ship of evaluative preference and empirical perception. We seek rather 

to discern the structure of a static cross-section of current views.

One might adapt the "paradigm for the sociology of knowledge"
40offered by Robert Merton to suggest the range of information it would 

be desirable to obtain in order to present a full analysis of the re

sponse of Christian groups to the nuclear crisis. If it were feasible, 

one would like to know:

I. Who are the authors?
A. Personal background

1. Social class origin
2. Home environment, relation to siblings, etc.
3. Denominational roots and religious training
4. Educational career

B. Vocational experience'
C. Affiliations
D. Political preferences
E. Avocational interests

II. Who are they talking to? The audience in view. 39 40

39Louis Wirth, "Preface," in Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia: 
An Introduction to the Sociology of Knowledge (New York: Harcourt, Brace,
and Company, 1936), pp. xxviif.

40Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure, (rev. ed.; 
Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1957), p p . 460-461. Cited hereafter
as Social Theory.. . .
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III. What are they saying? The content.
IV. What are the effects of their utterances?

A. Extent of diffusion
B. To what degree are these views assimilated by which

individuals? Internalization.
C. To what degree are these views acted upon by political

leaders? Institutionalization.
V. Why did these particular people say these things?

Why was this degree of resonance possible?

This dissertation is designed to deal only with sections two and three, 

defining the audience in view and the content of the materials. It is 

necessary to put aside the occupations of the biographer, the historian, 

the public opinion surveyer, the political sociologist, psychoanalyst, 

and sociologist of knowledge, in order to focus upon the analysis of 

content.

What This Thesis Is

Having suggested what this thesis is not, it is appropriate to 

indicate what it is. Most crudely, it is an analytical typology of 

answers given by American Christians to the question, "What should the 

United States do with the Bomb?" Our aim is to conduct "strategically 

focused research" * that will expose the "suppressed inner divisions"^ 

among Christian authors and "help set the right terms for rational de

bate on public policy bearing on the problem of war and peace in this 
43age." John Courtney Murray inquires "what are the right terms for 

argument on public policy?" He goes on to assert that, with the aid of

^ Ibid., p. 226. ^Meyer, p. 353.

^John Courtney Murray, Morality and Modern War (New York:
The Council on Religion and International Affairs, 1959), p. 17.
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the framework of the traditional doctrine of the just war, “these are
readily reached by a dialectical process, an alternation between prin- 

44ciple and fact.” Our central thesis is that such a two-fold model, 

which directs attention only to matters of "principle and fact," is 

^too simple. To comprehend the disagreements among Christian authors and 

construct a framework for further debate it is necessary in surveying 

the content of a particular sample of typical materials to (1) analyze 

the structure of the ethical arguments presented, (2) trace the ethical 

terras back to their philosophical and theological roots, (3) determine 

the effective locus of primary loyalty or key reference group commended 

by the author, and (4) examine the source and utilization of non- 

theological information used in arriving at a definition of the situa

tion« All thought on concrete matters of public policy simultaneously 

contains each of these elements. The four elements interpenetrate one 

another. They are analytically distinguishable but never separable.

Our purpose is to employ a salient and complex issue confront

ing Christian conscience today as a means of demonstrating the utility 

of a highly differentiated analytical apparatus that can be applied to 

a broad range of topics. The selection of the problem of nuclear arms 

policy and the consideration of particular Christian authors are con

cessions to the need for concrete subject matter for the demonstration 

of the utility of the analytical apparatus.
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The Limits of the Sample

We shall apply our apparatus to the analysis of the content of 

the debate concerning the relationship of Christian conscience to ques-

tions of nuclear arras policy. This debate is, however, immense., It has

been waged on every continent, by men of every sort, since 1945., Our

first task, therefore, must be to delimit the sample in space, "social 

space," time, and topic.

It is our intention to concentrate upon materials produced or 

widely distributed in the United States. Although this means sacri

ficing consideration of the insights which have emerged in the extensive 

discussions of the ethical problems of nuclear war abroad, especially 

in Germany and Great Britain, it offers the advantage of maintaining a 

more constant socio-political context within which to compare diverse 

materials. The "American discussion" of the nuclear dilemma has evolved 

out of a distinctive historical experience and continues in a context 

defined by singular political-military imperatives. John Bennett has 

noted the particularity of this context and i^s impact upon the debate.

There is a difference of moral climate in the United States from 
many other countries in regard to nuclear weapons. For example, 
there is much more radical discussion of the issue in Britain 
and West Germany and various other countries. . . .  I think one 
major difference between sensitive and thoughtful Americans and 
their counterparts in some other countries arises from the fact 
that the United States is the only nation that has the power 
that can offset the power of the Soviet Union. It is much easier 
to raise the most radical questions about nuclear armaments and 
nuclear war if one's country does not have the power or the re
sponsibility to prevent a monopoly of this decisive form of mili
tary power in the Communist world.^ 45

45Bennett (ed.), p. 9.
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The Pax Atomica has been a Pax Americana. This fact has decisively in

fluenced the perception and response of American Christians and justi

fies treatment of the American discussion as an individual totality.

Our sample is to be further limited to ’'Christian” documents.

To impose some criterion of content, to assert that we are to look at 

only "genuinely Christian” materials, would be to beg the question. We 

wish to consider all types of views which have been presented as con

scious attempts to define Christian conscience in relation to the nu

clear dilemma. Two rough criteria suggest themselves: first, the in

tention of the author, as explicitly stated or indicated by vocabulary 

and allusions; second, the context of publication.

The sample must be defined in time. It would be possible to go 

back to August 6, 1945, when news of Hiroshima exploded upon the world. 

Or, one might go back to the wartime years when scientists already 

sought to come to grips with the ethical significance of their creation.

There is, however, an extensive literature dealing with the ethical and
46political struggles of the nuclear scientists and the earliest at

tempts of the Churches to respond to the theological and ethical ques-
47tions posed by the outbreak of the new atomic age. Moreover, through

out the post-war era the political-military situation has changed and 

with the alteration of the external situation perception of the import

See, for example, the work cited by Edward Leroy Long, Jr., and 
also Robert Gilpin, American Scientists and Nuclear Weapons Policy 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1962).

^ S e e  Robert C. Batchelder, The Irreversible Decision, 1939-1950 
(New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1961).
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and meaning of the Bomb has also changed. It is possible to distinguish

stages in the shifting relationship of American military preponderance
, 48to growing Russian strength.

1945-50 American atomic monopoly
1950-53 American superiority in the atomic stockpile 
1953 First Russian H-Bomb explosion 
1953-56 American nuclear superiority 
1957-59 Nuclear parity
i960 MMissile gap,*1 Russian superiority in delivery capacity 

The volume of materials relating to the debate concerning nuclear arms 

policy within the American Churches has increased sharply since the be

ginning of the-period of nuclear parity and the missile gap, that is, 

since approximately 1957 or 1958. As Bennett has suggested, MIn the 

nineteen fifties it was easy to overlook the moral problem of nuclear

war because there was confidence that the possession of the weapons 
49would prevent war.M But particularly since the advent of the missile 

gap dread of nuclear holocaust has begun to permeate the consciousness 

of a nation which, in the words of its President, is condemned to "live 

on the bullseye.” With this dread has come a sense of guilt, both ret

roactive and proleptic, and a profound puzzlement concerning the path 

of virtue in a world which increasingly presents itself as ambiguous. 

These elements have created a new atmosphere of concern in which the 

pattern of discussion has been transformed as more authors from more

48Amitai Etzioni, The Hard Way to Peace: A New Strategy
(New York: Collier Books, 1962), p . 31. Cf. Henry Kissinger, The
Necessity for Choice: Prospects of American Foreign Policy (Garden City, * 49
New York: Doubleday Anchor Books, 1962), p p . 13-14.

49Bennett (ed.), p. 9.
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diverse traditions address themselves to wider audiences with a greater 

sense of urgency. In this period which may be characterized as ’’neither 

war nor peace” the ethical dilemmas which hitherto were prominent in 

public consciousness only at the outset of actual warfare have now be

come the daily perplexities of those who reflect at all upon the destiny 

of their nation and their race.

It is then feasible to concentrate attention upon American Chris

tian materials stemming from the period of nuclear parity and the missile 

gap, materials produced out of the new appropriation of the fact that 

American possession of nuclear arms opens to us not simply the role of 

strong and righteous defenders of justice, but also the role of victim 

in a holocaust in which there may be no victor. Although primary empha

sis is to be placed upon materials produced since 1958 it will be de

sirable to draw upon items that antedate this period but continue to 

play a significant role in the ongoing discussion. This pertains par

ticularly to ecumenical statements; many authors present their case in 

dialogue with documents produced under the auspices of the World Council 

of Churches and the National Council of Churches or its predecessor, the 

Federal Council.

A word must be said to justify the formulation of our topic in 

terms of the ’’nuclear” dilemma, "nuclear” weapons, and the threat of ’*nu- 

elear" war, to the apparent neglect of other modes of violence which also 

generate questions of conscience in the modern world. It is true that 

the United States is involved in research into non-nuclear means of mass

destruction, such as biological weapons. And it is not incredible that
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if the nuclear umbrella remains effective the ethical problems associ

ated with unconventional warfare, the use of torture, hostages, black

mail, thought control, and regimentation, will increasingly demand at

tention. To date, however, the focus upon nuclear policy must accurately 

reflects the actual content of the discussion which has been carried on 

among Christians since 1958 concerning the relation of Christian faith 

to the dilemmas of conduct in international relations. Generally, it 

would appear that the term ''nuclear weapons" has been employed as a 

synedoche for all types of "weapons of mass destruction." But even a 

more precise use would not be inappropriate since the explicit policy of 

the United States is based upon the possession and threatened use of nu

clear arms. Hence, it is not inaccurate to say that the central ques

tion, which reappears in diverse contexts, but constitutes the nub of 

the debate, is "What shall the United States do with the Bomb?"

How Can Such Variegated Materials Be Compared?

Items that are eligible for inclusion within our sample are ex

tremely numerous and diverse. A glimpse at their diversity evokes the 

question, "How can such variegated materials be compared?"

The Example of Robert A. Levine

The simplest way to compare diverse materials would be to analyze 

and contrast the different answers given to a particular set of common 

questions. This is the device used effectively by Robert A. Levine in
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his work, The Arms Debate« ^ Confronted with conflicting schools of

thought on arms policy vying for the role of counselor to the Commander- 

in-Chief, Levine sets out to "investigate the intellectual bases for 

different sets of ideas," seeking "to discover what fundamental ideas

struct a typology based upon the content of policy recommendations.

This construction is facilitated by (l) limiting attention to authors 

who intend to give explicit directives for the formulation of public 

policy, and (2) treating these recommendations on the simplified model 

of advice rendered to the President by individual-to-individual com

munication. Levine notes that "comparison of opposing ideas is possible
52only if the constituent parts of each argument are made explicit."

But since all his subjects assume the role of presidential advisor they 

find it difficult to evade the necessity of responding to a common set 

of questions which impose themselves upon the would-be maker of public 

policy. Hence, it is possible for Levine to render his materials ex

plicit and comparable without indulging in excessive extrapolation.

responses to the nuclear dilemma a crucial difficulty emerges; the 

"response" of some (but not all) Christians has been a silence which

The Problem of the Silent "Responses"

If, however, one seeks to apply a similar analysis to Christian

^Robert A. Levine, The Arms Debate (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1963).

51Ibid ., p . 8. 52Ibid ., p . 12 .
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offers no content for analysis. At the level of reaction to the par

ticular issues of national policy which are of interest here, there 

seems to be no set of common questions to which all Christians have ad

dressed themselves. Many Christians have avoided or neglected comment 

upon the relevance of the Christian faith to the nuclear dilemma; they 

have made no substantive contribution to the American discussion which 

is the focus of our concern. Thus, the full spectrum of Christian 

"responses” includes reactions which are not amenable to the type of 

analysis we seek to apply.

The occurence of this problem at the level of the specific ex

plication of Christian conscience in relation to nuclear weaponry in

dicates that a significant differentiation of Christian consciousness 

has taken place at a higher level of generality, at the point where 

Christians must deal with the question whether the Church or its mem

bership should seek to concern itself at all with the various direct 

and indirect means of influencing public decisions on matters of worldly, 

political import. There is this prior question of the legitimacy of 

Christian participation in the political process. As the work of 

Xroeltsch suggests, the answer given at this higher level is a function 

of the basic definition of the relation of Church and state, which is 

itself dependent upon the "sociological fundamental theory" arising out

of the "idea of fellowship" grounded in the "religious fundamental idea"
53flowing from the Christ cult. 53

53Ernst Troeltsch, Social Teaching. See especially, "Introduc
tion and Preliminary Questions of Method," I, 23-37, and "Conclusion,"
II, 991-1013.
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The Spectrum of Responsibility 

for Ethical Specification

In order to perform the comparative analysis we seek it is 

necessary to have materials which offer divergent answers to a set of 

common questions. If all Christian groups are surveyed, such common 

questions are available only at the higher level at which each must in 

some way define the relation of the believing community to the conduct 

of affairs in the secular state. Some groups explicitly reject the 

assumption that it is incumbent upon Christians to advise civil author

ities concerning specific political acts. Others simply neglect to 

avail themselves of the opportunity to comment upon public affairs.

Still others attempt to perform what they consider to be their legiti

mate task of formulating directives, but in practice fall short of pro

viding precise policy recommendations. Some appear to deny the legiti

macy of the enterprise, but surreptitiously dispense advice to magis

trates. Finally, there are those who intend to and do recommend spe

cific policies to designated actors considered to be capable of perform

ing the desired deeds.

There thus emerges a typology of answers to the prior question 

of the responsibility of the Christian to specify the relevance of Chris

tian conscience to matters of public policy. Among Christians there are 

those who;

1. Deny this responsibility
2. Neglect this responsibility
3. Fail this responsibility

a. while attempting it as a legitimate function
b. while attempting it surreptitiously

4. Perform this responsibility
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We shall refer to this categorization as the "spectrum of responsibility

for ethical specification." "Specification" is here used as a technical

term designating the attempt to indicate the implications for conduct in
54a specific situation which are entailed in a more general commitment.

The spectrum may serve as a rough measure of the degree of direct at

tention given to our problem by any author or group.

Within each of these types there have occurred "responses" to 

the nuclear dilemma. The problem is that the responses of those who 

fall in types one and two have consisted of silence on the matter of 

interest to us. It is difficult to analyze the content of silence. 

Therefore, we shall focus our attention upon types three and four, that 

is, those who at least attempt to specify the dictates of Christian con

science in regard to particular political decisions confronting the 

national community.

The Use of Ideal Types

Although we are not able to analyze the content of a silence, it 

would be possible to analyze the causes of silence. An historian of the 

contemporary Church might document precisely who has been silent. A 

sociologist of knowledge might clarify the theological, historical,

Cf. Talcott Parsons, "An Approach to the Sociology of Knowledge," 
reprint from Transactions of the Fourth World Congress of Sociology (Milan 
and Stresa, September 8-15, 1959), IV, 25-49. "Thus every social system, 
even a total society, has a paramount value-pattern. This in turn is dif
ferentiated by a process I shall call 'specification1, to constitute values 
for the various differentiated and segmented subsystems of the larger system

institutionalization of values in a society requires their specification to 
different subsystems of the society." p. 28.
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sociological, and psychological factors which have predisposed such be

lievers to silence. But we must resist the temptation of writing such 

alternative dissertations. Our project is not to survey the reactions 

of every Christian body in America in order to provide a causial explana

tion of their silence or their speech. The types we shall define cannot 

claim to be based upon the exhaustive empirical research demanded by 

such an undertaking.

Rather, we seek to provide a scheme of ideal types which form a 

logically exhaustive "map” that will enable one to locate a particular 

view in relation to alternative options and to gain some insight into 

the inter-relationships among the internal elements of each type. The 

typology has been constructed out of familiarity with the empirical 

data. But we are not concerned to document the assertion that every 

Christian group has in fact indicated its support for one type or anoth

er. The claim is simply that i_f Christians do attempt to specify the 

relevance of their ethical insight to the question of nuclear arms 

policy they will present patterned views which may be classified within 

the types which we have abstracted from the existing literature. That 

is, if one passes over from category one or two on "the spectrum of re

sponsibility for ethical specificationM--from those who deny or neglect 

the responsibility of the Christian to spell out the implications of his 

belief for conduct in relation to nuclear weaponry--to categories three 

and four, in which the attempt is made to perform this function, one 

will then begin to make utterances which can be classified within our 

typology and analyzed by our apparatus .
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Our goal is to construct a typology of directives for decision

makers concerned with nuclear policy which logically exhausts the po

tential outcome of Christian reflection on the subject, "What should the 

United States do with the Bomb?" Our typology, which will be adapted 

from the work of Robert A. Levine, is to be based upon the alternative 

contents of policy recommendations. The materials to be sampled exhibit 

great variation in the degree to which these recommendations are made 

explicit. In selecting particular documents to illustrate the utility 

of our analytical apparatus we shall attempt to make use of the most 

fully explicated versions of certain types of orientations. Yet it is 

to be made clear that no single document may be available to represent 

the highly rationalized pure types we shall construct.

We will not be able to provide extensive analysis of documents 

exemplifying each of the five major types of arms policy orientation we 

shall define. Moreover, we will not be able to delineate sharply all 

of the innumerable sub-types that occur within the major viewpoints.

Since our main concern is the elaboration of a scheme that will sharpen 

the terms of debate by expediting the discernment of disagreements, we 

shall focus attention upon the middle range of viewpoints where dis

agreements are most difficult to discern.

Our scheme is designed as a heuristic device, enabling us to 

classify disparate data in order to prepare them for comparative analysis. 

We shall encounter may borderline cases, but this does not prevent the 

establishment of boundaries that mark off categories which are inter

nally divergent. The typology of arms policy views and the apparatus
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for their analysis are vindicated only by their usefulness in clarify-
^ , ... 55ing the diversity of Christian responses to the nuclear dilemma.

Levels of Explication: The Scale

of Political Pertinence

The function of "the spectrum of responsibility for ethical 

specification" has been to allow us to account for and yet eliminate 

from further consideration those Christian responses to the nuclear 

dilemma which have consisted of silent neglect or denial of concern.

The critical boundary between the neglectors of category two and the 

most awkward of the failers in category three is blurred by the pres

ence of those who cannot be said to totally ignore the issue, but who 

react to presentation of the perplexities of nuclear strategy with 

little more than an ejaculatory "Ugh." They do not fully deny or ne

glect Christian concern with the topic, but still do not provide ma

terial susceptible to extensive analysis. It can be argued that their 

ejaculations contain implicit policy recommendations - that every eval

uative utterance is an implied imperative. One might infer from the 55

55"The question as to which concepts are able to perform this 
function can only be answered through trials which must be tested by 
the power they have to make man’s encounter with reality understandable." 
Paul Tillich, Love, Power, and Justice: Ontological Analyses and Ethical
Applications (New York: Oxford University Press, 1954), p. 35. Tillich
accepts this pragmatic test for his use of the concept of power as the 
fundamental description of being. H. Richard Niebuhr, in developing a 
concept of revelation, also accepts tests "which will undertake to see 
in how far the world's behavior can be understood and Christian response 
guided when this definition of revelation is made the point of departure. 
Above all the test of our definitions is practical." The Meaning of 
Revelation (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1952), p. 142.
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the fully explicated types of policy view.

Our procedure will be to subsume such identifiable but unexpli

cated responses within the types for which they evince the strongest af

finity. This placement of an inchoate view depends upon a judgment of 

the analogous relationship of the elements which have been expressed to 

the corresponding components of the fully explicated types. The accuracy 

of this predictive placement hinges upon the adequacy of the constructed 

models and upon the assumption that each author will persevere in the 

course in which he seems headed. It may be that some will change their 

course when the fuller implications of their embryonic commitment become 

clear. To make such corrective foresight a possibility is a primary 

justification of this enterprise.

The boundary problem of what to do with marginal ejaculations 

illustrates the need for a scale by which to discern the degree of ex

plication achieved within a particular attempt to specify the relevance 

of Christian conscience to the dilemmas of nuclear policy. A view which 

does not, or is not able to receive full explication is not likely to be 

taken seriously by a decision-maker who needs unequivocal directives to 

guide the choices he must make under the relentless pressure of time and 

events. Hence, we may refer to our yardstick of explication as "the 

scale of political pertinence." It ranges from highly pertinent policy 

recommendations to impertinent ejaculations and silence.

A POLICY RECOMMENDATION is defined by Levine as "a statement

suggesting that some action be taken by some individual or corporate
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actor whom the maker of the statement believes capable of taking that 

action."56 In our vocabulary, to qualify as a policy recommendation a 

statement, or series of statements, must contain at least three elements: 

(l) an indication of the desired goal of action; (2) a designation of 

the actor or agency considered capable of effecting action toward the 

goal; (3) an intimation of the means of accomplishing the action, the 

first steps that are to be taken here and now. In addition, a policy 

recommendation might include an explicit prediction of the results of 

the action suggested.
An INDEFINITE RECOMMENDATION purports to be a policy recom

mendation, but fails to indicate any method or means. It thus con

tains only a goal and a designated actor, but no first steps by which 

to embark toward the preferred state of the future.

A NEGATIVE RECOMMENDATION is a command or plea to an actor to 

cease and desist from the implementation of present policy. It is un

accompanied by a positive elaboration of the goal or means to a better 

course.
A GENERAL EXHORTATION, by contrast, describes the means that 

might be taken toward a designated goal but neglects to lay respon

sibility for action upon a potential acting unit.

HOPES or DREAMS portray a future goal but fail to suggest a 

path or a leader to the desired destination. They lack both means and 

actors.

56Levine, p . 27.
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EJACULATIONS are emotive utterances which do not indicate a 

positive goal, a responsible actor, or a practicable means.

Beyond the boundary of ejaculations there is SILENCE.





CHAPTER ONE

THE TYPOLOGICAL APPARATUS OF ROBERT A. LEVINE

The Introduction has served to delimit the scope of the dis

sertation. We have indicated the salience of the question, "What 

shall the United States do with the Bomb?", have noted the full spec

trum of Christian responses, ranging from silence to detailed pre

scriptions for policy-makers, and have eliminated from further con

sideration those which deny or neglect the responsibility to specify 

the.bearing of Christian faith on public policy decisions relating to 

nuclear weaponry and warfare. We have noted that contradictory coun

sel has been rendered by Christian authors who have sought to provide 

politically pertinent policy recommendations and have decided to focus 

upon those who assume a middle point within the debate that has been 

conducted within the Christian community in America since 1958. Con

siderable diversity remains within this limited sample. The problem 

now confronting us is, "How can these diverse materials best be grouped 

for analysis and comparison?"

The first task is to determine the basis of the categorization. 

That is, if we are to construct a typology, what are the types to be 

types of? Our types are to be defined by the content of the policy 

recommendations set forth by those who fall within our sample.

The second task is to determine how the various types are to be

distinguished one from another. What best characterizes a particular
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set of policy recommendations? How can we draw boundaries which serve 

to group internally coherent and externally diverse types while main

taining the simplicity needed for comparative analysis?

The Inadequacy of Ad Hoc Listings 

The simplest approach would be to maintain the boundaries cre

ated by the happenstance of the history of the debate by compiling a 

catalogue of prescriptions as they have actually been presented. Many 

authors have presented ad hoc lists of the empirical types they have 

distinguished within the proliferating literature on arms policy or 

within the councils of government. Some lists focus upon military 

doctrines and recommendations.* Others place military considerations 

within a broader context. In his later work, Thinking About the 

Unthinkable, Herman Kahn offers a compendium of "Fourteen Alternative * 2 3 4 5 6

Herman Kahn, in his volume, On Thermonuclear War (Princeton, 
N.J.: Princeton University Press, i960), presents a synopsis of "Alter
native National Postures" that shall be of some importance to our dis
cussion. In Table I (page 4) Kahn labels the major options confront
ing policy makers.

"1. Internal Police Force plus 'World Government'
2. Minimum Deterrence plus Limited War plus Arms Control
3. Add insurance to the Minimum Deterrent:

(a) for reliability (Finite Deterrence)
(b) against unreliability (Counterforce as Insurance)
(c) against a change in policy (Preattack Mobilization Base)

4. Add Credible First Strike Capability
5. "Splendid" First Strike and no Limited War Capability
6. Dreams"

This work shall hereafter be cited as OTW.
2The table of contents of Amitai Etzioni's book, The Hard Way 

to Peace: A New Strategy (New York: Collier Books, 1962), indicates
the breadth of perspective in which he, as a sociologist, wishes to 
evaluate suggested arms policies.
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National Policies:"

1. Act of Renunciation
2. Unilateral Initiatives
3. Minimum Deterrence
4. Rule of Law
5. Fortress America
6. Accept the Arms Race Reluctantly
7. Follow Technology
8. Not Incredible First Strike
9. Concert of Powers
10. The Aggressive Democrat
11. Credible First Strike
12. Protracted Conflict
13. Win
14. Preventive War

Such ad hoc listings are of limited utility. They do not facili

tate the analysis and comparison of the views tabulated. They fail to 

provide an explicit apparatus for sorting out the analogous elements 

latent within the respective items. If they attempt to be empirically 

exhaustive, seeking to record all of the positions upheld in the public 

forum, they become unwieldy. If they select on the basis of uncertain 

criteria, they become arbitrary. If they are detailed and precise, 

they are ephemeral, subject to rapid obsolescence as details change.

In commenting upon his own list of "alternative national poli

cies" Herman Kahn hints at a means of overcoming the inadequacies of 

ad hoc listings. He notes that the fourteen alternatives may be grouped 

according to their primary intent.

The first four strategies direct their major effort to slowing down
the arms race, the first two by the use of "extreme" tactics. Strat
egies three to ten can all be thought of as variations of elements
currently used - as such they can be thought of as representing some

3

Herman Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable (New York: The
Horizon Press, 1962), pp. 233-234.

3
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sort of "middle'1 way. The last five strategies take as their main 
objective facing up to the Communist threat, the last four using 
relatively extreme tactics. The strategies are neither exhaustive 
nor mutually exclusive; two or more can be condensed or elements 
blended together to form a new strategy.*^

Behind the abundance of items so variously catalogued there are certain 

more abiding patterns of orientation to the issues of strategy and arms 

policy. Kahn, by grouping his fourteen types into three units accord

ing to the direction of their principal concern, suggests the possibility 

of ordering the empirical chaos of counsel by the construction of a set 

of ideal types distinguished by the primary intention expressed within a 

particular set of recommendations. A policy recommendation may best be 

characterized and distinguished from alternative prescriptions by the 

direction and degree of its intended modification of current policy.

One may thus elaborate the tentative typology of Kahn to suggest 

that the most effective means of organizing our data for comparative 

analysis would be to employ a set of ideal types of policy recommenda

tions defined and systematically related by the direction and degree of 

their intended deviation from some fixed point of reference.

The Analytical Scheme of Robert A. Levine 

Robert A. Levine, in his work entitled The Arms Debate, has at

tempted to provide such a typological analysis of the structure of the 

arms policy debate as it has been waged among secular American commen

tators. With the aid of an analytical paradigm that summarizes the 

major questions which must be confronted by a comprehensive policy,
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holders of arms-policy viewpoints try to convince others." The out

come is "neither a complete portrait of the major marginal schools of 

thought nor a complete survey of the literature, but a set of schematic 

diagrams of the various areas of arms policy, showing approximately 

where each school is in relation to the others and how it got there.

Levine seeks to provide a "modelled decomposition of an argument." He

concentrates upon the manifest content - "the arguments by which the
zl

The Consensus

Levine takes the policy of the Kennedy administration in mid-1962

as the fixed point of reference. Although his volume lacks an extensive

exposition of official doctrine, he does characterize administration

policy as being grounded in a consensus centered around two points:

The first is that at least in the short run the United States must 
remain armed in sufficient strength to deter or prevent the Com
munists from taking certain actions which they might take in the 
absence of such arms; the second that such modern arms are so 
dangerous that we should maintain a continued effort to control 
them (defining control to include any limitations on numbers, 
types, deployment, cnr utilization of arms) in order to make war 
less likely or less terrible if it occurs.**

The baseline from which deviation may be detected is the two-fold 

consensus that current American policy should seek (1) to maintain armed 

deterrent strength and (2) strive to establish controls upon the posses

sion and use of modern weapons. The goal of Levine's analysis is to 

indicate the variations of emphases within the consensus (types of

Levine, The Arms Debate, p. 13.
6 7 8Ibid., p. 10. Ibid., p. 64. Ibid., p. 216.
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marginalism) and the nature of the challenge to the consensus by those 

who stand outside of it (types of systemism).

Two Clues of Classification:

Direction and Degree of Desired Change 

The various types of policy recommendations pertaining to arms 

policy may be arranged within a scheme constructed along two axes. The 

fist axis designates the direction of change in current policy sought 

by the formulator of the recommendation; the second axis reflects the 
degree of change desired.

Within the current debate there are those who differ in their 

convictions as to what should be the primary purpose toward which 

American policy should be directed.

1. Some feel that in an age of nuclear plenty and intercontinental 

missiles the overriding aim of policy must be to keep the peace, 

to reduce the likelihood of war. They are ANTI-WAR.

2. Others assert that in an age of Communist militancy the fore

most concern of the nation must be to preserve freedom, to halt 

or reverse the encroachments of Communism. They are ANTI

COMMUNIST.

3. Still others feel that these two imperatives must be balanced 

by a policy which closely calculates the risks of war against 9

9
In order to avoid awkward repetition of phrases such as ’’Levine 

says, the author states,” etc., we shall in succeeding pages summarize 
Levine's work in direct discourse. The credit and the nomenclature both 
belong to him.
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the menace of Communism. They are in the MIDDLE.

These three alternative interpretations of the priority of policy 

are cross-cut by another distinction pertaining to the degree of change 

considered necessary to achieve the desired end.

1. Among those who feel that policy must be primarily directed to 

the avoidance of war there are:

a. Some who feel that we may best proceed by small, incre

mental changes made in response to opportunities which 

present themselves along the margins of the existing 

system. They are MARGINALISTS .

b. Others who are certain that the peril of the moment calls 

for stringent measures, that the only hope of saving the 

situation rests in immediate and purposeful transformation 

of the entire system. They are SYSTEMISTS.

2. Likewise, among anti-communists there are:

a. Marginslists, and

b. Systemists.

3. Those who occupy the middle, where anti-war and anti-communists 

motives are balanced, seem predisposed to marginalism. Radical- 

middle-of-the-roadism is not inconceivable, there might be those 

who desire a thorough renovation of policy in a manner which would 

maintain a balance between anti-communist and anti-war priorities; 

but in practice the systemic-middle group is virtually empty.
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The Major Types
Of the six potential groups created by the intersection of the 

three categories of direction and the two categories of degree of de

sired change, five are well occupied and significant to our study. They 
are:

1. ANTI-WAR (direction) SYSTEMISTS (degree), who seek radi cal changes 

in the direction of •'peace.'*

2. ANTI-WAR MARGINALISTS, who feel that within the present structure 

policy should give priority to the avoidance of war.

3. MIDDLE MARGINALISTS, who attempt by incremental adjustments to 

balance the two necessities imposed upon them by existence in a 
bi-polar world armed with nuclear weapons.

4. ANTI-COMMUNIST MARGINALISTS, who without taking precipitate action 

are willing to heighten the risk of war for the sake of rolling 
back communist advances.

5. ANTI-COMMUNIST SYSTEMISTS, who would make whatever changes may be

necessary to guarantee permanent and decisive -"victory" over com- 
10m u m  sm.

A word may be said about the titles. They are not elegant or 
euphonious. But they are descriptive and neutral. One might refer to 
the anti-war systemists as "pacifists" and to the anti-communists as 
"militarist" while inventing similar terms for the middle-of-the-roaders 
within the marginalist range. But such labels have become emotionally 
charged epithets bearing unpredictable connotations which may block the 
possibility of taking a new look at an old quarrel. It is preferable 
to maintain Levine's designations which in their compound construction 
describe the nature of the typological structure.
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The Distinction Between 

Marginalists and Systemists

In order to clarify the formal distinctions among the categories 

it may be noted that the types are not to be placed along a simple con

tinuum as points on a direct route from, say, unilateral disarmament to 

preventive warfare. Rather, when arranged diagramatically, they form 

a "horseshoe."11' The three marginal groups appear along a common plane 

of moderation; they are distinguished from one another only by the di

rection of change sought by their similarly moderate policies. It is 

this moderation which sets off all the marginalists from the two systemic 

extremes, which share a penchant for drastic solutions, albeit in dia

metrically opposite directions.

The types are defined by the content of the unconditional recom

mendations they offer for the immediate first steps of arms policy.

Both systemists and marginalists make recommendations which are not con

ditional upon the occurrence of any event outside the control of the 

actor who is addressed. But systemists make unconditional recommenda

tions for immediate unilateral action which demand transformation of the 

entire system. Marginalists do not. If they do envision substantial 

changes in current structures and processes they are projected into the 

future and are contingent upon a series of steps each of which is itself 

conditional upon gradual alterations in the total situation.

The mark of the systemist is the either/or dichotomy which poses a
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forced choice between the present slide into disaster and a revolutionary 

change of policy. He says, "Either we must radically change our ways or
r-\^

we shall utterly perish." The systemist who declares that he would be
\

"red than dead" has affinities with the fellow systemist who would rather 

be "dead than red" that neither shares with the marginalist who would 

persist in the search for a course between Scylla and Charybdis. An 

element of style, a distinctive mode of reasoning,is common to the two 

extremes.

It should be noted that although marginalists do not make uncon

ditional systemic recommendations, systemists may make many marginal 

recommendations similar to those espoused by marginalists. It is in 

this overlapping area of joint marginal recommendations that the pros

pects of establishing political consensus seem most likely. It is also 

here that analysis is most difficult but, perforce, most helpful.

Introduction to the Types

The content that may be poured into these formal categories might 

differ from time to time as the baseline itself shifted with extensive 

variations in national policy. Stanley Hoffmann has observed, however, 

that there is s

a massive continuity of American policy, despite its innumerable 
verbal clashes, its promises of drastic reform, the temporary os
cillations around the main trends, and the headlines announcing 
crises and bankruptcy. The wrapping changes: the substance re
mains much the same.^-2 12

12Stanley Hoffmann, "Restraints and Choices in American Foreign 
Policy," Daedalus, XCI, 4, (Fall, 1962), 668-669.



51

Thus, we may briefly characterize the five primary types and their major 

sub-types as they stood in 1963 with reasonable confidence that they have 

been and will be stable over a period of time.

It is to be remembered that ail raarginalists participate in the 

two-fold consensus undergirding current national policy which seeks 

(l) to maintain nuclear deterrent forces in the short-run, while (2) try

ing to reduce reliance upon them in the long-run. Within this consensus 

marginalists are differentiated by their varying emphases. Anti-war 

raarginalists support stabilizing measures of arms control in the hope 

that they will lead to a general detente with the Soviets. Middle 

marginalists may back similar proposals out of the desire to make deter

rence more effective. Anti-communist marginalists are more inclined to 

view arms control measures as providing an umbrella under which to carry 

on political warfare leading to the eventual defeat of communism. All 

agree that some control is necessary, but none would strip the nation 

unilaterally of its nuclear forces nor seek to disarm the enemy by a pre

emptive strike.

Anti-War Marginalism

Anti-war marginalists are.distinguishable by their conviction that 

the one major purpose of American policy in the nuclear age must be to 

establish institutions and procedures that will preserve peace. They do 

not disregard or depreciate the demands of freedom, but they see the pre

vention of war as a task logically prior to all other goals of contemporary 

political life. Two different streams of thought flow into the anti-war
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marginalist reservoir in the United States. There are first those who 

by careful and balanced reflection upon the impasse of international 

politics in the nuclear age have concluded that the balance maintained 

by the middle marginalists must be tipped toward the quest for peace and 

rapprochement. They remain clearly marginalist in personal style and 

hover close to the boundary with the middle. Adlai Stevenson, Jerome 

Wiesner, and Chester Bowles are typical of this group. There are 

secondly those who have been sorely tempted by anti-war systemism but 

who have been unwilling to share the political impotence of those who 

demand immediate and drastic solutions. They are marginalists less by 

personal style and more by concession to political necessity. Their 

intention is clearly to effect systemic change, but they appreciate the 

tactical necessity of proceeding through gradual modifications each of 

which is conditional upon reciprocal adjustments. The "Gradualism” of 

Amitai Etzioni, descended from the "Unilateral Initiatives" of Charles 

Osgood, and supported by Arthur Waskow, typifies this sub-type of anti

war marginalism.

Since the primary types are defined by the content of the uncon

ditional recommendations, the two streams do flow together to form a 

single type which places priority upon the avoidance of war and recom

mends intensified negotiation in search of a detente permitting co

existence with the communist bloc. Levine cautions that his citations 

and use of illustrative texts from particular authors are not intended to 

categorize them irrevocably within a particular type. But a review of 

those to whom he refers in expositing the anti-war marginalist position
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may be helpful. The cast, in the order of their appearance, includes: 

Charles E. Osgood, Amitai Etzioni, Jerome Wiesner, Adlai Stevenson, 

Chester Bowles, Arthur Waskow, Anatol Rapoport, J. David Singer, Walter 

Millis, Harrison Brown, James Real, George Kennan, Louis Halle, Theodore 

Draper, James Warburg, Rupert Emerson, Gerald Freund, Lewis Sohn, David 

Frisch, Jean Daniel.

Anti-Communist Marginalists

The anti-communist marginalists also participate in the consensus 

but seek to tip the balance of priorities toward a more aggressive counter

offensive against communist expansionism. The maintenance or extension of 

freedom is the touchstone of policy for them. The risk of war is acknowl

edged, but is accepted as an unavoidable concomitant of political ex

istence which may be exploited for political ends if the nation remains 

resolute and armed. Unlike the anti-war marginalists their recoranenda- 

tions do not focus upon persistent negbtiations as a pathway to rapproche

ment; rather, as the titles of the volumes which provide the loci classici

of marginal anti-communist doctrine suggest, they seek a "forward strategy
13 14for America" geared to "protracted conflict." Levine sees the

Foreign Policy Research Institute of the University of Pennsylvania as

the stronghold of marginal anti-communism. The spokesmen he cites are 13 14

13 ,Robert Strausz-Hupe, William R. Kintner, and Stefan T. Possony,
A Forward Strategy for America (New York: Harper and Bros., 1961).

14 ,Robert Strausz-Hupe, William R. Kintner, James E. Dougherty, 
and Alvin J. Cottrell, Protracted Conflict (New York: Harper and
Bros., 1959).
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Robert Strausz-Hupe, William Kintner, James Dougherty, Alvin Cottrell, 

Stephan Possony, the editors of Orbis, Harry Willetts, Robert C. 

Richardson III, Slavko N. Bjelejac, Walter Hahn, Richard Foster, Frank 

Barnett.

Middle-Marginalism

Middle marginalism is the point at which two groups converge to 

promote policies designed both to resist communism and to prevent war. 

There are first the ’’balanced value middle marginalises” who place equal 

value upon the preservation of peace and the protection of freedom.

Under this heading Levine mentions Ernest Lefever, Sidney Hook, and 

Lawrence Finkelstein. But there are secondly the ’’analytical middle 

marginalists” who share with the anti-war marginalists a predominant con

cern to prevent nuclear war but differ from them in their conception of 

how the cause of peace may best be served within the context of the Cold 

War. Whatever inclinations they have towards a "soft line” are over

ruled by their agreement with the prognosis of the anti-communist margin- 

alists that any appearance of Western weakness would invite communist en

croachments that would upset the stability upon which the peace depends. 

Hence, they come to middle marginal recommendations by balancing the 

”peaceful” goals of the anti-war marginalists with the ’’politically real

istic” perception of the anti-communist marginalists. Because the repre

sentatives of this sub-type tend to be practitioners of detailed analysis 

of particular strategic problems they are labeled by Levine as "analytical 

middle marginalists." Thomas Schelling, Henry Kissinger, Herman Kahn, and
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Morton Halperin typify the approach.

The middle marginalist group is wel1-populated. Men come from 

every direction to converge in support of policies that balance the 

goals of preventing war and combatting communist infringement. They may 

have nothing else in common, but are grouped together by the content of 

the unconditional policy recommendations they present. Levine mentions: 

Sidney Hook, Ernest Lefever, Edward Teller, Thomas Schelling, Herman 

Kahn, Lawrence Finkelstein, Henry Kissinger, Morton Halperin, Fred Ikle, 

Albert Wohlstetter, James R. King, Jr., Richard Fryklund, Glenn Snyder, 

Samuel Huntingdon, Morton Kaplan, Malcolm Hoag, Marshal Shulman, Raymond 

Gartoff, Herbert Dinerstein, Zbigniew Brzezinski, William Griffith,

Donald Zagoria, Allen Whiting, Doak Barnett, Charles Murphy, Senator 

Henry Jackson, Senator J. William Fulbright, Dean Acheson, Jack 

Hirshleifer, Herman Wolk, Donald Brennan, Henley Bull, General S. E. 

Giffin, Charles McClintock, Dale J. Kekhuis, Allen Ferguson, S. L. A. 

Marshall, Leo Cherne.

The marginalist schools contain the overwhelming preponderence of 

those who share in the actual formulation of national policy. They are 

bound together by the consensus that arms must be maintained for the time 

being while the search is continued for agreements which will reduce the 

danger of the "delicate balance of terror."

Anti-War Systemists

Not everyone, however, participates in the marginal consensus. 

There are systemists on both flanks. The anti-war systemists challenge
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the axiom that the United States must rely upon the continued possession 

and threatened use of nuclear weapons. They seek "reformation without 

tarrying for any," presenting unconditional recommendations for immedi

ate departure from the "war system" with its direful arms race and bru

talizing effect upon the common life. Under this rubric Levine includes: 

Bertrand Russell, Kingsley Martin, Mulford Sibley, Paul Goodman, Stuart 

Hughes, Erich Fromm, Fred Neal, Norman Cousins, W. H. Ferry, Robert 
Pickus, Fred Cook.

Anti-Communist Systemists

The anti-communist systemists dissent from the premise that we 

should work toward some form of agreement by which the nuclear menace 

might be moderated. There should be no traffic with an implacable and 

tyrannical enemy; there can be no quarter given in a struggle from which 

there is no surcease this side of extinction. There is "no substitute 

for victory." Levine's treatment of the anti-communist systemists 

focuses upon those who respond to communism primarily as an external 

military threat. He does, however, note the existence of another sub- 

type which opposes extensive military spending since the communist plan 

is to "spend us to death" and subvert the nation by internal infiltra

tion. Among the anti-communist systemists who do concern themselves 

with arms policy he mentions Senator Barry Goldwater, Fred Schwarz,

1 Frank J. Johnson, No Substitute for Victory (Chicago: Henry
Regnery, 1962). Cf. Barry Goldwater, Why Not Victory? A Fresh Look 
at American Foreign Policy (New York: Macfadden Books, 1963).
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Brent Bozell, Frank J. Johnson, Major Alexander de Seversky, and James 

Burnham.

Levine’s Analytical Paradigm

Levine is interested, as are we, not simply in defining types and 

locating writers within them, but also in discerning the mode or reason

ing, the "train of logic", by which authors have arrived at, and by which 

they seek to support their recommendations.

Although he does not refer to it as such, what Levine has done is 

to construct and apply an "analytical paradigm" of the major ingredients 

which must be contained in a comprehensive policy view. By combing the 

literature of the secular arms debate he has proceeded inductively to 

compile a list of the major questions, the key issues that must be 

"dealt with" by those who aspire to the role of advisor to the President. 

He is then able to put each question to each author, noting the areas of 

attention and neglect, the patterned selection of alternative options, 

and the points of potential convergence and discord.

Levine’s paradigm contains three major factors. He searches for

differences between policy schools within the categories of "values,"

"analyses," and "mechanisms of choice."

. . . the working hypothesis here is that since all policy recom
mendations, including my own, are based on value judgments con
cerning the way the world should be, on analyses concerning the 
way the world is and can be, and on logical connections between 
the two, some relatively objective comparison is possible. 16

16Levine, The Arms Debate, p. 9.
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In any particular presentation certain of the elements may remain im

plicit, but they are present and effective even though the author himself 

may be unconscious of his assumptions. The task of analysis is to draw 

out the implicit elements operative in the realm of value, cognition, or 

choice in order to facilitate comparison. When this is accomplished it 

becomes clear that there is no "non-moral" approach to the nuclear dilemma 

convenient for technicians, just as there is no exclusively "moral" ap

proach for the philosophically oriented which is not laden with pre

suppositions concerning the way the world is and can be.

Values

According to Levine, "value judgments are statements (or unstated 
notions) of preference. . ."

The values are treated here as matters of personal taste, and al
though it may be possible to prove them inconsistent with one 
another, it is impossible in any meaningful way to show that any 
single policy value is "wrong.”*'

1 ftThere is a difference in the level of concreteness of values. An indi

vidual may attribute intrinsic value to an object or event which another 

would consider to be of only instrumental significance. That which is a 

matter of indifference to one man may be an end-in-itself to his neighbor.

For Levine’s purposes one’s adherence to a particular set of values 

must simply be accepted. It belongs to a different discipline to investi

gate the derivation and validity of values. But an awareness of the 

value preferences of the members of the types and sub-types is essential
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to the task of clarifying the process of formulating policy recommenda

tions. The various schools differ (l) in the number and identity of the 

values they seek (e.g., peace, freedom, power); (2) in the relative 

weights assigned to particular items within their constellation of 

values (e.g., peace may be given priority over freedom); and (3) in the 

relevance conceded to value considerations within the conscious process 

of formulating recommendations (e.g., for the anti-war systemist the 

quest for the absolute value of peace may seem to preclude calcula

tion of probabilities based upon factual '’analyses”). Four values are 

isolated as relevant to the arms debate: Peace, Freedom, Power, and
Time.

Peace

Levine's analytical distinction between "value" and "analysis" 

is difficult to maintain. He is forced to admit that "values and anal

yses are not always easy to separate from one another."* This under

statement becomes significant as soon as he attempts to enumerate the 

forms in which the "value" of peace enters into the arms debate. In 

contriving a policy recommendation one cannot meaningfully speak of 

peace as a'Value" apart from some "analytical" judgment concerning the 

provenance and prediction of conflict in the world. By the time it 

reaches the level at which it is relevant for policy the ethereal vision 

of peace has become embodied in contending sub-species, each created by 

permixture with the hard stuff of analysis. Levine's paradigm contains
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four permutations of ''peaceful values.” He notes that some are primarily 

concerned to avoid infringement of the Sixth Commandment, "Thou shalt not 

kill*1? They seek a policy which will avoid ki 1 ling or threatening to 

kill. Two other sub-species arise from alternate reactions to the para

dox of deterrence. If war is made more hideous it may be forestalled by 

terror, but will be more calamitous if deterrence fails; but if war is 

made less ominous as a hedge against the failure of deterrence, it may 

become more likely, and the prospect of escalation may bring about the 

worst possible result. In response to this paradox there are those who, 

on the basis of their "analysis," fear that war will always be with us, 

and therefore would seek to meliorate, to decrease the ferocity of wars 

which they have no full confidence of avoiding. But there are also those 

who believe that peace can be maintained by a balance of terror and thus 

would strive to decrease the likelihood of war through the maintenance 

of a stable mutual deterrent. Finally, there are those who would place 

equal weight upon melioration and prevention of war.

Freedom

The value of freedom, which may itself compete with peace as the 

touchstone of policy, is also internally sub-divided as a result of com

binations with various analytic fragments. Some perceive the principal 

threat to freedom in the domestic sphere as "thunder on the right." They 

decry the advent of the "warfare state," the "garrison state" buttressed 

by the alliance of the ambitions of "militarists" and "big business."

They may be concerned to oppose American support of reactionary rulers 

abroad, eager to resist imperialism and promote the establishment of
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indigenous governments .

Freedom may also be threatened from the left, either internally, 

or externally through the military or non-military pressure of communism 

in Europe or in other parts of the world. The appropriate form of re

sistance may emphasize military preparedness or social and economic aid 

designed to innoculate feverish political bodies against communist in

fection. The word ••freedom" may imply to some not simply a defense of 

areas presently outside of communist rule, but a call to liberate the 

oppressed, to roll-back the Iron and the Bamboo Curtains.

Power

Thus, freedom as a "value" is as multiform as peace. So also is 

Power. Power may be sought for ijts own sake as the concomitant glory of 

the honor appropriate to a great nation able to control its own destiny 

among the giants of the world. Or power may be sought as the necessary

means to the attainment of abstract ideals to which the nation is dedi

cated .

Time

Whereas peace, freedom, and power may compete with one another for 

predominance within a hierarchy of value preference which determines the 

major priorities of policy, time is viewed as cutting across all of them, 

for each may be sought in a manner giving emphasis either to the short- 

run or the long-run. Here again, however, the "value" is clearly alloyed 

with analysis," for many short-run schemes are created as concessions to 

a menacing situation perceived as offering little margin for postponed ef

fect .
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The four-fold category of "value” constitutes the first major ele

ment in Levine’s analytical paradigm. There is no effort to investigate 

the source of grounding of the preferences expressed under the headings 

of peace, freedom, power, and time. When they can be taken from the lit

erature at all, they are taken as given, as "matters of personal taste,” 

not open to profitable dispute.

Analyses

Although values are conceived as items of individual preference,

Levine ascribes a fuller measure of objective validity to "analyses,"

to the different "pictures of the world" held by the makers of policy

recommendation, "The correctness of analysis should not ordinarily be
20subject to majority vote."

The analyses are, in principle, either right or wrong, but 
except for the most elementary ones, they all concern the 
relative probabilities of future events, and it is difficult 
to argue with certainty that one possibility for the future 
is more or less probable than another .21

In relation to policy, the critical parts of the "analyses" are the pre

dictions of the relative probabilities of future events. Levine seeks 

to avoid dealing with the problems created by the recognition that these 

predictions of what will be are themselves rooted in convictions con

cerning what has been, what now is, and what could be if. He struggles 

to avoid being trapped in a thorough-going relativism that would seem to 

obviate the possibility of meaningful dispute concerning policy recom

mendations themselves which are the product of values plus analyses.

20Ibid., p . 21. 21 Ibid ., p . 9,
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Although he has conceded that values and analyses are only analytically 

separable, that they always are conjoined at a point beyond the reach 

of his dissecting apparatus, he tries to prevent the arbitrary, sub

jective quality attributed to values from rubbing off onto the analyses. 

In considering the ingredients of analyses, he is forced to conclude 

that "fact is fact when it is agreed to be fact,"22 but hastens to point 

out that not facts, but inductive statistical generalizations concerning 

future probabilities are the portions of analyses significant for the 

construction of policy recommendations. These estimates of probability 

prove to be as variable from group to group as are values. But the 
source of variation is not Levine’s concern.

The uncertainty of the real future leads analyses to differ, and 
the necessary task is to distinguish the differing inductive 
analyses as well as the differing value systems upon which dif
ferent arms policy recommendations are based.23

How these two variables, the inductive analyses and the value systems, 

interpenetrate one another to create the classical problem of ideology, 

and how it is that different men face the "uncertainty of the real fu

ture" with different apperceptive masses is beyond Levine's current 
interest.

Levine's analysis of the "analyses" is a static sampling of the 

beliefs prevalent within the various schools concerning matters they pre

sume to be relevant to the formulation of arras policy. Different schools 

of policy thought may consider different analytical questions to be most 

salient. Levine groups the questions under five main headings: War,



64

Opponents, Power, Allies and Neutrals and Ourselves. 24

War

A pivotal factor in the determination of arms policy is the pic

ture of what war in the nuclear age would look like. Different images 

are drawn - from the annhilating spasm to sublimated strife under a nu

clear umbrella. How likely are various forms of war under what condi

tions? How would they start? What chance would there be of avoiding 

escalation? Could one hope to win, to prevail, or to even survive?

Opponents

The intentions and goals of the opponents are significant ele

ments in the calculation of policy. Is the Soviet Union "mildly oppor-
25tunistic," "carefully malign," or "immutably expansionist"? What 

internal developments are tending to mellow communist aggressiveness?

How might these tendencies be encouraged? And what of the Chinese? How 

serious is the split in the Sino-Soviet camp?

Power

No matter how the precise objectives of our policy are defined, 

the question arises how can these goals best be achieved in the world? 

What form of power is effective in the dissimilar circumstances that 

obtain in varied regions of the world. Are men to be lured into civic 

righteousness by the carrot, by the moral power of good example, by the 

force of world opinion? Or do we need a bigger stick, a more powerful

24Ibid., p. 100. 25Ibid ., p . 154.
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military force, more effective means of exerting economic and political 

pressure? How can the two be related - today, when everyone is watching 

us carefully, how can we truly "walk softly, but carry a big stick'.'?

What are the true ingredients of the power of a great nation? How do 

imponderables such as tradition and resolution enter the equation along
side tanks, missiles and Gross National Products?

Allies and Neutrals

The questions pertaining to allies and neutrals are not unrelated 

to the calculation of the goals of the opponent and the appropriate 

means of power. Which area of the world is of pivotal significance to

day? To which should priority be given - to NATO, and the upbuilding of 

the Western Alliance, or to the underdeveloped nations? How can we avoid 

identification with the colonialism of our allies without endangering the 

alliance? What of Germany? Does it continue to be a latent menace? How 
shall it be bound fast to the West?

Ourselves

There are questions that may be asked about ourselves. "Can the 

United States and the Soviet Union be treated as symmetrical opponents, 

or are they so different that the same rules cannot be applied to them?"26 

Is our nation controlled by a "power elite?? Is there a real threat that 

a military-industrial complex will impose upon us a Garrison State?

Through Civil Defense and the massive militarization of the common life 

will we lose the very values we profess to defend?
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Questions such as these» which may be grouped under the headings 

War, Opponent, Power, Allies and Neutrals, and Ourselves, are the topics 

most frequently dealt with by those who ponder strategy in the nuclear 

age. The attention given to any of these issues is a function not 

merely of "values” but also of the third major factor in Levine's ana

lytical paradigm which he, as an economist, refers to as the "mechanism 
of choice."

Mechanisms of Choice

In accounting for the elements which may contribute to the dif

ferentiation of recommendations among the schools of arms policy, Levine 

finds it necessary to include a description of alternative mechanisms or 

formulae by which values and analyses may be connected in the process of 

decision-making. He is able to define two ideal types of such "systems 

of choice," the "optimizing mechanism" and the "maximizing mechanism of 

decision." The distinction may be taken as roughly analogous to a di

vision of ethical theories into categories such as "calculative ethics" 
and "absolutistic ethics."

Optimizing mechanisms

Optimizing mechanisms come into play when concern is distributed 

among many values, when the task is to resolve conflict among competing 

values. The procedure is to assess the relative importance of the values, 

to arrange them in some implicitly hierarchical order, and proceed by 

"measuring analytically the relative objective probabilities of their 

fulfillment by different policies, and then arriving at a policy
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value weights to various policy outcomes, compute the probability of

each outcome flowing from each of the several policies which might be

adopted, multiply value weight by probability rank and select the highest 
28sum.

Optimizing mechanisms have the common sense appeal of utilizing 

of the information which is available and relating action to reasoned 

estimates of what will probably be effective within a particular context. 

Their disadvantages are that decisions of major import involve such com

plexities and imponderables that calculation of probability may become 
29uncertain, and that where the potential outcomes of policy are signifi

cantly different in quality it may be impossible to assign meaningful 
differences in weight.

Maximizing mechanisms

Maximizing mechanisms are utilized when one supreme value, or a few 

non-competing values, have been invested with infinite weight. Thence all 

conduct may be evaluated in relation to its impact upon the quest for that 

"one thing that is needful.” The "one thing" which is pursued may be, in 

a sense, either positive or negative. One may seek to attain the best, 

for instance, by evaluating all policy in relation to its contribution to * 29

27Ibid., p. 33. 28Ibid.
29Cf. Long, The Christian Response to the Atomic Crisis, p. 72:

"The foregoing considerations make it clear that calculative morality 
becomes less and less useful as ;the issue at stake becomes more and more 
momentous."

recommendation which provides a best combination of value fulfillments.'*27

The simplest model of the optimizing mechanism would assign relative
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peace as the single overriding concern; or, one may strive to avoid the 

worst, by making the avoidance of thermo-nuclear war the one touchstone 
of policy.

Maximizing mechanisms enjoy the virtue of simplicity. But it is 

to be noted that within a different typology of ethical methods both 

optimizing and maximizing mechanisms could be typed as systems that 

evaluate action by its consequences in contradistinction to those which 

focus upon the form, style, or motive of the act. The maximizer does 

not finally escape the problem created by incalculable contingencies. 

Since only that which effects his one value is of significance in his 

decision-making formula, he does seem to reduce the range of information 

required for decision. But it is difficult to assess what data may in 

fact be relevant to his one concern. That which he overlooks may haunt 

him. At any rate, he must still calculate the results of policy in rela

tion to his single value. He simplifies decision-making by freezing the 

answer to the prior question of which value is to be given priority. In 

effect, he lobs off thelower reaches of any potential hierarchy of

values, and in so doing defines all other prospective desiderata as non- 
value or adiaphora.

Summary and Prospect

In tracing the accomplishment of Robert A. Levine we have outlined 30

30 , L „
Levi.ne makes the following assumption which invites close scru

tiny: »On both domestic and foreign issues, the marginalists have used
he optimizing mechanisms of choice described above to reconcile competing 

policy values, while makers of systemic recommendations have remained in 
the domain of either-or,' choosing policies through maximizing mechanisms 
based on single values.” The Arms Debate, p. 58.
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five schools of arms policy as distinguished by the content of their 

major policy recommendations. We have described the principal formal 

elements which seem to enter into their deliberations and decisions.

We may arrange these items on a grid and proceed to look more closely 

at the major types, now forearmed with some idea of what it will be 

important to look for. When assembled and ready for action Levine's 

analytical paradigm looks something like this:

AWS AWM MM ACM ACS
I. Values

A. Peace
1. Avoid killing
2. Seek to meliorate war
3. Seek to prevent war through 

terror
B . Freedom

1. Origin of threat to freedom
a) From the Right

(1) at home: the Garrison
State

(2) abroad:
(a) oppose imperialism 

and promote indige
nous rule

(b) assist democratic 
governments

(c) both combined
b) From the Left

(1) Internal threat of 
communist subversion

(2) External threat
(a) location

i) Europe
ii) Underdeveloped 

lands
(b) means

i) force 
ii) persuasion

2. Force retreat of communism
C . Power

1. For-its-own-sake
2. Power-as-a-tool
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AWS AWM MM ACM
D . Time

1. Short-run
2. Long-run

II. Analyses
A. War

if What will war look like?
2. How likely is it?
3. How might it start?

B. Opponents
1. What are their intentions?
2. Are they mellowing?
3. Will they respond to ges

tures?
4. How can we encourage inter

nal forces for peace?
5. What of the Chinese?

C. Power: What form is effective?
1. The carrot?

a) moral example
b) world opinion
c) social-economic aid

2. The stick?
a) military aid
b) political-economic 

pressure
3. Can the carrot and the 

stick be combined?
D. Allies and Neutrals

1. Which areas deserve priority?
2. How relate the different needs 

of the various regions?
a) NATO
b) Anti-colonialism
c) Underdeveloped lands

3. Germany
E. Ourselves

1. Are the U.S. and Soviet Union 
symmetrical foes?

2. Who controls U.S. policy?
3. What motives guide our policy?
4. Is there a threat of the 

Garrison State?
5. Will Civil Defense undermine 

our way of life?

ACS
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AWS AWM MM ACM ACS
III. Mechanisms of Choice

A. Optimizing
B . Maximizing

With the aid of this analytical scheme Levine examines the litera

ture of the arms debate among secular strategists to discover how these 

various elements of values, analyses, and mechanisms of choice have been 

combined to support policy recommendations regarding (l) strategic mili

tary policy and arms control, (2) American arms policy in Europe, and

(3) American arms policy in the rest of the world. We shall make use of 

Levine's apparatus as we recapitulate and extend his analysis.

This survey of the dominant schools of arms policy thought is es

sential to our project for the following reasons: (l) it sets the broad

context of public debate within which Christian discussion of nuclear 

arms policy has taken place; (2) it provides us with an outline of the 

major coherent alternative positions that are "available" in the public 

domain; (3) it suggests a standard of competence and sophistication 

against which the commentaries of Christian authors may be measured;

(4) the performance of the research necessary for the presentation of 

the survey expresses in action the main conclusion and commitment that 

flows from this thesis, that is, that if the Church is to address itself 

to matters of public policy it must first acknowledge that assumptions 

of fact are inseparable elements of moral judgment and must accept the 

burden of becoming accurately informed upon the details that pertain to 

the mundane matters it chooses to invest with moral significance. Chris

tians must resist the temptation to evade the discipline of reasoned
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debate by substituting •'moral indignation” for analysis grounded in ex
plicit fact and theory. The discipline of "strategic studies” has be

come a realm of specialized competence. John H. Herz observes that "the 

study of deterrence has by now developed into something like a special
branch of the social sciences somewhere between strategy and interna- 

31tional politics." Responsible Christian reflection cannot pretend to 
arrive at answers to questions of arms policy without first coming to 

grips with the thought of those who have employed with discipline the 

resources of reason with which God has endowed his creatures.

John H. Herz, "International Politics and the Nuclear Dilemma," 
Nuclear Weapons and the Conflict of Conscience, ed. John C. Bennett 
(New York: Charles Scribners' Sons, 1962), p. 23. Stanley Hoffmann
notes that various disciplines "ranging, according to a recent survey, 
from literary criticism to technology," can make a contribution to the 
understanding of problems of war and peace in the nuclear age. Contem- 
E£ra ry Theory in International Relations, ed. Stanley Hoffmann (Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., i960), p. vi.



CHAPTER TWO

ANTI-WAR MARGINALISM

The three marginalist schools of arms policy, which are “three 

intricate and arbitrarily bounded subsections of a complex continuum,»*1 

are bound together by the common recognition that the threat which con

fronts the nation in the nineteen-sixties is twofold: peace is threat

ened by the prospect of nuclear war} freedom is menaced by the political 

and military power of communism. In response to this twin threat, mar- 

ginalists have come to a two-fold consensus. In the short-run nuclear 

arms must be maintained in order to withstand Communist pressure - we 

must avoid unilateral steps toward disarmament that would leave a pre

ponderance of military power in the hands of those who have dedicated 

themselves to our vanquishment. But for the sake of the long-run, we 

must press the search for means of reducing the likelihood of nuclear 

war through (1) perfection of safeguards preventing unintended conse

quences from the possession of nuclear weapons, (2) implicit agreements 

evoking reciprocal self-restraint in weapons development and deploy

ment, or (3) explicit agreements moving towards the reduction or aboli

tion of nuclear forces. All marginalists agree that our relationship 

to the communist bloc should not be one of unbridled hostility and con

flict. There is need of self-restraint and potential benefit in

Levine, The Arms Debate, p. 63.
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n e g o t ia t io n .  Areas o f  common i n t e r e s t  must be e x p lo re d . There a r e ,  how

e v e r ,  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the e x p e c ta t io n s  and hopes which guide 

the sea rch  f o r  agreem ents. The a n t i-w a r  m a r g in a l is t s  would n e g o t ia t e  in  

quest o f  t r e a t i e s  f o r  the red u ctio n  o f  arms. The middle m a r g in a l is t s  

would b a rg ain  quid pro quo in  order to  se cu re  s t a b i l i t y .  The a n t i 

communist m a r g in a l is t s  would c a rry  on t a lk s  w ith in  the c o n te x t  o f  p r o 

tra c te d  c o n f l i c t ,  c o n fid e n t  th a t  continued f r u s t r a t i o n  o f  Russian am

b i t io n s  w i l l ,  through t im e, render them more s u s c e p t ib le  to  understand

ings ap p ro p ria te  to the common i n t e r e s t  in  s u r v iv a l  in  the n u c le a r  a g e .

As a r e s u l t  o f  th ese  v a r ie d  emphases w ith in  the m arginal consensus, 

there  are  few s p e c i f i c  p o l i c y  recommendations th a t  would r e c e iv e  the s i 

multaneous support o f  the two f r in g e s  o f  the m a r g in a l is t  spectrum . A l 

though the p u b l ic  d is c u s s io n  o f  arms p o l i c y  ranges from the extremes of 

an ti-w a r  s y s t ism  to  anti-communist s y s t i s m ,  the p re -o ccu p a tio n  o f  those 

who a c t u a l l y  form ulate  n a t io n a l  p o l i c y  i s  w ith  the d isp u te s  which occur 

w ith in  the m a r g in a l is t  ran ge. B eginning w ith  the a n ti-w a r  s c h o o l ,  we 

s h a l l  focus upon the th re e  major types o f  m argin alism .

Peace and War

A nti-w ar m a r g in a l is t s  are  d is t i n g u is h a b le  by the c o n v ic t io n  th a t  

p re se rv a t io n  o f  peace should be the o v e r r id in g  concern o f  arms p o l i c y .

To them, the d e f i n i t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  the age is  the shadow o f  n u c le a r  

doom. The s t a r t i n g  p o in t  o f  t h e i r  a n a ly s e s  i s  war; the goal o f  t h e i r  p o l 

ic y  recommendations i s  the avoidance o f  w ar.

The m a r g in a l is t  a n ti-w a r  sch oo l i s  subdivided  between those who
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are optimizers by nature and would-be systemists in search of political 

effectiveness. Both groups agree in placing the accent upon the value 

of peace and emphasizing within this category concern for decreasing the 

likelihood of war, although some place collateral stress upon the desire 

to avoid killing. It is one of the ethical anomolies created by the 

paradox of deterrence that anti-war marginalists generally are not eager 

to meliorate warfare through programs of arms control, civil defense, or 

limited warfare. They fear that any diminution of our threatened retal

iation would invite Soviet adventures and thus increase the likelihood 

that some form of warfare would break out. And they are certain that 

lesser wars will escalate into thermonuclear exchanges which will exhaust 

or annihilate the nuclear giants. Peace is for them virtually indivis- 

able. "The only real defense against nuclear attack is to prevent it 

from happening." For the time being they are forced to rely upon a pol

icy of deterrence. The only hope to forestall disaster is to dissuade 

the potential enemy from launching an attack by convincing him of the 

certainty and intensity of our retaliation. Little attention is given 

to the prospect of fighting a war if deterrence should fail. Strategic 

forces have priority, but they are intended not to defend by denying the 

enemy the objectives of his aggression or by mitigating the damage he may 

inflict, but to deter by convincing him that the force of our reprisal 2

2Charles E. Osgood, "Rational Defenses Nuclear Displacement," 
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, XVIII, 6, (June, 1962), 21. Quoted 
in Levine, p. 225.
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will be such as to impose upon a net loss as the result of his attack.^

The attention of the anti-war marginalists is bifurcated, focusing 

at the two ends of the political-military spectrum. They concentrate 

upon detailed analyses of the most hideous forms of violence but also 

upon hopeful schemes of political conciliation. Without lapsing over 

into the sharp either/or of the anti-war systemists, the marginalist 

members of the anti-war schools do tend to neglect the possibilities for 

the controlled use of force which middle marginalists point to between 

the extremes of peaceful reconciliation and murderous annihilation.

Anti-war marginalists have devoted much attention to the analysis 

of thermonuclear warfare and most especially to "undeterrable" or "acci

dental" nuclear wars stemming either from human irrationalisty or me

chanical unreliability. Unless policy veers away from the present course 

of the arms race it is felt that such an unintended conflagration is 

highly likely within decades.

War may start by accident. But it may also start by political mis

calculation. It is possible that wars that are theoretically deterrable 

will not be deterred. American policy has extended the threat of nuclear 

retaliation to deter non-nuclear aggression by the Soviets in Europe. 

Anti-war marginalists fear that the United States may start the nuclear 

phase of a war by carrying out the deterrent threat against a conventional 

Soviet move in Europe. It is this prospect which stimulates their 3

3For elaboration of the distinction between deterrence and de
fense by one who is not an anti-war marginalist see Glenn Snyder, 
Deterrence and Defense: Toward a Theory of National Security (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1961), p. 3 and passim.
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enthusiasm for ’’stable deterrence," for a balance of terror in which both 

sides are deterred by mutual vulnerability to devastating retaliatory 

strikes against their homelands.

The desire to prevent the start of war by political miscalcula

tion on either side by a balance of terror entails significant corollar

ies. Anti-war marginalists, in the quest for peace, are led to recom

mend policies designed to increase the terror of war. They may encourage 

the military to target their missiles upon enemy cities. They may in

sist that the United States forswear programs of Civil Defense, not only 

to maximize vulnerability, but also to decrease the possibility of elicit

ing a pre-emptive strike by Russians alarmed by sudden moves to upset the 

balance by protecting our citizenry and thus removing them from the cate

gory of hostage. They may demand that the United States pledge never to 

be the first to employ any category of nuclear arms and abstain from 

seeking a margin of superiority in total military force.

Yet anti-war marginalists cannot deny the reality of conflict in 

the contemporary international arena. Weapons are needed. Because the 

threat to the nation is real and the values that it bears are worth de

fending they cannot endorse schemes for unilateral disarmament. But 

weapons are not for fighting. Even small wars are likely to escalate 

into nuclear wars, and nuclear wars are uncontrollable and hence cannot 

be instruments of a rational foreign policy. Thus, for the present, re

liance must be placed upon pure deterrence. Anti-war marginalists are 

prone to oppose measures which by meliorating the effects of potential 

wars, or by alloying pure deterrence with capabilities for defense, make

P
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warfare in the nuclear age more •’thinkable” and thereby "more likely.” 

Their interest is in preventing wars, not fighting and winning them.

The goal is not "to prevail” amid the ashes of a desolate earth, but to 

abolish the specter of warfare from a world in which the technology of 

death has outstripped the psychology of life.

Thus they are forced to ascribe to the posture of deterrence an 

interim moral and strategic validity. Yet the dilemma is severe, for 

in spite of efforts to impose restraint, the concomitant of deterrence 

is an arms race, and the consequence of an arms race must be catastrophe. 

They must concede that, in the long run, the hope for a stable balance 

of terror is a chimera. The diffusion of nuclear weapons multiplies the 

likelihood of accident or use through irrational political perversity. 

Schemes for control break down over the difficulties of inspection and 

the inability to take into account technological break-throughs. More

over, some find it likely that prolonged discussions of nuclear strategy 

will erode moral and psychological barriers, that in relation to nuclear 

weapons, familiarity will breed contempt, and men will adjust upward 

their estimates of what constitutes "acceptable damage." Particularly 

among those who are closer to the border of anti-war systemism, there is 

little hope that war, once started, can be controlled. Human nature is

not as rational as the schemes of middle marginalists must presuppose it 
to be.

Deterrence strategies assume that people make rational responses; 
but men with their backs to the wall are not in a "normal" psycho- 
logical state. If there are buttons to be pushed, such men may 
very well push them.^

Etzioni, The Hard Way to Peace, p. 58.4
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Thus, the concern of anti-war marginalism focuses upon the task of de

fusing the nuclear bomb. In the short-run this is to be accomplished by 

consenting to the stability of a mutual balance of terror in which the 

bombs will not be used because there can be no advantage in their use.

In the long run it must be achieved through the reduction and abolition 

of such weapons so that they cannot be used. Deterrence is necessary 

and valid, but it is valid only for the interim. The not inconsiderable 

problem that confronts the anti-war marginalist is how the transition 

shall be made from the short to the long-run. The critical element in 

the calculation of the prospects for moving out of the present interim 

phase of postponed disaster is the analysis of the Opponent.

The Opponent

The systematic structure of arms policy thought is well illustrated 

by the reinforcing interrelationship of anti-war marginalists' prognosis 

of the arms race and their analysis of the opponent. Salvation rests upon 

the abolition of weapons of mass destruction. But in this world of real 

strife, this salvation is contingent upon bilateral agreements that may 

be concluded only if both sides concur in a negotiated settlement. The 

anti-war marginalists contend that the Russians are becoming increasingly 

receptive to such serious negotiations and may be drawn into significant 

agreements through concessions which the United States may make without 

augmenting the risk already entailed in the arms race. The basic

Under duress escalation becomes a virtual certainty. All history is sum

moned to testify that if arms are available they will be used. The only

salvation, then, is to rid the world of the weapons which menace us.
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assertion is that there is a solid foundation for a bargained peace in 

the common interest in avoiding nuclear war, and that the Soviets' ap

preciation of this fact is increasing as they become more of a "have" 

rather than a "have not" nation, as their revolutionary ardor cools and 

they become less willing to risk war for uncertain gains and more eager 

to consolidate and defend that which is theirs within the status quo.

the anti-war marginalist school there is a range of opin

ion concerning the degree to which the Soviets have mellowed. Those 

whom we have described as tempted by anti-war systism are inclined to 

feel that the Russians truly seek compromise and rapprochement: tensions

which remain between the blocs are only illusory and residual, they are 

the legacies of an earlier period of truculence now outgrown. Charles 

Osgood, Etzioni, and Waskow advocate "unilateral initiatives," "a policy 

that will break this vicious circle of suspicion and remove the mental 

blocs and psychological barriers of both sides, so that each will see the 

situation as it really is and be capable of acting on this insight."'* 

Their approach is based "on the assumption that the objective situation 

calls for settlement but psychological factors on both sides block it."6

Etzioni believes that although the Soviets are "extremely cautious" 

the tide is running with them. "The Russians will probably retain, if

not increase, their technical-military lead.... there is no question that

if the present trends continue, the power of the West as compared to that 

of the East will keep on declining." Even so, Russian leaders will be 

eager to reach a "settlement" because (1) they recognize that they share

Ibid ., p . 93. Ibid., p. 95. Ibid., pp. 87-88.
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with us the hazards of the arms race; (2) they wish to divert resources 

from military expenditures; (3) they fear the growing challenge of Chinese 

power and ideological rigidity; (4) they dread that the accumulated frus

trations of the West may goad us into precipitous action; and (5) they

certain that they can win the world through ideological and political
8penetration of underdeveloped regions.

The members of the anti-war marginalist school who are "optimizers 

by nature" do not find the Russians to be quite so conservative, content, 

and consolidationist. To them, the Soviets are cautiously opportunistic, 

and may be counted upon to take advantage of any opportunities to expand 

when they can do so cheaply and with minimal risks.

Both sub-schools agree, however, that the Russians are to be viewed 

as potential friends who may be highly responsive to "reasonable" pro

posals for negotiated settlement. This analysis is the keystone of the 

overarching hope that there may be a transition from the interim danger of 

deterrence to a future peace in co-existence. The most persistent recom

mendation of the anti-war marginalists is, then, "Negotiate! Negotiate 

seriously, with well planned schemes, with good intentions and expectant 

readiness for compromise."

The Priorities of Policy

The conviction that Russians will be receptive to serious efforts 

to reach an agreement concerning the most threatening aspects of strategic 

armament is buttressed by the analytical belief that the center of Soviet
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concern has shifted from the military penetration of Western Europe to 

the economic and political penetration of the underdeveloped lands of 

Africa, Asia, and Latin America. Two major implications are drawn: 

first there is good hope of disengagement and detente in Europe; second, 

the ''real battle” is the political, economic, and ideological contest in 

the “third areas” presently outside of the two major blocs.

Anti-war marginalists seem prone to the belief that in the great 

sweep of history the age of European predominance is now coming to an 

end. Hence, the United States should seek to disentangle itself from 

the preoccupying details of the confrontation with communism in Europe 

and divert its energies to the battleground for the future which lies in 

the newly independent nations. In regard to Europe there is a convergence 

of Russian and American aims which makes accommodation and compromise 

possible. The favorite anti-war marginalist recommendation for American 

arms policy in Europe envisions the establishment of a neutralized, de

militarized zone in the heart of the continent. They concede to the 

Russians a valid cause for alarm over the re-militarization of Germany; 

they themselves have fears of allowing nuclear weapons to come under the 

control of German generals. Since the Soviet military threat on the con

tinent is small there is no need of extending a nuclear deterrent to 

Europe, whether it be at the disposal of the United States, NATO, or 

nations acting independently. Disengagement is presented as the pathway 

to a settlement in Europe. The key is the establishment of a reunified, 

demilitarized Germany with access to Berlin guaranteed by international
control.
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Anti-war marginalists tend to be reticent concerning American re

liance upon the "entangling alliance" of NATO. Europe no longer occupies 

the center of the world stage. The Russians have realized this and so 

must we. When conflict arises between the vestigial colonial interests 

of our NATO allies and the anti-imperialists fervor of the newly inde

pendent nations it is in our interest to be identified with the aspira

tions of the masses in the underdeveloped lands who bear the wave of the 

future. We must encourage the rise of indigenous governments even 

though the course of their foreign policies may be erratic and neutralist. 

And we must eschew identification with reactionary regimes abroad which 

would discredit our claim to be proponents of liberty and progress. The 

real danger to freedom is not Soviet military intervention in Europe or 

elsewhere, but the peaceful political, social, and economic advance of 

communism which, too often, is aided by American reliance upon reactionary 

allies who repress the inevitable forces of social change.

True Power and Social Change

Behind and within these analyses and recommendations can be seen 

the outlines of an anti-war marginalist "political philosophy," an im

plicit theory of what factors are truly significant in shaping the course 

of history. Great changes are not imposed by military might, but come 

through complex concatenations of cultural, sociological, political, and 

economic factors which work steadily below the surface of the notable 
events proclaimed in headlines.

Such latent forces of change are presently at work within the 

U.S.S.R. No longer is the Soviet Union a monolithic giant bound by
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ideological chains. Internal factions have developed and it is the task 

of Sovietologists to indicate policies by which the United States may 

encourage those forces which will promote internal differentiation and 

draw Soviet Russia back into the community of western nations. Anti-war 

marginal!sts have been hospitable to the suggestion that it may be in 

our interest to provide the moderate Khrushchev with some semblance of 

success lest he fall prey to the domestic right wing Stalinists who 

would intensify the bitterness of the Cold War.

The inexorable forces of social change are at work not only within 

Soviet society but throughout the communist bloc. Here again there is 

opportunity to capitalize upon history by backing the more moderate 

Russians against the fanatical ideological rigor of the Chinese. Anti

war marginalists would remind the nation that China exists, and exists 

as a gigantic enigma that cannot simply be ignored. No disarmament agree

ment could be secure apart from Chinese concurrence. But the present ex

clusion of the Chinese communists from international society makes the 

attainment of this concurrence highly unlikely. Hence, being confident 

of the civilizing influence of intercourse among nations, many anti-war 

marginalists would support the admission of China to the United Nations 

where the power of world opinion may be brought to bear for the domestica

tion of the dragon of the East.

Levine's terms, anti-war marginalists prefer the carrot to the 

stick. Power is to be sought not for its own sake, not for national glory 

or honor, but as the means of implementing the ideals of peace and freedom 

for all men. The real battle is the "battle for the minds of men" and in
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this battle real power is the power of moral example which activates the 

mighty force of world opinion.

The pathway to lasting peace leads inevitably to some form of 

world government. But anti-war marginalists are marginalists - they see 

no prospect that a sudden beau geste might turn back the tide of disaster 

and create international community out of nationalist hostilities. The 

statesman cannot remake the world at will. He can only discern the signs 

of the time and seek to move with the tide of history. The attainment of 

peace is contingent upon the upbuilding of a world consensus of shared 

belief able to sustain voluntary support for the institutions of world 

government. But international integration is a slow procedure through 

the accretion of natural communities. Historical processes may be abetted 

by economic) social) and political development programs which reduce the 

cleavages that divide men of diverse circumstance. But true consensus 

and community cannot be forced.

Ourselves

There is a particular pathos in the anti-war marginalist position. 

The pace towards peace is slow. The race towards death is swift. The 

steps which must be taken for the sake of the ephemeral balance of terror 

are morally ambiguous. And the efforts to hasten the healing forces of 

history seem feeble. It is not surprising that anti-war marginalists, with 

their particular constellation of values and analyses, are sensitive to, 

and dismayed by trends they perceive in American society which threaten to 

obstruct the development of attitudes and programs of universal concern 

and aid which they feel to be the necessary foundations of the political
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reconciliation upon which the peace and survival of mankind depend. "The

acquisition of unwarranted influence, whether sought or unsought, by the
9

military-industrial complex" will lead the nation into a false confidence 

in the hollow power of military panoply. Conscience will be brutalized 

and sensitivity destroyed by the technicians* calculation of military 

costs in terms of "megacorpses." The epidemic of right-wing reactionary 

movements reinforces the rigidity of parochial loyalties and innoculates 

the population against the spread of the universal values of brotherhood 

and interdependence which are essential for the upbuilding of the inter

national community.

The ground occupied by anti-war marginalists is not easy to hold. 

They are attacked by middle marginalists as unsophisticated and naive, 

by anti-communist marginalists as gullible and soft, by anti-communist 

systeraists as dupes, and most unkindly, by anti-war systemists as apos
tates .

9The words, which provide a true windfall for the anti-war schools, 
are from the farewell address of President Eisenhower, January 17, 1961, 
published in the New York Times, January 18, 1961, p.-22.



CHAPTER THREE

ANTI-COMMUN1ST MARGINALISM

The Cause of Freedom

The starting point of the strategic thought of the anti-communist 

raarginalists is not the menace of nuclear war but the reality of the polit

ical-ideological strife of the western nations against communism. Pri

mary attention is given not to the preservation of peace and the analysis 

of war, but to the extension of freedom and the analysis of the opponent.

The main goal of the U.S. should be - for its own sake and the sake 
of mankind - the extension of freedom. . . . Our efforts should be 
always harnessed to the pursuit of prudent measures; toward limiting 
but not shrinking from, risk; and toward the positive, the creative, 
solution.*

Reference to the ’’extension of freedom” serves as a clue to anti-communism; 

preference for ’’prudent measures” is a token of marginalism. Unlike the 

anti-communist systemists, the marginal anti-communists do not demand an 

immediate strike for freedom. But they have no doubt$ that we are pres

ently at war with communism, locked in a struggle that "transforms the
2entire globe into a theater of war.”

The Soviet leaders, their propaganda notwithstanding, long have 
realized that permanent, genuine coexistence between their system 
and ours is nonsense. The logic of the emerging world conveys an

Robert Strausz-Hupe, William R. Kintner, and Stefan T. Possony,
A Forward Strategy for America, p. 401. Quoted in Levine, The Arms Debate 
p. 78. )

Robert Strausz-Hupe, William R. Kintner, James E. Dougherty, and
Alvin J. Cottrell, Protracted Conflict, p. 30.
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inescapable conflict between Communism and the Free World - a con
flict which inheres in the basic principles on which each system 
is founded. A struggle was and remains inescapable. Conceivably, 
the resolution of the struggle in total war may also be inescapable. 
This is a question that remains to be determined by experience and 
not by preconception.^

Anti-communist marginalists are geared for the long-run. "We must 

reckon with the extension - the protraction - of the world conflict into 

the next century. In order to survive or win this conflict, strategies 

must be planned to the scale of decades, not years

Within this conflict there must be one aim, one ultimate goal - 

that is, "Victory." Anti-communist marginalists are not interested in 

"that perennial wi11-o-the-wisp known as a Soviet-American accommodation."^ 

Their goal is "to win," or, in the worst extremity, "to prevail."

The Assumed Starting Point

The prospects for western victory have been dimmed by naive mis

calculation of the enemy.

What we need now more than anything else is an understanding of the 
comprehensive, complex, subtle and consistent strategy of our op
ponent.®

Effective counteraction depends upon accurate appraisal of the total situ

ation confronting the nation. For the anti-communist marginalist one 

factor dominates and determines the definition of the situation - the 

nature and purpose of the opponent. A seemingly innocuous sentence in 

the classical text of anti-communist marginalism illustrates the diffi

culty of establishing edifying discourse among the schools of arms policy.

^ Ib id . , ^Tbid., p. 40.p . 147.
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In America, the doctrines of national action which vie for recogni
tion and acceptance are as varied as the interpretations of Com
munist purpose on which they are based.7

It is assumed that the analysis of the opponent is the starting-point of 

all the "doctrines of national action." Thence the task is to create, 

through detailed research and exposition, a consensus concerning the 

"facts" of communist ambition and strategy, in the confidence that agree

ment at this point will compel a reduction in the diversity of policy 

views. It does not seem, however, that such a consensus regarding the 

opponent, even if it could be achieved, would significantly change the 

dimensions of the arms policy spectrum. Anti-war marginalists proceed 

to their policy conclusions along a different path of logic, a logic 

grounded and guided by sensitivity to the possibilities of nuclear holo

caust. Within the formula by which they calculate policy they give a dif

ferent, much lesser weight to factors pertaining to the opponent. The 

stress given by the anti-communist marginalist to the details of the 

Soviet threat, when contrasted to their perfunctory acknowledgement that 

general nuclear war is a risk invited by their forward strategy for the 

sake of freedom, appears to the anti-war marginalist as literally pre

posterous - that which should be placed last has been placed first. For 

the anti-war marginalist "what we need now more than anything else is" not 

an understanding of the strategy of our opponent, but a more profound 

awareness of the peril to humanity created by the intransigence with which 

men cling to their nationalistic biases. The "doctrines of national ac

tion" are in fact more varied than the interpretations of communist
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purpose. For even the same analysis of the opponent, when placed within 

different patterns of orientation, can contribute to dissimilar policy 

preferences.

The Opponent

Anti-communist raarginalists are certain that Mwe can know some

thing of the inwardness of Communist strategy by tracing its pattern
O

through an abundant record of operations since 1917." Through their 

"analysis by deduction" they have compiled a comprehensive survey of 

the goals, strategy, and tactics pursued by communists in their enter

prise of world revolution. There is one controlling aim:

Communism presses all men and all things into the service of one 
cause: the overthrow of the existing social order and the estab
lishment of a Communist society.^

The proximate objectives of Soviet strategy may be specified:

They are, in the short run, first, to force the withdrawal of the 
West from its strategic footholds, especially from the SAC net
work of bases; secondly, to compel the West to divert vital economic 
and military resources from Europe; thirdly, to take Western pres
sure and attention off Eastern Europe; and fourthly, to exacerbate 
the divergences within the Atlantic Alliance. The long-run Soviet 
objectives, too, are the same: namely to isolate the West, de
prive it of its sources of strategic raw materials and markets, 
and to encircle it via Asia, the Middle East and Africa, until the 
West, its economic roots having withered, will fall under its own 
weight. y|

In pursuit of these goals the communists' basic strategy is one of 

"protracted conflict."

The salient characteristics of the doctrine of protracted conflict 
are: the total objective, the carefully controlled methods and
the constant shifting of the battle ground, weapons systems and

8Ibid., p . 41. Ibid., p . 8. 10 Ibid., p. 24.
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operational tactics for the purpose of confusing the opponent, 
keeping him off balance and wearing down his resistance. The 
doctrine of protracted conflict prescribes a strategy for an
nihilating the opponent over a period of time by limited opera
tions, by feints and maneuvers, psychological manipulations and 
diverse forms of violence. . . .  It does not rule out the final 
and total knockout punch. In Communist theory, various tech
niques of political warfare and graduated violence are so co
ordinated as to form a spectrum that reaches all the way from 
the clandestine distribution of subversive literature to the 
annihilating blow delivered with every weapon available.H

Communist Tactics

Four basic tactical principles may be isolated - "the indirect ap

proach; deception and distraction; monopoly of the initiative; and attri- 
,,12tion."

The indirect approach

In obedience to the principle of ’’indirect approach:”

The Communist strategy of protracted conflict seeks to avoid a 
general, direct, decisive encounter with the enemy unless and 
until overwhelming physical superiority, sufficient to ensure 
the enemy’s complete destruction - and his alone - has been ac
quired. To avoid this encounter, fullest possible reliance must 
be placed upon indirect, irregular, unconventional strategies.13

Communists calibrate their encroachments, presenting a ’’gradual challenge” 

which remains ambiguous and below the threshhold calculated to evoke 

strenuous counteraction. This tactic is aided by two quirks of western 

mentality. First there is a ’’nostalgia for peace” which longs for an un

ambiguous distinction between the repose of peace and the fury of war.

Secondly, there are the ’’legalistic preconceptions” which, by demanding 

adherence to the concept of direct responsibility of governments in the 

fixing of precise legal blame according to traditional international law,

11Ibid ., p . 2 . 12Ibid., p. 41. 13Ibid., p. 42.
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have bedeviled attempts to arrive at a definition of ’’aggression” appro

priate to the type of ’’aggression by proxy” fomented by Moscow. Guer

rilla warfare, carried on ”by proxy” by ”armies of national liberation” 

augmented by ’’volunteersprovides a means of confounding the legal 

niceties of western definitions of war. There is also a political bonus.

Whenever the Communists cast their lot with a militant national 
liberation movement in Asia and Africa (regardless of whether 
they actually control it), they can usually count on profound 
and time-consuming disputes among Western policy-makers as to 
whether it is authentic or spurious and whether it should be 
accommodated or fought.^

Deception and distraction

The deception of a mellowed Soviet regime

The second tactical principle of the communists is ’’deception 

and distraction.” Aside from the persistent falsification of economic 

data, exaggerated claims of military prowess, and dubious reports of 

scientific-technological achievements, the most notable Soviet accomplish

ment in the field of deception has been to convince large segments of the 

western ’’opinion elite” that the program of de-Stalinization has finally 

introduced the ”evolution toward freedom” in communist society so long 

anticipated by optimistic interpreters of Soviet history. The confidence 

that the communist regime is "mellowing,” which is a pillar of anti-war 

marginalist analysis, is considered by anti-communists to be a delusion 

created by "the art of planned misinformation." "The Communists have 

exploited adroitly the legend of their approaching conversion to 

'liberalism.”’1^ The anti-communist marginalists subject the "optimistic



93

view” of ”those who believe that the revolutionary fervor of Communism
16has been exhausted” to rigorous criticism. They reject the "conver

gence theory” - "the theory that Communism is growing more 'liberal' and 

'democratic' and thus promises to approximate social democracy, if not

Following is a description of anti-war marginalism rendered by 
anti-communist spokesmen: "There is one line of reasoning - it still
seems to be the predominant one in Western councils - which runs as fol
lows: first, the nuclear stalemate and the 'equilibrium of terror' pre
clude war; second, the Soviet Union will not risk the 'inevitability of 
history' on the nuclear battlefield; third, the boundaries of the Cold 
War in Europe are frozen and the only area of maneuver left to us and to 
the Communists is the uncommitted world; fourth, we can compete with the 
Communists effectively because our material, social and spiritual wares 
are superior; and fifth, we can win over the underdeveloped areas by 
helping them toward economic growth, which, in turn, will engender po
litical and emotional stability.

In essence, this plan of action abjures force as an instrument of 
Western policy, except perhaps in the case of "brush-fire" wars . . .  
force, if it has to be used at all, must serve to maintain the status quo. 
Force, as either military power-in-being or military power-in-action, 
must not be applied as the instrument of a diplomacy which seeks to re
verse the status quo, carry the Western offensive into the Communist 
"peace zone," and win new ground. The task of diplomacy thus must be to 
keep the peoples-on-our-side on our side and, since there is really no 
other alternative, to seek an accommodation - or even 'disengagement' - 
with the Soviet Empire. Once this premise is granted the Western sphere 
of action narrows down to the so-called uncommitted world. . . . Since 
the West's retreat from colonial empire proceeds at an ever accelerating 
pace and the United States, in particular, does not propose to coerce the 
new Asian and African states into "commitment," there remains friendly 
persuasion and massive economic assistance as the only means of keeping 
the uncommitted people out of the clutches of the Communists. We can hope 
to enlist their good will by respecting their 'legitimate' national aspira
tions and by conceding that their posture is tantamount to true neutrality 
as long as they do not accede to external or internal Communist control. . . 
the struggle for the mind of the uncommitted peoples is not yet lost.
Western humanism, reinforced by economic assistance, can carry the day. . ." 
Ibid., p. 26. The authors of Protracted Conflict go on to criticize the 
anti-marginalist view: ", . .it does not meet the challenge of protracted
conflict. Its arguments are fallacious because, first, the 'equilibrium 
of terror* is not a stable equilibrium as long as the technological race 
continues, and the 'equilibrium of terror' does not preclude war and is it
self an instrument of Communist protracted conflict management; second, the
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the American ’way of life.’”1 They oppose the "spirit of appeasement"

which would continually reassure communist leaders "that the West has no

real desire to tangle with the fundamental concepts on which the Com-
18munist system is based." They refuse to formulate policy around the 

uncertain hope that:

Soviet leaders, being completely rational men by our standards, 
recognize the inherent threat implied in nuclear developments not 
only to their own survival but to the survival of humanity as a 
whole, and, therefore, have voluntarily renounced their ambitious 
program of world domination since its pursuit would set off a 
chain reaction that will bring about their own undoing.^

Nor are they impressed with the "optimists'" expectation that the rise of 

a managerial class in Russia "presumably motivated by the same life goals 

which beckon their opposites in the United States," will necessarily im

pose a moderating force upon Soviet foreign policy.

We cannot agree, as a matter of prudence, to base our policies ex
clusively on the most favorable assumptions as to the state, here 
and now, of Communist society and the intentions of its rulers.^

Over against the anti-war analysis of Russia as a conservative power seek

ing only to consolidate its gains, the anti-communist marginalists present 

a "pessimistic view" which they claim is based not upon hopeful specula

tion regarding the future, but on the hard facts already revealed by history.

attrition of protracted conflict has put the superiority of our material, 
social and spiritual wares in doubt - and in grave doubt at that; and 
third, the new nationalisms are directed against the West. . . .  In most 
of Asia and, to some measure, in most underdeveloped lands, the 'forces 
of history» are not on the side of the West; they favor the Communist."

, pp. 26-27.
17 • j Ibid., p. 114. l8Ibid.
l9Ibid., p. 112. 2°Ibid., p
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The communists are implacable enemies of the West.

This conclusion can be verified by a comparison of positions 
already won and lost by the Free World and the Communist re
spectively; it need not be based upon estimates of future and 
hence presently unverifiable trends

Thus, again the analysis of the opponent is considered to be the

pivot of policy. "In general, two alternative lines of policy correspond

to the two alternative assumptions as to the evolution of Communism and
22our achievements and prospects in the Cold War.” The anti-war people 

have been duped by the communist tactic of deception; hence, their policy, 

deformed at the point of its conception, is not viable in the "real” world 
of "protracted conflict."

The distraction from the battleground in Europe

The revolutionary side in the protracted conflict must distract 
the enemy from its most vulnerable points and draw him on to a 
wider battleground where the terms of battle run against him and 
where he will be compelled to disperse and, ultimately, to dis
sipate his manpower and resources »^4

The weak spot at which the Soviet empire is most vulnerable is the sattel- 
lite empire of Eastern Europe.

For several years, and especially since Stalin’s death, Communist 
strategists have attempted to shift the Cold War from Eastern 
Europe to another battleground - the underdeveloped and uncom
mitted nations. ■

Eastern Europe is the "Achilles’ heel" of the Soviets, Western Europe is 

their prize. By diverting attention from these areas the communists

23"Distraction is the twin of deception."

21Ibid ., p . 113. 22Ibid 23Ibid., p. 79.
24Ibid 25Ibid., p. 82
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protect themselves against the subversion of their shaky regimes and mask 

the strategems by which they undermine the unity of the western alliance 

by sowing seeds of neutralism in Europe.

Once again the anti-war schools have been victimized by their gul

libility in accepting the assumption that the decisive battleground is to 

be in the underdeveloped nations.

The vital importance of the "gray areas" in the struggle between 
the two systems is obvious. But the Communists seek to persuade 
the West that they constitute the one and only arena of conflict.
In Africa and Asia, the forces unleashed by the systemic revolu
tion are running against the West. The swelling ideological 
currents - neutralism, anticolonialism, anti-Westernism, anti
imperialism, anticapitalism, pragmatic socialism and nationalism - 
are, by their very nature, directed against the West.^°

The West must not be distracted. In the geography of communist expansion 

Europe is still the primary goal. The first step in their European strat

egy is to win adherents to "neutralism."

The purpose of the Soviet neutrality campaign in Europe, waged 
with increased vehemence and subtlety since Stalin’s death, is 
the dissolution of the Western system of alliances; secondly, 
the withdrawal of American and British forces from the European 
Continent; and finally, the creation of broad demilitarized 
regions in Central Europe which, exposed to Russian pressure 
unmatched by countervailing American power, would ultimately 
succumb to the Soviet Union.2?

Anti-communist marginalists are not well-disposed towards "disengagement" 

in Central Europe.

Monopoly of the initiative

It is in regard to Eastern Europe that the success of the third 

tactical principle of the communists, "the monopoly of the initiative,"

26Ibid., p. 83, 27Ibid., p . 96.
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is particularly vexatious to anti-communist marginalists. The communist

bloc has succeeded in keeping the West in a defensive frame of mind. The

sites of conflict have been selected by the communists. The West has

been reduced to following a reactive policy which can do little more than

delay the erosion of their position. By “psychological conditioning" the

communists have imposed upon us the idea that the world is divided into

two zones, a "war-zone" and a "peace zone."

World opinion unconsciously accepted the Communist rule of inter
national conduct: under its dispensation the West must condone
Communist forays into the non-Communist "war zone" and abstain 
from launching counter-thrusts into the Communist "peace zone."
The Communists, in short, have been allowed to inscribe the 
territorial limits of the protracted conflict.28

"So long as the West accepts this assumption, the Communists can make sub

stantial gains without incurring losses. Each time the West scores a

'victory' . . .  it simply preserves temporarily the international status 
29quo." The communists remain free to exploit the tensions which accompany 

the profound changes taking place within free societies, but protect them

selves from "counter-revolution" by bombastic threats of general nuclear 

war.

The West, inundated with reminders of Soviet nuclear-missile 
prowess, is made to believe that any effort on its part to seize 
the tactical initiative at any time will ineluctably lead to gen
eral war. If in any given situation the West appears ready to 
bring superior tactical power to bear, the Communists seek to 
forestall the move by suddenly shifting the conflict into a new 
dimension. To this end, they resort to such ruses as truce 
talks, summit conferences, disarmament negotiations, and threats 
to send volunteers.20

28 29Ibid., pp. 85-86. Ibid., p . 87.
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An example of western acquiesence to the communist definition of 

"war zone" and "peace zone" which is particularly irksome to anti-com

munist marginalists is the failure of the United States and its allies 

to intervene decisively at the time of the Hungarian revolution of 
October, 1956.

They recoiled from challenging the Soviets in Hungary because 
they feared war. Yet, they could have made a graduated response 
to Soviet intervention without incurring a risk of unleashing 
general war greater than the Soviets took in, let us say, 
blockading Berlin or arming the Egyptians. . .31

After listing steps which the United States might have taken, the authors

of Protracted Conflict conclude:

Such moves would have forced upon the Soviets the choice of 
either acquiescing to them or increasing the violence of their 
intervention. Would the Soviets have met these limited forays 
into their "peace zone" by unleashing general war? This was, 
to say the least, a highly unlikely contingency particularly 
since, at the time of the Hungarian rising, Poland and East 
Germany were seething with unrest and the Kremlin had good 
reason to distrust the reliability of its own garrison troops 
in Eastern Europe.32

Again we come to a fundamental cleavage between arms policy schools 

which cannot be bridged by any span of factual data. Both anti-war and 

anti-communist marginalists agree that the Soviets are cautious and well 

aware of the destructive powers of nuclear weapons. "The Communists are,

if anything, even less eager than the West to participate in an overt
33military conflict which might extend into all-out war." But from this 

common analysis the two schools draw opposite policy conclusions. The 

anti-war marginalists are not eager to probe where there is even a "highly

31 32Ibid., pp. 136-137. Ibid., p. 137. Italics added.
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unlikely contingency*’ that general war might be unleashed. They would

contend that the reliability of Soviet missiles is a much more pertinent

fact than the disposition of garrison troops in Eastern Europe. In so

far as there is common awareness of common danger it should be utilized

as the basis of agreements for the lessening of that danger.

Anti-communist marginalists agree that there is risk, and that

the risk may be increased by their policy of ''prevention through inter- 
34vention." But in their view the salvation of the West lies in accept

ing risk, increasing it, and exploiting it.

The central military problem is to stand up against the Soviets' 
military-scientific blackmail and to meet, in the last resort, 
a Communist all-out nuclear attack: The West's extended strategy
must rest upon the psychological as well as the objective accept
ance of the risk of total conflict. Anchored in that resolution 
the West's extended strategy must seek to make all-out war an ex
treme risk for the Soviets, to unhinge the Communist system and 
thus bring Soviet expansion to a halt.-*-*

The communists must no longer be allowed to monopolize the initiative.

The West, once armed with an accurate understanding of Soviet strategy, 

can and must call the colossal bluff which has paralyzed the will of its 

policy-makers. They can now perceive how they have been needlessly in

timidated by Krushchev's "campaign of psychonuclear warfare."

While the Communists are reluctant to go to war, they do not hesi
tate to threaten war in order to scotch Western initiative. . . . 
Given the "balance of terror," the Communists, acting through 
proxies, can present the West with strategic faits accomplis and 
then invoke the specter of general war in order to prevent the 
West from taking forceful action in the defense of its legitimate 
interests. ®

Through this gambit the Soviets have closed the gap in the race for world

34Ibid ., p . 116. 35Ibid., p. 129. 36Ibid., p. 88.
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leadership. '»They were inferior in all respects - except in the deter

mination to win a power monopoly and the skill of exploiting the irreso-
07lution of those whom they proposed to conquer

Now is the hour for the West to conquer its own irresolution, to 

end its "essentially passive policy of 'watchful waiting'," and to seize 

the initiative. The opportunity to turn the tide in the Cold War is now 

present. The anti-communist and the anti-war marginalists agree that 

the rapid expansion of the communist empire has created the need for a 

respite, a period in which to consolidate their gains. Again, however, 

there is disagreement concerning what to do about it. For the anti-com

munist it is the occasion for counter-attack.

In order to bring about a fundamental change in the power rela
tionship between Communism and the Free World, these oppor-
tunities have to be exploited

The major strategic question confronting the West in the years 
ahead will be whether it will relax its posture, grant the 
Soviets the kind of temporary accommodation which they would 
find advantageous, and facilitate the process of Communist con
solidation - or whether it will gear its policies to compound
ing the difficulties which face the Communist planners. ^

The episode in Hungary provides a model not only of the type of 
opportunity which must not again be passed by, but also of the causes of 

western inaction. The soft segments of the "leading elites of the free 

world" were confounded by "the fuzziness of their own ideological posi

tion" which served to "weaken the resolution of the West."

It was this moral failure rather than the lack of practical 
means for exploiting the momentary embarrassment of the Com
munists which denied to the West a signal opportunity for

37Ibid., p. llOf. 38Ibid ., p . 138. 39Ibid ., p . 172 .
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spoiling the reconsolidation of the Communist system. The West 
thus missed its greatest chance of taking the initiative in the 
Cold War. . . u

Without resolute acceptance of risk the West faces gradual consumption by

the nibbling tactics of communism.

Hungary’s spontaneous sacrifice on the altar of the Open Society 
was in vain, for the Western powers were not prepared to match 
the tremendous risks taken by the Hungarians with more modest 
risks of their own. Yet, if we insist upon furthering riskless 
policies and will not join the issue with the Communists except on 
our own territory, then, as this study has shown, the Open Society 
stands to lose the ground which it still holds, and stands to lose, 
together with its power and possessions, its belief in itself.^1

By monopolizing the initiative the opponent has made inroads upon the do

main of the West. But now ’’the citadel of the Communist system is sub

ject to increasing internal stress and deterioration."^2 ”A potent force 

of suppressed opposition lies latent within the Communist bloc.”^3 "We 

must employ every possible method to perforate the Iron Curtain and to 

educate the peoples under Communism to the facts of life under freedom."^

By breaking up the communists’ monopoly of the initiative "a for

ward strategy for America” would also thwart the fourth tactical principal 

of the Soviets which aims at the "attrition" of the Western position. In 

keeping with the protean versatility of the strategy of protracted con

flict, the tactic of attrition has many dimensions. It aims at the psy

chological disarmament of the opinion elites of western nations. It seeks 

to promote divergences of opinion by wooing the major opposition parties

Attrition

40 Ibid., p. 138 41 42Ibid., p. 137 Ibid., p. 132
43Ibid., p. 135 44Ibid ., p . 134
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with neutralist propaganda. It plays upon the "pangs of conscience" among 

western intellectuals over the issue of "imperialism," disseminates paci

fist propaganda, stimulates the guilt feelings of Western scientists oc

casioned by their contribution to nuclear weapons development and, in 

general, carries on a multi-level campaign of psychological warfare aimed 

at demoralizing and dividing the West.

The goal of this war of attrition is to "divide and conquer," to 

gradually detach significant centers of power from support of western 

policy. Neutralism is a primary weapon. In Europe it is to be used to 

force the withdrawal of American arms. In the underdeveloped regions it 

is the first stage of a two-step revolution. The first step is accom

plished by a policy of denial - latent anti-western sentiments in the 

underdeveloped lands are inflamed, neutralist leaders are courted and 

manipulated into dependence upon the communist bloc.

While consolidating the socialist "parallel world market" and 
gradually reorienting the economies of selected underdeveloped 
economies toward the Communist bloc, they compress the area of 
the Western market system

Via neutralism the West is denied the economic and political resources it 

requires to carry on the struggle and the communist bloc prepares the way 

for the second step, a sudden coup which will bind the former "outpost of 

imperialism" "in fraternal community with the other Socialist countries."

The Sino-Soviet Dispute

In seeking to carry out the aim of subverting the West and
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establishing the world-wide hegemony of the '’Socialist camp," the Soviet 

Union is abetted, indeed pushed, by their Chinese allies. In the original 

1959 edition of Protracted Conflict, the authors confessed that "the image 
which Communist China presents to the world is truly terrifying."^ "Com

munist China looms as a future storm center of the systemic revolution."^

In the "Epilogue" written for the paperback edition published in 1963, 

they assume a very cautious stance in evaluating the strategic significance 

of the breach between the two rivals for revolutionary leadership. They 

reject the confidence of "the ’sanguine school' which believes that jealous 

nationalism is proving stronger than the universalist ideology of commun

ism in China and Russia and that, sooner or later, an open split between

a militantly revolutionary China and a relatively conservative, status quo
48Soviet society is inevitable." Here again, a basic methodological axiom 

of anti-communist marginal thought is believed to stand as a barrier against 

the projection of wishful thinking into the policy-making process. Pre

diction of communist behavior must rest upon a comprehensive understanding 

of the nature of the movement derived from detailed historical study. Such 

a long-range perspective belies the easy optimism of "the sanguine school."

Throughout their history, Communists have often exhibited a prone
ness to express their arguments over strategy and tactics in the 
broadest dialectical terms. It is very likely that the vaunted 
Sino-Soviet ideological dispute of recent years has really in
volved a disagreement over strategic priorities and over the op
timum political and military tactics to be adopted at the current 
phase of the protracted conflict. In which area can the greatest 
gains now be made: in Europe or in Asia? By which methods are they

46Ibid., p. 142f. 47Ibid., p. 142. 48Ibid., p. 174.
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to be made: by negotiating, by resorting to violence, or by a
"mix" of these?^

The authors quote with approval an article by their senior member, Robert 

Strausz-Hupe: "In sum, the ruling groups within the Soviet Union and the

leaders of other communist states are still united on one over-arching 
objective, namely to expand communism." ^ And they concur in the "salu

tary warning that conflict between the two leading Communist nations need 

not, in the long run, benefit the West at all."51 Indeed, they cannot 

repress the temptation to warn against the hidden dangers of the optimism 

prevalent among anti-war marginalists:

But what is dangerous in the present situation is the possibility 
that exaggeration of the Sino-Soviet rift might engender Western 
lassitude - a willingness to temporize, hope for the best and 
forego courses of action which place the Communist bloc under 
pressure. While the Communist empire is passing through a "time 
of troubles," the West is ill-advised to relax its vigilance and, 
even more preposterously, sympathize with Premier Khrushchev in 
his "China Problem." . . .  So long as both of these powers are 
fundamentally committed to the political (if not the physical) 
annihilation of the West as a viable cultural system, it will in 
the long run be less dangerous to err on the side of underesti
mating the significance of the rift.-^

The Sino-Soviet quarrel has helped to destroy the myth that the 

communist bloc is an invulnerable, irresistable monolith. But the anti

communist marginalists will not be deceived or distracted by internal 

political realignments. The battle goes on no matter which nation bears 

the communist standard in the fore.

The enemy is still Communism, no matter the brand. Whether it 
be called "polycentric" or "multigroup" or even "neutralist"
Communism will not alter the fact that it points in the direction 49 *

49 50 SiIbid., p. 175. Ibid., p. 176. Ibid., p. 176.
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of the permanent revolution 53

Summary

This review of the four tactical principles of the communist 

strategy of protracted conflict has provided an outline of the anti

communist marginalists' analysis of the opponent, which is the pivotal 

element in their orientation to arms policy in the nuclear age. It 

has also suggested the salient aspects of their analysis of allies and 

neutrals and their understanding of power.

The Soviet Union is an implacable enemy of the West. There has 

been no retreat from the commitment to world revolution and the estab

lishment of communist rule throughout the world. The battle is carried 

on at varying levels of intensity, but always with subtle and flexible 

tactics implemented by a full spectrum of weapons.

In keeping with the broad strategic vision advocated by 
Clausewitz and Mao, the Communists have acquired a spectrum 
of weapons much more variegated than that which composes the 
arsenal of the West. They discern weapons where the West 
sees only the implements of peaceful international relations. 
According to the Communists doctrine of protracted conflict, 
war, politics, diplomacy, law, psychology, science and eco
nomics - all form a continuum and all are closely integrated 
in the conduct of foreign policy. Moreover, the Communists 
have developed political, psychological and organizational 
strategies far more sophisticated than the mere physical 
seizure of territory. They have mastered the technique of 
staging aggression against social institutions and human minds, 
without physically violating political borders and thus posing 
a casus belli .

What particular method or mixture of conflict methods is to 
be used depends upon given capabilities and opportunities. 
Psychologically prepared for an indefinitely prolonged struggle,

53Ibid., p. 139.
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the Communists are steeled against temporary setbacks. . . . Every 
retreat becomes a "strategic retreat," calculated to produce 
greater gains subsequently. . . . This concept, i.e., the "ebb and 
flow" of the world revolutionary tide, is fundamental in Communist 
strategic thought.^

Their procedure is to "nibble" at the West, "to eschew the massive use of 

hardware and to produce psychological disturbances within the West, while 

at the same time keeping the uncommitted nations uncommitted or drawing 

them into the Communist o r b i t . E u r o p e  is the prize, but the "scavengers 

of revolution" seek to capitalize upon ferment which has accompanied the 

"systemic revolution" induced by the impact of Westernization throughout 

the earth. The Russians are cautious about precipitating nuclear war.

But if they ever attain a certain margin of military superiority they may 

strike first to annihilate their adversaries. Yet they themselves are 

not invulnerable. By resolute acceptance of risk the United States may 

take measures to stop and even reverse the tide of communist advance. 

Eastern Europe is particularly vulnerable. It is futile to hope that a 

passive policy of containment will allow internal trends of liberalization 

to moderate Soviet policy. And it is foolish to expect the communist bloc 

to break apart through the deterioration of Sino-Soviet relations. Com

munists are communists, and as such are bent upon the destruction of the 

West.

The Necessary Response

To avoid destruction the West must equip itself for the battle 

which has been imposed upon them. It must take up the weapons of the foe.

54Ibid ., pp. 33-34. 55Ibid., p. 23.



107

In the face of these hostile tides, the West can only hope to 
defeat the Communists by learning to counter the strategy of 
protracted conflict - to manage conflict in space and time."^

The central policy recommendations of anti-communist marginalists are 

clear in intent if not in detail. They "advocate a strategy of bring

ing pressure to bear against the weak points of the Communist bloc and 

of checking it wherever it tries to make a foray into the free world." 57

The Elements of Power

The type of power considered necessary for such a counter-strategy

is a compound of military force, resolute will, and accurate intelligence.

"Military-technological power has become the crucial pivot upon which the
58fortunes of the conflict turn." But power has more subtle elements

also. "The conflict . . . will be carried on at two distinct levels:
59objective-technical and subjective-psychological."

The United States and its allies have it in their power to win 
the global psychological-political battle even if the technical 
power balance should begin to shift in the Soviet's favor. . .
But the West can do this only if it stops brooding neurotically 
on "survival" every time the international situation becomes 
tense. ^

Possession of the means of violence and commitraent to use them are prime 

ingredients of power. But "understanding," "intelligence," or "inform

ing theory" must also be calculated as a resource.

We cannot exploit Soviet vulnerabilities and weaknesses without 
an accurate understanding of the basic forces and factors which 
pertain to a particular situation; nor can we anticipate S«viet 
strategy without being able to gauge accurately the relative

^Ibid., p. 27. 57

59.,., Ibid., p. 125. 60
Ibid., p. 114.

Ibid., pp. 125-126.

58Ibid., p. 124.
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importance of seemingly isolated Communist moves. We need, 
therefore, an evaluation apparatus which can project a total 
and integrated picture of our relative strengths and weak
nesses vis-a-vis the Communist bloc.^1

For the anti-communist marginalist "knowledge is power." The volume

Protracted Conflict ends with the statement: "Once the Free World will

assess the conflict in its psychological dimension, the course of his-

tory will be reversed."

It should be noted, however, that although this statement, along 

with the general emphasis of anti-communist marginalists upon will-power, 

seems to accord great influence to political attitudes and decisions, 

the school does not lack a sense of the depth and mystery of immense 

forces of history.

The process of the systemic revolution, like that of the busi
ness cycle, is woven from the actions of masses of men who 
neither understand nor desire what they are about to fashion.
Design there is, but it is a design that is neither conscious 
nor rational. Most certainly, it has not been planned by any
one. It holds for those who are caught in its meshes, the 
contemporaries, an unfathomable riddle.^3

The marginalist anti-communist must agree with his marginalist anti-war

protagonist that the statesman cannot manipulate the course of history

at will. He can, however, equip himself, as have the communists, with

a "dynamic philosophy of history" which will aid him in comprehending

and capitalizing upon the latent trends.

Any effective strategy for waging the ubiquitous protracted 
conflict must be, by necessity, a revolutionary strategy: 
to^with, a strategy that puts the revolutionary forces-on-the- 
loose in politics, economics, culture, science and technology

A

61 Ibid., p. 124, 62Ibid., p. 229. 63I b i d . ,  p . 9 .
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to its own use and denies their exploitation to the enemy. ^

"A people finds greatness in its response to the historical challenge - 

by how it manages to harness its strivings to the aspirations of the 

age. Thus, to be great is to fulfill a promise that surpasses the na

tional interest. . . . Greatness lies in the creative use of power and 
65not in its denial.”

The anti-communist marginalists' disdain for an "other-directed 

foreign policy,” and their celebration of the "decline in the compulsive 

yearning, so noticeable a few years ago, to placate the chimera of 

'world opinion' as articulated by a half dozen neutralist tribunes," ° 

leads Levine to classify them among those who emphasize the "stick” 

rather than the "carrot." It is true that they find no room for neutrals 

in a bi-polar world. They have no inclination to coddle those who re

main aloof from the moral struggle of the Cold War.

We cannot afford the luxury of succumbing to the demands of 
the so-called neutralist nations to satisfy their hyperbolic 
economic demands lest they drift into the Communist orbit. . . .
To ungracious demands from these quarters that we supply the 
aid they seek or see them go Communist, we may well heed George
F. Kennan's advice and bluntly tell them: ”Go!"°^

It is clear that anti-communists, although they may prefer the stick to

the carrot in Levine's terms, do not mean to deny that ideas are important

in shaping the course of history. They are not economic determinists . In

64Ibid ., p. 10.

^Strausz-Hupe, £t £l., A Forward Strategy for America, p. 1.
66Strausz-Hupe, _et al., Protracted Conflict, p. 169.

67Ibid., p. 132.
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discussing aid to the underdeveloped nations they assert that:

The key problem is not only to develop the appropriate economic 
techniques but also to change the cultural and social ideas of 
the so-called backward peoples in order to bring them from 
their sunken civilizations into the twentieth century.6®

Ideational elements, from the religious-philosophical roots of morality 

to specific intelligence regarding enemy intentions, are considered to 

be significant ingredients of the power necessary for a nation to con
trol its own destiny in the world.

Western Responsibility for a New World Order 

The United States and its allies have need of a full measure of 

power for their manifest destiny extends beyond determination of their 

own course to responsibility for the realization of a new world order to 

be created out of the chaos of the present revolution in international 
relations.

There is a growing recognition that the advanced industrial na
tions of the free world, from whose legal traditions the Charter 
of the United Nations developed, have a special responsibility 
to expand their power base and reassert their prime political 
influence upon the course of world history.69

Western civilization is the vehicle which bears the profoundest values

and highest ideals of all humanity. It is the decree of history that in

this time of testing the United States shall be the custodian of this
treasure.

History has cast the United States in the inevitable and unen
viable role of leader of the Free World. Against the pseudo- 
universal and long-range goals of Communism, the United States 
must proclaim unabashedly its genuine universal goals and unveil

68 69Ibid., p. 130. Ibid., p. 169.
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a sustained program for attaining them. Our first task - to 
give spiritual and political content to the many specific 
actions we must take - requires that we unfurl a banner to 
which the just aspirations of all peoples can rally. Only 
the vision of a new world order - a new universal system 
capping the systemic revolution of our times - will have the 
power to draw diverse humanity to our side.^

”The establishment of a universal political-legal order under Western

leadership stands as the only alternative to the culmination of the

global systemic revolution in conflagration.” *̂ The establishment of

such an order is the responsibility with which the United States has

been charged. ”The order America seeks does not demand a world state;

it may be achieved through the evolution of a voluntary federalism whose
72form is as yet undiscerned.”

Irrespective of the formal means, the essential end of American 
policy must be the construction of an international order in 
which the rule of liberty under law enters into the possession 
of a great majority of mankind, instead of remaining the ex
clusive heritage of the Western peoples.^3

Ourselves

Anti-communist marginalists, when they look at the realities of 

American political life alongside the herculean task which must be ac

complished in the world, conclude that, ”In certain respects, the American 

people are ill-equipped for the task of promoting a modern world order.” ^ 

They have qualms about American society, but they are hardly those which 

trouble anti-war marginalists. They are not alarmed about threats to 

freedom from the right. They show little concern about the alleged rise 

of militarism in America or the support of reactionary regimes abroad.

70

73
Ibid ., pp . 148-149. 

Ibid., p. 150.
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In the analysis of ourselves, the concern of anti-communist mar- 

ginalists is lavished upon those characteristics and trends in American 

society which threaten to inhibit our full acceptance of the protracted 

conflict in which we are engaged willy-nilly. They acknowledge a tra

ditional distaste for the necessities cast upon us. "...the Western

people, as a result of their own cultural tradition, are loath to engage
75in protracted conflict." This disinclination has been aggravated in

America by the very success of the nation:

Contemplating the domestic scene, the American people cannot 
help being optimistic: the boldest dreams of preceding genera
tions have been redeemed beyond all expectations. . . . Such 
generic optimism does not foster a sense of the tragic.

At times they seem to suggest that a life of ease has brought atrophy to

the power of the national will. "The very weight of material plenty now

threatens to smother the flame of idealism that illuminates the f^rst

pages of American history." 7

The inability to respond promptly and energetically to obvious 
threats is a characteristic symptom of a declining society.
Only rarely has a great nation been destroyed by one dramatic 
blow. Defeat was preceded nearly always by a slow erosion of 
the will to resist aggression from without, followed by a 
weakening of its own people’s sense of common purpose.'®

They find in the United States an individualistic emphasis upon security 

and a quest for certainty which do not comport well with the unpredict

able hazards of foreign policy.

Nor are they fearful, as are some anti-communist systemists, that the na

tion is being subverted by communist infiltration in high places.

75T.Ibid., p. 115. 76Ibid.
7 7 t , . ,Ibid., p . 144. 78Ibid.

p. 148. 

p. 114f.



113

Not so surprisingly, the American people, like any prosperous 
democracy are reluctant to risk what they have so rightly 
wrought on ventures into the unknown. Foreign policy is a 
venture into the unknown. . . . Yet the United States cannot 
escape the challenge of protracted conflict. In this conflict 
each single alternative is frought with terrifying risks. The 
question that faces the United States is how to reconcile the 
ethos of a society that has come to take its possessions for 
granted and has elevated individual security to its principal 
goal with the necessity to take risks in order to safeguard 
the security of the nation as a whole.^

There is a dangerous escapist tendency abroad in the land.

Yet the naive illusion that international conflict can be ex
orcized by dismissing it from the collective mind is not the 
stuff from which victories in revolutionary conflict are fash
ioned. Consequently, the triumph of the United States is by 
no means certain.®®

There is fear that "in a protracted conflict where the costs of waging 

it as well as its future outcome are indeterminate,11 the American people
O ■»

may lack "the determination to pay the price of victory.”

There is also concern about certain structural peculiarities of 

American society which handicap those who understand that "only a central,
Oo

eclectic intelligence can co-ordinate a global war. . ." "Something
O ' )more than instinctive, pragmatic action is required." There is need 

for a comprehensive strategy grounded in a consensual definition of na

tional purpose and guided by an accurate theory of communist behavior.

"The development of the broader strategic view requires that we give far

more attention to leadership and ’theory’ than our pragmatically bent so-
84ciety is wont to do."

7 9 T,I b i d ., p . I 4 5 f . 8 ° I b i d ., p. 145. 81.

82t M ,I b i d ., p. 122. 8 3 Ibid., p. 121. 84.

p. 149.

Ibid., p. 122.
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There are problems in the recruitment of leadership in a democracy. 

'•The potential leaders of the individualistic West are largely the prod

ucts of a milieu in which personal success and individual well-being are

Democratic leaders rotate frequently in office because of party 
rivalry and shifting public opinion. To stay in office they 
must often preoccupy themselves with secondary, parochial 
problems - to the neglect of crucial issues. It has been 
almost impossible to interest democratic leaders in the develop
ment of a comprehensive strategy designed to frustrate Soviet 
ambitions. ®

As a result of their long habituation to a political system based on com

promise, they tend to be "amateurs in the art of conflict management."

But even when effective leaders are in office they "are inhibited

in their actions by the omnipresence of elite opposition groups." They

do not enjoy the freedom of operation available to totalitarian communist

decision-makers. But anti-communist marginalists do not want to draw

illiberal conclusions from this handicap of assymetry.

This handicap stems from one of the most admirable features of 
the American democratic system - freedom of expression, which 
makes inevitable a virtually uninhibited partisan debate over 
foreign policy. . . . The answer to our problems does not - and, 
indeed, cannot - lie in institutional modifications. We cannot 
cease being what we are. What we can try for, however, is to 
advance to political maturity.88

Our effectiveness in the protracted conflict is further hampered by 

pacifist and quasi-pacifist propaganda which accentuates a perennial na

ivete and guilt in regard to the use of force. Without explicitly reject

ing the possibility that some desirable agreements might be worked out

the highest values."85

85Ibid., p. 122. 86Ibid., pp. 122-123.
87 88 Ibid., pp. 123-1.24Ibid ., p . 123.
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between the principal adversaries, the anti-communist marginalists con

clude that "the Soviet appeal for the dissolution of all national mili

tary establishments still represents a propaganda position rather than
89a realistic statement of intent.”

As long as the world is divided into rival ideological-social 
systems, the Communist hierarchy, when it waxes eloquent about 
general and complete disarmament, holds forth but a vision of 
a disarmed Communist world. Most certainly, they will not 
settle for a disarmed world in which the final outcome of the 
power contest remains in doubt.90

The marginal anti-communists do not make the charge that all pacifists or 

would-be disarmers are communist agents or dupes, but they are certain 

that such hesitancy concerning military preparedness does not aid the 

cause of the West.
The campaign for general and complete disarmament, viewed in 
the framework of the protracted conflict} creates an inter
national psychopolitical climate favorable to the advancement 
of Communist rather than Western strategic objectives,91

O Q  Q  r \

Ibid ., p. 172, Epilogue, 1963. Ibid., p. 172.
91 Ibid., p. 173. The authors spell out at some length the reasons 

behind this assertion: "To begin with, it helps slacken the pace at which
the United States‘carries on international competition in the realm of 
sophisticated weapons technology. This in turn may either bring about a 
form of unilateral qualitative reduction by the United States in certain 
segments of the weapons spectrum, or ease the economic pressure of sus
tained arms competition upon the U.S.S.R. at a time when the latter en
counters mounting allocation difficulties. Secondly, it causes the delay 
or indefinite postponement of steps required to strengthen and update NATO 
defenses in Europe. Thirdly, it raises many more problems of political 
misunderstanding and suspicion for an open, liberal coalition than it does 
for a closed, totalitarian bloc (even allowing for the differences between 
the U.S.S.R. and China). Fourth, it helps to obscure the continued use of 
violence by the Communists in relatively 'safe' regions. And lastly, it 
strengthens pacifist tendencies in the Western world, compounds the guilt 
complexes of elite groups over defense expenditures, military establish
ments and future weapons development, and inhibits Western policy-makers 
from undertaking counter-interventions in the protracted conflict which 
might spoil the chances for that perennial will-o-the-wisp known as a 
Soviet-American accommodation.” Ibid., p. 173.
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With some fervor anti-communist marginalists oppose those who cry, 

"•Peace, peace,' when there is no peace." The very root of the anti-com

munist branch of arms policy is the conviction that we are already at war. 

We are, however, engaged in a multi-dimensional war in which it is as

suredly preferable that battles be fought without resort to nuclear ex

changes. Hence, to insure that the conflict not erupt into all-out nu

clear warfare, it may be desirable to explore areas of common interest 

with our opponents. But the criterion by which an agreement is to be 

judged "desirable" is its capacity to serve the national interest of the 

United States, the first element of which is victory in the protracted 

conflict. Anti-communist marginalists would deny that this view is one 

of amoral cynicism or jingoistic nationalism. It simply happens to be 

the case that the true national interest of the United States coincides 

with the true human interest of the race. To slay the monster of com

munism and establish the peace and concord of a new world order is the 

noble and morally legitimate enterprise which is the high calling of this 

nation.

War

Consecration to this national vocation requires fortitude and 

courage in confronting the probability of war. In spite of the potential 

horrors of nuclear combat, war remains as an instrument of political pur

pose. The task of arms policy is to control force in order to render it 

usable in the pursuit of national goals. We are already at war. But war 

is a spectrum; it can be waged at many levels of violence. Conflict is



117

inevitable; but lower levels of destruction are to be preferred. Policy 

must seek to meliorate warfare by avoiding the suicidal dimensions of 

combat.

The particular preoccupation of American strategic planning must 

be to develop military doctrine and capability able to forestall the 

possibility of Soviet nuclear blackmail. That is to say, we must be 

certain that we shall never be trapped in a situation in which there is 

no alternative between capitulation and annihilation. Hence, the guiding 

principle of arms policy must be to achieve superior force at every level 

of potential conflict. War is a spectrum, and our preparedness must 

leave no gaps in the spectrum. We must be equipped to win at any level.

Anti-communist marginalists do not share the anti-war marginalises 

enthusiasm for a mutual or stable deterrent. They find it not only po

litically inexpedient but militarily imprudent. ”The concept of continued

mutual deterrence, based on existing strategic capabilities, is put in
92doubt by the phenomenon of incessant technological change.” The arms 

race is inevitable, but it is not inevitably disastrous. It can be ex

ploited by the West to strengthen its deterrent.

We can, if we choose, expand and utilize our superior tech
nology to foreclose any possibility of the Soviets seeking to 
resolve the conflict by force. This choice will be costly, 
but in all prudence it must be made.93

We must at all costs stay ahead in the arras race. ”The Soviets hope, it

appears, to achieve within the foreseeable future a margin of technological

superiority which would render a first-strike option thinkable.”94

92Ibid., p. 125, 93Ibid., p. 130.
94Ibid., p. 157, “Epilogue,” 1963 edition.
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The next ten years of the protracted conflict may prove to be 
the most momentous in human history. The Communists will try 
to exploit this period to disarm and divide the West; to com
plete their military build-up; and to win the technological 
race. The Communists recognize that they must strive for a 
decisive margin of superiority in the realm of military-tech
nological weapons - a margin which would enable them to attack 
with impunity or to pose to the West the choice between sur
render and total defeat. In the event of such a decisive 
•’breakthrough" in the weapons race, the protracted, conflict 
could be terminated by a strategic knockout blow. In the ab
sence of a decisive breakthrough, however, any marginal superi
ority in the weapons race can serve to enhance the effectiveness 
of other conflict means - political, psychological, organiza
tional or economic.

A Soviet breakthrough might bring immediate disaster; a communist margin 

of strength would allow them to continue their nibbling tactics. Clearly, 

the West has no option but to stay ahead.

In order to attain American superiority at all levels of weaponry 

the anti-communist marginalists make a variety of policy recommendations. 

They support continued American testing of nuclear weapons. They urge a 

speed-up in civil defense planning, presenting their case not just as 

"insurance" against accidental war but as "an indispensable element in 

military strategy." They are not perturbed about the diffusion of nuclear 

weapons, at least to our allies; they advocate independent nuclear de

terrent forces for the members of NATO. They assume that the existence 

of such weapons will compound the complexity of Soviet calculations and 

that they may be used not only to counteract nuclear blackmail but also to 

deter the use of conventional forces in Europe. They find a continued 

validity in the "concept of global dispersion of strategic capabilities." 

The stationing of American strategic forces on overseas bases reduces the
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likelihood of a Soviet first strike by increasing the technical difficulty 

of destroying our retaliatory power and by rendering it politically un

feasible for the Soviets to involve many nations in an attempted strike 

against their principal rival.

It is necessary to develop a capacity to fight limited wars. To 

this end there must be a revision of the traditional American image of

war which sees no middle way between total war and total peace.

It is indeed a paradox of our time that democracies,once fully 
mobilized for military conflict, are apt to outdo the dictator
ships in waging total military war - the war for unconditional 
surrender. This paradox derives from the democracies' instability 
of mood - the oscillation between the aversion against all things 
military and a war psychosis that can be appeased only by total 
victory and the severe punishment of the enemy .97

There are other changes that must be made. There are certain moral bar

riers that must be eroded. One debars American use of political warfare:

Another obstacle to the development of such a strategy is the 
vague notion that it would be immoral to use the instruments 
of political warfare against the past masters of political 
warfare. Political warfare, the weapon par excellence in the 
nuclear age, has been permitted to ramain the almost exclu
sive tool of the Communists. Yet, it is impossible to con
ceive a positive strategy against the Communist bloc that does 
not envisage the employment of political warfare.98

Americans must be trained for unconventional forms of war. Anti-guerri11a 

forces are necessary. And anti-communist marginalists propose that Ameri

can guerrilla forces be employed offensively "to carry the fight to the 

enemy's heartland," particularly in North Vietnam. Various measures

96Ibid ., p . 127 .
97Ibid., p. 37. Cf. Robert W. Tucker, The Just War: A Study in

Contemporary Doctrine. (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1960).
98Ibid., p. 123.
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should be adopted to subvert the satellite regimes of Eastern Europe.

Another moral prejudice that must be overcome is that which has 

established a boundary between the use of conventional and nuclear weapons. 

This boundary, which is historically understandable, must be eroded. The 

West must be free to employ tactical nuclear weapons in the defense of 

Europe against even a conventional Soviet assault. Nuclear war is not de

sirable, but it is not impossible; its effects must be mitigated in order 

to make it tolerable as an instrument of policy.

The desire to break down certain existing forms of moral compunc

tion may make the anti-communist marginalist position appear morally 

ambiguous. But just as certain anti-war marginalists must insist that 

their efforts to make nuclear terror more terrible are legitimated by 

their necessity as steps toward peace, so also the anti-communist mar

ginalist would claim that his policy represents the truly moral option 

in the present circumstance. He rejects the "balance of terror" because 

it is unstable and hence a fraud. But he rejects also any thought of a 

first-strike launched by the West. The key to his approach is deterrence, 

deterrence at every level, insured by a margin of strategic superiority 

able to guarantee a retaliatory strike after absorbing a Soviet blow.

The Soviet Union might someday attempt to gain its objective 
through surprise nuclear assault; the United States, if it is 
to remain true to its ethos cannot. Hence, the counterstrategy 
of the West must be a strategy of deterrence, designed to dis
courage any Communist notion of launching a successful surprise 
attack. This is the philosophical framework within which the 
West must struggle for victory.99
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Anti-communist marginalists disavow a policy of preventive warfare.

Communist strategists are well aware that the Western Alliance 
will not launch preventive war. Since the Western nations ex
tend to the Communists the option of striking the first blow, 
the former must be ready to absorb the heavy cost which their 
defensive posture entails.^®

They advocate a form of deterrence strategy labeled "win strike second,"

a view which they hold to be morally legitimate and militarily feasible.

We make our bid to win after we have absorbed the Soviet Union's 
first strike. Thus we must strike back with counterforce; hold 
communist bloc cities in hostage; mobilize what is left of our 
nation; free our allies and the satellites; and seize and occupy 
the Soviet Union and Red China.

This is the American ideal strategy. It is sound morally - 
and it may be sound militarily as we approach the late sixties 
and a higher degree of invulnerability in strategic retaliatory 
force.  ̂ •

If steps are taken to insure the invulnerability of our retaliatory

force and protect our population through civil defense, the anti-communist

marginalist is hopeful that the deterrent threat will be effective. The

Soviet's caution may be used against them.

Today more than ever, it is a fundamental tenet of the Com
munists' protracted conflict strategy that the prospective 
gains be greater than the potential risks in any given en
counter. Even a small risk of escalation provides some de
terrence against direct Soviet military involvement.102

But when confronted with the claim that the counterforce "win-strike-

second" strategy is "sound morally," the anti-war schools would push the

question, "What happens if deterrence fails?" They are unlikely to be

comforted by the answer they receive:

1(̂ Strausz-Hupe, et. al., A Forward Strategy for America, p. 119. 
Quoted in Levine, p. 229.

102 ,Strausz-Hupe, et. al., Protracted Conflict, p. 159.

l0°Ibid., p. 127.
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Wars, including general nuclear war, are fought to achieve 
objectives that lie beyond war. We must presume that the 
strategic dialogue between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. is 
governed by rationality. If it were not, strategy would 
be a child's tale told by an idiot. Hence we have little 
choice but to preface our strategic planning with an act 
of faith. The U.S. and the U.S.S.R. leaders will seek to 
preserve the value of their respective societies and will 
stride to limit war to conditions under which both sides 
can not only survive, but also attain those objectives that 
lie beyond war.^3

Levine observes that "throughout the anti-Communist marginalist litera

ture, it is very difficult to discover any discussion of what happens if 

rationality f a i l s P r e s u m a b l y ,  if their grand theory of communist 

behavior, which is the centerpiece of their thought, is correct, the 

question need never be answered.

103 ,Strausz-Hupe, et. al., A Forward Strategy for America, p. 99. 
Quoted in Levine, p. 145.

104Levine, p. 145



CHAPTER FOUR

MIDDLE MARGINALISM

Middle marginalism is the most eclectic, the most heterogeneous of 

the schools, and is, therefore, the hardest to characterize. The views 

of middle marginalists tend to be less "patterned": one cannot so readily

deduce one element from knowledge of another. According to Levine, middle 

marginalists constitute a majority of those who "actually make the de

cisions on American arms policy or who make their recommendations from 

within the decision-making apparatus."'’

The Sub-Types of Middle Marginalism

Middle marginalism is defined by the content of the unconditional 

policy recommendations offered. Members of the school are distinguish

able by the fact that they stress recommendations designed to balance the 

two imperatives of avoiding nuclear war and resisting communist encroach

ments. Because of this common content middle marginalism is a single 

school occupying the territory between the anti-war emphasis upon peace 

and the anti-communist accent on freedom. There are, according to Levine, 

two sub-types of middle marginalism, two separate trains of logic by which 

representatives have arrived at those recommendations which identify them 

as middle marginalists.

^Levine, The Arras Debate, p. 82.
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Balanced Value Middle Marginalism 

The balanced value middle marginalists are value oriented; they 
begin to think about arms policy through a philosophical definition of 

the right goals of national conduct. Their starting-point is a concep

tion of where we should be, where we should want to go. In pursuing 

this procedural commitment,, it happens that their determination is that 

the goal to which we should aspire lies half-way between the two ex

tremes of either/or, at a point at which we may establish both peace and 
freedom.

Analytical Middle Marginalism

The analytical middle marginalists begin not with philosophical 

reflection upon what is desirable, but with detailed analysis of what 

may be possible. Their attention is fixed not on where we want to go 

but on where we are, and how it may be possible to get anywhere at all. 

They tend to assume a fundamental value consensus and seek to evolve, 

through application of their specialized skills, pragmatically realistic 
policies for this particular time and place.

An example of transition; Paul Nitze

Paul Nitze, who is not mentioned by Levine, but who might be

classified as a middle middle marginalist poised on the boundary between

the two sub-schools, gives clear expression to the willingness of the

practically oriented marginalist “to leave to others the discussion of
ultimate aims and principles.*'

My particular orientation has been toward action and policy 
making in the business, military and political fields. Those
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of us with such an orientation are apt to put primary emphasis 
upon a realistic appraisal of the world as it is and a pains- 
^gkjng calculation of the probable results of alternative courses 
of action« Our first instinct /is to leave to others the dis
cussion of ultimate aims and principles. We tend to feel that 
common sense gives us a firm enough grasp on proximate aims and 
principles, and that our job is to get something done and have it 
work as we intend it to work. We recognize that those proximate 
aims and principles derive from and are geared into a deeper and 
more basic system. But we are apt to feel that our forefathers 
did a very good job of thinking through that more ultimate system 
and that there is not much use in our tinkering with it. We will 
give it our full respect, and will be guided by the related pre
cepts for action which have been handed down to us by tradition.
Our main job is to act and to act wisely and successfully within 
that framework.2 ------

Nitze is of particular interest in light of our overall concern 

for we may catch him in transition from analytical middle marginalism to 

a pattern of policy thought that is forced to raise and reflect upon 

fundamental issues concerning the meaning of human life and the relation

ship of political action to the realization of that meaning.

Nitze is clearly an optimizer;

No single value - such as survival, security, power, wealth, 
prestige, respect, influence or freedom to actualize its po
tentialities without unwanted outside interference, can be 
posited as the supreme value in relationship to which the other 
values are to be regarded merely as means. Neither are prin
ciples ordering the relationship of means to ends to be regarded 
as absolutes. What is involved is a complex of interrelated 
values and principles which in the aggregate define the direc- 
tion and character of the energy comprising the nation-state

He is just as clearly a marginalist:

. . .the human will can be effective only at the margin. Freedom 
is not absolute either for individuals or for nations. Much is

Paul H. Nitze, The Recovery of Ethics, (New York; The Church 
Peace Union, 1960), p. lO. Italics added.

3Ibid., p. 25. Italics added.
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determined by forces beyond our control, by events of the past 
which are irreversible, by accident or change. At any given 
moment in time the margin of freedom left us may seem so small 
as to make it hardly worthwhile to exercise our will one way or 
the other. But the narrow margin of today becomes the founda
tion of the broader possibility for tomorrow. Over time the 
margin of freedom - of the possible - expands geometrically* The 
decision of today makes possible, or forecloses, ten decisions of 
tomorrow A

The content of the recommendations he offers for the changes which can be

made along the margins of freedom reveal that he belongs in the middle,

among those who seek to balance the imperatives of peace with the defense

of freedom. He supports the marginalist consensus which affirms both the

present necessity for continued reliance upon deterrence through the

threat of nuclear retaliation and also the need for measures to reduce

the instability of the present situation. He is, most precisely, a middle

marginalist in search of stable deterrence.

The thesis is that nuclear deterrence both makes possible the 
preservation of the values of freedom, diversity and cultural 
growth and makes the general destruction of a nuclear war so 
unlikely as to make the risk tolerable.

Some would argue that no risk of so important a stake is 
tolerable. At a minimum it is clear that the risk must be re
duced below its present magnitude. Can that be done? ThlsTs 
largely a question of fact rather than a question for ethical 
judgment. I believe it can, with great effort, be done - that 
by, say, 1965 we can so design and construct our nuclear de
fense system that no rational purpose could be served by the 
Soviet Union in initiating nuclear war and that, thereafter, 
little purpose would be served by either side in further ac
celerating the nuclear arms race. At such a time, if it has 
not earlier been possible, agreements on the control and regu
lation of armaments still further reducing the risk of nuclear 
war should, in my opinion, be possible.b

4Ibid., p. 27. Ibid., p . 27. Italics added.
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The closing paragraphs of his essay reveal both Nitze's analytical origins 
and his value-oriented tendencies.

The point relevant to this analysis is that an assessment of 
the facts, of feasible possibilities, and of probable conse
quences of alternative courses of action is an essential ele- 
ment in judging any important issue of foreign policy and 
ethics.

But the even more important conclusion is that the meaning
ful analysis of foreign policy cannot even be begun unless we 
have some idea of an ethical framework from which the analysis 
can derive its relevance.b

••Political decisions in general involve an irreducible ethical content.'»7 

"The more specific we make our questions the more significant become 

issues of fact. But even after we have settled all the issues of fact 

there will remain an irreducible element which poses an ethical judgment.**8 

It is significant that for Nitze the new crises of the age of nu

clear weapons have blurred the clear outlines of the "ethical framework 

from which the analysis can derive its relevance" and have eroded his 

confidence in the ability of "common sense" to grasp and apply the 

"proximate aims and principles" "handed down to us by tradition."

. . .  the accumulated wisdom and experience of the past do not 
always give unambiguous precedents for decisions and actions at 
the relevant margin of freedom of the present. A new integra
tion of general purpose with the concrete possibilities of the 
present may then become necessary.^ * 9

6Ibid., p. 29. 7Ibid., p. 21. 8Ibid., p. 20.
9Ibid., p. 27. Italics added. We may revert to our own vocabu

lary to propose that Nitze's insight suggests that religiously grounded 
values, in order to live and undergo institutionalization, must be 
•speciried" to the level at which vital decisions are confronted in any 
age. They must illumine action "at the relevant margin of freedom."



128

In a period of rapid change there may be a breakdown in the traditional

consensus upon which the analytically inclined have depended for the

specification of the values which they have left implicit within their

work. At that point the analytical middle marginalist is driven out of

his role as a technician and is forced to formulate questions and answers

that can no longer be repressed or assumed.
. . .situations arise in which the proximate aims and principles 
derived from the system handed down by tradition do not seem to 
be adequate. They seem to lead to inconsistencies and, in ex
treme cases, to antinomies when applied to the newly emerging 
and basic problems turned up by the dynamic and threatening world 
in which we live today.

In such a world, even the man primarily oriented toward action 
finds himself forced toward a re-examination of the ends and prin
ciples underlying his proximate aims.

The "pure” analytical sub-type

There are those who concur with Nitze's stress upon the need for 

precise technical analyses of the facts, feasibilities and consequences 

of alternative courses of action without sharing his sensitivity to the 

aggravated need for reconstruction of the ethical framework that inev

itably comprehends the formulation of specific policy recommendations.

Such experts constitute the sub-type labeled Manalytical middle margin

alism.” They are the technicians of the arms policy debate. They offer 

the most elaborate and complex analyses, but are the most reticent re

garding values. In practice, they assume the existence of a common goal 

more or less vaguely defined in terms of ”the national interest” or N a 

tional survival.” Their intramural debates focus upon specific differences 10

10Ibid ., p . 10.
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in analysis. This characteristic may facilitate technical criticism 

within the bounds of marginalism, but it makes it difficult to carry on 

dialogue with non-marginalists. Systemists talk about different things; 

they persist in raising questions which are not open or problematic for 

analytical middle marginalists, and they neglect those factors which 
are of central import for them.

Analytical middle marginalism contains the most professionally 

self-conscious group of specialists in the delimited field of strategic 
analysis and arms policy. The school has the most fully developed sense 

of "professional competence" and the most regularized channels of pro

fessional criticism. The division of labor is here most fully acknowl

edged. They leave to others reflection upon "Why?" things are to be done; 

their concern is "How?" Even the "How?" is broken up into sub-hows amen

able to detailed analysis. "Experts" within the field only infrequently 

reveal aspirations to function as integrating political philosophers.

The school is the least doctrinaire and the most pragmatic of the types.

Its members are not disposed to invent comprehensive schemes, nor are 

they addicted to the search for "permanent solutions." As Levine observes, 

for the analytical middle marginalist the long-run is a series of short 

runs. They wrestle with the problems of the day catch-as-catch-can.

The Characteristics of Middle Marginalism 

In his presentation of middle marginalism Levine differentiates 

the two sub-types only in the exposition of their respective value prefer

ences. They are, by definition, alike in their policy recommendations;
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they arrive at similar analyses and both employ the optimizing mechanism 

of choice. Given the systematic structure of Levine's analytical paradigm, 

one would expect that the difference in values either should show up in 

distinguishable variation in policy recommendations or else be compensated 

for by counter-balancing differences in other elements of the system. The 

presence of variation in only one element suggests either that at least 

one major variable has eluded Levine or that values here do not truly con

stitute a significant variable. It is clear that the system is not closed, 

that other factors not accounted for in Levine's apparatus influence the 

outcome of deliberation on arms policy.^ It will be prudent, however, in 

attempting to epitomize the heterogeneous body of secular arms policy ex

perts known as middle raarginalists, to follow closely the outline of Levine's 
presentation.

Values

The balanced value middle marginalists

The title "balanced value middle marginalist" divulges the defini

tive characteristic of the first sub-type whose members find it impossible 

to grant preponderance either to peace or to freedom. There are values for 

the sake of which one must be willing to risk war. But there are risks 

that require the nation to be circumspect in the effort to extend the 
boundaries of freedom.

In developing our own apparatus in Part Two we shall supplement 
Levine's scheme by the addition of a category intended to discern varia
tions in the point of ultimate commitment, the key reference group, "we 
group," locus of value, or point of cathexis. A four-factored analytical 
paradigm will be elaborated.
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The balance of Ernest Lefever

Ernest Lefever defends the balanced perspective of middle margin

alism against the lop-sided views of the anti-war and anti-communist 
schools.

These two polar approaches have the appeal of simplicity and in
ternal consistency. But they obscure the depth and complexity 
of the challenge we face. Each in its own way is too preoccupied 
with the military aspects of the struggle. The Bomb banners, 
hypnotized by the Bomb, tend to overlook the dangers of aggres
sion and tyranny. The Bomb builders, in their preoccupation 
with aggression and tyranny, tend to overlook the political and 
moral dangers of nuclear war. Since the American people sense 
the dangers of both war and tyranny, neither of these two simple 
approaches is likely to attract more than minority support.

Between these two extreme views lies an emerging consensus 
among students of national security and arms control. Partici
pants in this consensus are deeply concerned about the threat of 
war and the dangers of an externally imposed tyranny. They at
tempt to take into account all facets of the struggle we call 
the Cold War. 12

Peace

In considering the proper direction of policy in relation to the 

value of peace, balanced-value middle marginalists find it desirable to 

lay equal emphasis upon the prevention of war through deterrence and the 

melioration of the effects of wars that may not be avoided through arms 

control and through a capacity for active and passive defense. In Lefever’s 
view:

This concern to reduce the likelihood of a nuclear holocaust, aug
mented by a growing interest in efforts to make war less destructive

Ernest W. Lefever, "The New Arms-Control Consensus," in Arms and 
Aras Control : A Symposium, ed. Ernest W. Lefever (New York: Frederick A. 
Praeger, 1962), p. xi.
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should we fail to prevent it, is perhaps the central motive be
hind the present disarmament movement.^

In so far as the third ‘'peaceful value," the concern to avoid killing,

enters into consideration at all, it is dealt with as an ideal expression

of the "law of love" which stands in judgment upon the necessities imposed

upon the "responsible statesman" in his search for proximate forms of

justice within a morally ambiguous world of perennial conflict.

Freedom

The primary threat to freedom is from the left, from the external 

advance of communism. Writing in 1957, Lefever finds "no convincing evi

dence that the present ruling elite in Moscow has given up either the

Stalinist goal of world domination or Stalinist tactics for reaching that 
14goal." There may be, however, "a new flexibility in Soviet strategy 

and tactics;" the battleground may be shifting away from Western Europe 

and economic and psychological weapons may supplement the less subtle 

military and political tools of conflict. Balanced-value middle margin- 

alists are not troubled about the prospects of internal subversion by 

communists, nor are they keen to launch a crusade for the extermination 
of the pestilent political order.

Concern for the threat to freedom from the left is balanced by 

apprehension about rumblings on the right. There is some uneasiness * 14

13t, . ,Ibid., p . x.
14Ernest W. Lefever, Ethics and United States Foreign Policy

(New York: Meridian Books, 1957), p. 35.
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about domestic militarism, the "military-industrial complex,and the 

prospect that moralism in politics may engender a crusading rigidity de

manding intemperate steps in the Cold War. There is a general distaste 

for imperialism and reactionary regimes abroad.

Power

Power is the necessary means of implementing moral purpose;

...all politics are power politics because in all politics power is an

inescapable element.'* The responsible statesman cannot shun the use of

power for it is essential for the attainment of the moral ends that have

been committed to his care. "To prevail in the political world truth
16must be backed by power." Likewise, power must be backed by moral pur

pose.

Power is the capacity to achieve desired ends . . . Power as 
such is amoral. It can be used for good or evil

The significant moral difference between the governments of 
two nations has nothing to do with the quantity of power each 
possesses; it has everything to do with the quality of the 
purposes to which the power of each is committed, the appro
priateness of the means employed to pursue this purpose, and 
the effect of these means on persons at home and abroad.^

American power has been legitimated by the moral quality of the goals it

has served. Power is desirable as the instrument by which the political

community makes its policy choices effective;

it must make these choices in terms of its basic foreign policy 
objectives. This is morally justifiable in so far as the objec
tives themselves are morally justifiable.

15

17
Ibid., p. 8. 

Ibid.,

16Ibid., P* 159.
PP. 6, 8. Italics added.
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During the past decade and continuing into the present there 
has been a happy concurrence between the security objectives of 
the United States and certain supranational humanitarian values 
in Europe, Asia, and Latin America. Our government has been 
able to serve simultaneously national and more inclusive goals, 
both of which are legitimate, and neither of which necessarily 
has a moral priority over the other.18

Time

The time perspective of balanced-value middle marginalises is 

shorter than the long-run viewpoint of the anti-war and anti-communist 

marginalises. There is no alternative but to invest resources in the 

solution of the problems which impose themselves in the present. The 

middle marginalises are not so certain that the steps that are necessary 

in the short run will automatically contribute to the attainment of 

their ultimate goals.

The analytical middle marginalists

Time

The analytical middle marginalises have an even more foreshortened 
span of interest. Their major concern is to devise means of "buying time." 

The future extends before them as a series of crises to which adequate re

sponses hopefully may be found by competent analysis. In his earlier work, 

On Thermonuclear War, Herman Kahn suggests that the important thing is 

"avoiding disaster and buying time, without specifying the use of this 18

18Ibid., p. 117. Lefever is not altogether clear concerning the 
ethical and political consequences of the possible expiration of this 
"happy concurrence" of American security objectives and "supranational 
humanitarian values."
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time . . . The practical job of finding a path may be more difficult than
19the job of designing the goal.”

Peace

Within Levine's schema, the reconstruction of the "values" of the 

analytical middle marginalists is a deceptive task. Given their disincli

nation to indulge in generalized evaluative reflection upon conduct, it is 

impossible to reconstruct for them a hypothetical hierarchy of values 

crowned by a single ultimate goal toward which all else is instrumental. 

All that can be said is that the members of the analytical sub-school are 

primarily 'interested" in questions of war and peace. They are convinced 

that this is the most "relevant" problem of the age. One may assume a 

value-determined committment to deal with that which is "relevant," but 

one cannot "get behind" this determination to some supposed realm of "pure 

value-judgments." Their interest in war and peace as relevant or "impor

tant" issues is based upon an equation in which "value" is multiplied by 

probability. Nuclear war is evaluated as highly undesirable, but it must 

be analytically conceded that it is not unlikely. The precise terms of 

this formula cannot be deduced; but the product is observable as a high 
priority of interest in the problem of war and peace.

A similar equation of evaluative and analytical factors determine 

the analysts' balance of concern for prevention and mitigation of war. 19

19Kahn, On Thermonuclear War, p. 7. It should be noted that in 
his later work, Thinking About the Unthinkable (New York: Horizon Press,
1962), Kahn seems much more concerned to encourage reflection upon the 
proper goals of national life.
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Because nuclear war is undesirable it must be prevented. But because it 

cannot be abolished as a possibility, it must be meliorated. The third 

"peaceful** concern, to avoid killing, receives little attention. To 

avoid killing may be highly desirable, but when multiplied by the very 

low possibility of its achievement in the world today its sum of "rele

vance" is minute.

Freedom

The formula of relevance also shapes the analysts* treatment of 

other values. Again, one cannot get behind the level of "interest" at 

which evaluative and cognitive elements have already been interfused.

The attention of the analysis is focussed upon the military threat posed 

by communist ambition and armament. As specialists in arras policy they 

are particularly concerned to frustrate the forcible advance of communism. 

How to forestall ideological and political penetration is less likely to 

be their direct concern. Quarrels concerning the propriety of American 

identification with imperialistic and reactionary regimes abroad hold 

little interest for them. They are not disposed to crusade for the final 

overthrow of communism. Nor are they alarmed about internal threats 

either from the left or from the right. Some increase in the role of 

the military in the formulation of American policy would seem to be an 

appropriate response to the imposed salience of military matters in the 

nuclear age.

Power

Analytical middle marginalists are not political philosophers.
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Although the disposition of military power is their metier they give little 

attention either to the evaluation of its proper role in human affairs or 

to the analysis of the modes of its interaction with other forms of in

fluence. Power is a neutral instrument of political purpose. The

analytical middle marginalists are neither drawn by its intrinsic allure 

as are some anti-communists nor repelled by its potential abuse as are 

many of the anti-war school. In so far as they attend to the question at 

all they would tend to agree with the balanced value middle marginalists 

that power is a complex and unavoidable necessity of political existence 

which should be employed in the service of "good” ends. The definition 

of “good® is, however, generally beyond their purview.

The term ’’value® is used by Levine in a highly ambiguous manner.

The operational definition of the term varies. When discussing balanced 

value middle marginalists he accepts their explicit statements of prefer

ence as "values." But the "values" attributed to the analytical sub

school must be extrapolated from their "interests" and the specific policy 

choices. Within these categories the "pure" value element is already in

terfused with specific cognitive beliefs. Within the middle marginalist 

school the content of the empirical analyses constitutes the pivotal ele

ment in the determination of variation in policy recommendations produced 

by the interaction of values, analyses, and mechanisms of choice. There 

is little variation in either the mechanisms of choice or the "values."

All middle marginalists employ optimizing mechanisms of choice. And it 

may be assumed that if the members of the analytical sub-school were driven 

by a series of "Whys" to explicate and integrate a system of values they
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would present an hierarchical structure very similar to that which is 

typical of the balanced value middle marginalists. The significant dif

ferences within middle marginalism occur within the category of ’’analyses." 

The preponderant element in their ongoing policy debate is a continuous 

dialogue concerning the "facts" of the world "as it is" and "as it may 

become." Others may specialize in defining what should be or dreaming of 

what might be; middle marginalists are most at home when dealing with what 

is and what is likely to be. In the interest of policy they are concerned 

both for statics and dynamics, where we are and where we are heading. The 

task is to isolate the crucial variables, estimate the probable trend of 

their development, and predict the possible outcomes of alternative courses 
of action.

Analyses

"In defense of thinking"

Middle marginalists may be characterized as presenting an anti

communist picture of war and the opponent as focussed through an anti-war 
20set of priorities. They share with the anti-communists the convictions 

that war may be controlled and that the Soviet Union must be controlled.

But they agree with the anti-war school that the avoidance of all-out nu

clear war is the pre-eminent task of responsible policy in the nuclear age. 

According to Henry Kissinger:

There is no doubt that the avoidance of war must be a primary 
goal of all responsible statesmen. The desirability of main
taining peace cannot be the subject of either intellectual or
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partisan political controversy in the free world. The only 
reasonable issue is how best to achieve this objective . . .
We cannot have war. But we have had to learn painfully that 
peace is something more than the absence of war. Solving the 
problem of peaceful change is essential; but we must be care
ful not to deny its complexity.21

Along with the anti-war school, middle marginalists center their analysis

not upon the nature of the Opponent, as do the anti-communists, but upon

calculations pertaining to warfare. So overwhelming is their concern to

avoid the most drastic forms of warfare that, as Levine observes, »'even

the analysis of Communism is to a great extent an analysis of how to
22avoid war with Communists.”

The contribution that middle marginalists make to this task is 

the provision of detailed analyses of strategic situations and options.

The procedure is exemplified by the method of Herman Kahn which has been 

described by Raymond Aron as the “exhaustive enumeration of hypotheses.“23 

Kahn provides a text which epitomizes the middle marginalist approach to 
the task of analysis:

In our times, thermonuclear war may seem unthinkable, immoral, 
insane, hideous, or highly unlikely, but it is not impossible.
To act intelligently we must learn as much as we can about the 
risks. We may thereby be able better to avoid nuclear war.

The outcome of decisions that are well-meaning, informed, and 
intelligent can be disastrous. However few would argue that 21 22 23

21Henry A. Kissinger, The Necessity for Choice: Prospects of
American Foreign Policy (New York: Harper and Row, i960), pp. 169-T7l,
as quoted from the original hard-cover edition by Levine, pp. 90-91.

22Levine, p. 157.
23Raymond Aron, “Introduction,“ in Herman Kahn, Thinking About 

thg Unthinkable (New York: Horizon Press, 1962), p. 12.
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this is a good reason to be malevolent, ignorant or stupid. We 
have to do the best we can with the tools and abilities we have.^

One must do the best he can, diligently, competently, seeking to outwit 

man’s capability for self-destruction for another day, another month, 

another year, knowing that if men survive today's crises new devices 

will be needed tomorrow. The tone, the ethos, the vocational commit

ment, and something of the political philosophy of middle marginalism 

is communicated in this paragraph by Thomas Schelling and Morton Halperin:

We have not stated what we believe to be the ’’ultimate goal" of 
arms control - whether it be a world disarmed, a world policed 
by a single benevolent military force or a world in which some 
military "balance of prudence" has taken the fear out of the 
"balance of fear." We should, however, acknowledge that we do 
not believe the problems of war and peace and international con
flict are susceptible of any once-for-all solution. Something 
like eternal vigilance and determination would be required to 
keep peace in a world at any stage of disarmament, even total 
disarmament. International conflict, and the military forces 
that are their reflection, are not in our judgment simply un
natural growths in human society which, once removed, need 
never recur. Conflict of interest is a social phenomenon un
likely to disappear, and potential recourse to violence and 
damage will always suggest itself if the conflict gets out of 
hand. Man’s capability for self-destruction cannot be eradicated - 
he knows too much! Keeping that capability under control - pro
viding incentives to minimize recourse to violence - is the 
eternal challenge

"Control" is the key word in the middle marginalist vocabulary. 

Conflict cannot be abolished but it may be controlled. Control requires 

competence, and competence demands intellectual rigor, a capacity for de

tachment, and a repudiation of oversimplification. "If one wishes to be 24 25 * * *

24Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, pp. 19, 254.
25Thomas C. Schelling and Morton H. Halperin, Strategy and Arms

Control (New York: The Twentieth Century Fund, i960, p. 5. Italics
added.
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accurate in these matters, he must be lengthy and complex."2°

There may be different paths to safety, each involving degrees 
of risk and varying outcomes . . . balancing the risks is diffi
cult. It cannot be done rigourously, though analysis should help.
In the end, the best policies must involve judicious guesses, in
formed acts of faith, and careful steps in the dark.2 '

It would be very simple indeed if all we had to do was to choose 
between a certainty and a risk of disaster. . . however, it is by 
no means clear on which side the certainties and risks lie. It 
may even be true that there is a certainty of disaster no matter 
what we do .28

To summarize: Many people believe that the current system must
inevitably end in total annihilation. They reject, sometimes very 
emotionally, any attempts to analyze this notion . . . They want 
to make the choice one between a risk and a certainty of disaster, 
between sanity and insanity, between good and evil; therefore, as 
moral and sane men they need no longer hesitate. I hold that an 
intelligent and responsible person cannot pose the problem so 
simply,2^

Middle marginalists reject the extreme solutions stemming from over-confi

dence or despair. Soberly, sometimes pedantically, they set about their 

modest task of ’’providing incentives to minimize recourse to violence."

The opponent

"The key analytical belief of the analytical subschool is that 

the best way to stay out of thermonuclear war is by the use of Western 

power to keep Communist ambitions from getting out of hand."* 30 In order 

to maintain peace it is necessary to thwart communism’s insatiable lust 
for dominion.

2 6Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, p. 27.

27Ibid., p. 26. 28Ibid., p. 26. 29Ibid., p. 27.
30Levine, p. 90.
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It is the Soviet commitment to the inevitable transformation of 
all other states to the Soviet system, by whatever means, that 
is the essential cause of ineradicable conflict. If this com
mitment were to change with time, the fundamental conflict would 
be erased, or at least it would no longer have its present un
limited character.31

But it is impossible to predict whether internal forces of social change

will, through time, bring about a mellowing of Soviet totalitarianism.

Moreover, internal change is of dubious relevance to the questions of

foreign policy: "Much as we, as individuals, may dislike the Soviet

system, the proper point of concern of our national policy is not with

the internal organization of the Soviet Union but with Soviet behavior 
32in the world." There is no guarantee that even if domestic liberal

ization did take place it would necessarily bring a moderation of foreign 

policy ambitions. American policy must not be guided either by the cru

sading zeal aroused by ideological disgust and hostility to which anti

communists are prone, or by the anti-war tendency to project into pres

ent calculation an optimistic view of a mellowed coranunist regime which 

does not yet exist in fact. Policy must be regulated by sober evaluation 

of the "hard facts" of present reality which, in the middle marginalists' 

view, testify to the aggressive opportunism of the current Soviet leader

ship. We cannot rely upon incalculable historical forces to preserve 

either peace or freedom. We must apply the pressure that will restrain 31 32

31United States Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S .S .R. 
and Eastern Europe, A Study by A Columbia-Harvard Research Group 
(Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1960), pp.
16-17. Quoted in Levine, p. 186.

32Ibid., p. 1 6 . Quoted in Levine, p. 186.
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communist expansion, albeit we must do so with prudence. “It appears 

more probable that a modification of Soviet foreign policy will result 

from persistent failure abroad than from changes in Soviet Society.”

In the view of the anti-war members of the marginal schools the

Soviets are “mildly opportunistic;” to the anti-communists they are 
34"carefully malign;” to the middle marginalists they are “cleverly 

expansionistic.” All marginalists agree that the Soviets are cautious, 

that they are not unaware of the disastrous consequences of nuclear war

fare. The analysis concerning “How cautious are the Soviets?" is of 

central importance for each of the marginal schools. For the middle 

marginalists it determines the answer to the question "What can deter

rence deter?” To the anti-communists it indicates “How hard can we af

ford to push them?” For the anti-war group it suggests "How ready are 

they for a detente?"

Middle marginalists concur in the opinion that the Soviets are 

not reckless. But along with the anti-communists they attribute to the 

communists considerable skill and great diligence as manipulators of 

military power for political purposes. The Russians are patient and 

calculative, adept in the use of flexible tactics designed to exploit 

any weakness. Kahn observes; "Insofar as the international political 

situation involves opposition against a living, thinking enemy, if you 

leave yourself open to any particular form of attack you encourage that 33 34

33Ibid.., p. 44. Quoted in Levine, p. 187.
34Levine, p. 154.
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form.” The implication is that we must leave no openings, there must be 

no gaps in our ability to deter any unwanted act. Soviet sedulity must be 

counteracted by western competence able to insure that when communists cal

culate any aggressive action the disadvantages will always outweigh the 

advantages.

In interpreting the present tactical priorities of communist policy 

the middle marginalists are once again closer to the anti-communists' em

phasis upon the centrality of Europe than to the anti-war conclusion that 

the decisive battle will henceforth be the ideological-economic-social- 

political clash in the underdeveloped regions. The proximate objective of 

Soviet foreign policy is to disrupt the NATO alliance by sowing seeds of 

neutralism in western Europe. Their goal is to detach western nations 

from participation in programs of collective security and economic com

munity. Guided by this understanding of Russian intentions, most middle 

marginalists oppose schemes for disengagement in Europe.

Although Western Europe is considered to be the prize for which 

the communists strive most assiduously, middle marginalists are not unaware 

or unconcerned about their ambitions elsewhere in the world. They agree 

with the other marginal schools that throughout the world communists are 

attempting to penetrate through political, ideological, and economic de

vices in the hope of completing their pattern of two-step revolutions.

The short-run policy of the Soviet Union in the Middle East, as 
elsewhere in Asia and Africa, is a policy of denial. The central 
purpose for the moment is to achieve the denial of the geographical 
positions, raw materials and markets of these areas to the Western

35Kahn, OTW, p. 643. Quoted in Levine, pp. 190-191.
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industrial nations . . .  In the short-term perspective, the 
crippling effect upon the advanced industrial nations is a more 
decisive strategic factor than would be the acquisition of addi
tional underdeveloped populations by the Soviet sphere . . . The 
next stage, belonging to a longer-term perspective, involves 
bringing to power in the underdeveloped countries indigenous 
forces oriented on the Soviet Union, and moving these countries 
toward membership in the Soviet Sphere.^6

In considering the stability of the communist empire in Eastern 

Europe the middle marginalists come to a point between the anti-communist 

conviction that the satellites might be "liberated” by fomenting internal 

subversion and the anti-war school’s hope that the establishment of a 

neutral zone in central and Eastern Europe would induce the Soviets to 

loosen their control. Middle marginalists generally support policies de

signed to provide continued entree for western influence in the satellite 

nations in the hope that such exposure will stimulate diversity and create 

internal pressures for greater political, cultural, and economic inde

pendence from Moscow. It seems, however, that the effect of a particular 

policy upon affairs in eastern Europe is not a major criterion regulating 

the formulation and evaluation of middle marginal recommendations.

It is evident that the communist bloc is not a monolith. Its in

ternal politics are exceedingly complex. The rift between the Russians 

and the Chinese is a significant breach. But the long-range pattern of 

development is not yet clear, nor are the proper implications for American 

policy. Many middle marginalists suspect that much of the ideological 

rigidity and suicidal fanaticism professed by the communist Chinese leader

ship is part of a pose assumed by a rational, calculating regime seeking to 36

36United States Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, p p . 14-15. 
Quoted in Levine, pp. 193-194.
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exploit the paradoxical advantages of the "rationality of irrationality" 

within a deterrent situation in which a reputation for recklessness can 

be utilized as a weapon of foreign policy to compensate for the lack of 

the full panoply of modern armaments. There is no doubt, however, that 

the future power of China is a significant factor which must be reckoned 

with in the consideration of any disarmament or arms control proposals.

Middle marginalists conclude that in confronting the communist 
bloc our best hope is to pursue a policy of firmness that may enable us 

to drive a wedge between Russian caution in seeking low-risk peaceful 

gains and Chinese impatience in pressing for a winner-take-all showdown 

with the non-communist powers.

As long as we remain credibly committed to fighting the Soviet 
Union whenever the Soviet Union attacks our vital interests, we 
give the Soviet leaders the survival-inducement to take changes 
even with Communist unity. The Soviet leadership would prefer 
to have both Communist unity and peaceful victories. Our policy 
of firmness forces it to choose between the two, and indeed, it 
may result in denying both objectives to it. Accordingly, it is 
essential that firmness, and a willingness to take even a high 
degree of risk, should continue to characterize Western policy.37

The issues which divide East and West are not vestigial remnants 

of past misunderstandings. They are real issues, and the necessity of 

contending over them is imposed upon us by the ideological intransigence 

of the communist bloc in pursuing its ambition of world dominion. Only 

by maintaining and exhibiting a willingness to accept great risk, as did 

the Kennedy administration in the Cuban crisis of October, 1962, can the 

western powers hope "to blunt the spearhead of Communist aggression."

37Zbigniew Brzezinski, "A Policy of Peaceful Engagement," The New 
Republic, March 26, 1962, p. 14. Quoted in Levine, p. 198.
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Allies and neutrals

The spearhead of Communist aggression is aimed most directly at 

our allies and at the neutral and underdeveloped nations. Europe is the 

primary target, and it is there that our highest interest is at stake.

In response to communist pressure, which varies in form and intensity 

from the propagation of neutralist propaganda to pronouncement of threats 

of massive attack, the United States must prod the nations of Europe to

wards military, economic, and political unity. The creation of a unified, 

"outward looking" Europe, committed to aid the underdeveloped regions in 

the battle against poverty and tyranny and willing and able to serve as 

the cornerstone of a new world order, is the central goal of middle mar- 

ginalist diplomacy. American military policy must ensure the strength of 

NATO; economic policy must cooperate with the emerging Common Market; po

litical policy must foster the political union of a Europe tied to a North 

Atlantic Alliance. Not even the wisest policy can insure the future, but 

the best hope is for evolution within this Grand Design.

Although our primary interest lies in the strengthening of the 

European nations and their ties with each other and with the rest of the 

Free World, middle marginalists acknowledge strong secondary interest in 

promoting political and economic viability and military security among 

the newly established nations and the less developed regions of the non

communist community. Hence, on particular issues it may be desirable for 

the United States to aide with the "anti-colonial" bloc against the ves

tigial colonial interests of our NATO allies. Middle marginalists gen

erally reject the certainty espoused by anti-communist marginalists that
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our policy must always support our European allies in conflicts over de- 

colonialization. Rather, they recognize that the western alliance is a 

'•partnership'* which, while imposing the need for cooperation and sympathetic 

consultation, still leaves room for particular national interests which at 

times may be divergent. The willingness to support anti-colonial actions 

in the United Nations may also reflect the analytical conviction that ac

ceptance of the fact that colonialism is passe is a simple necessity im

posed by the course of historical development and/or the value judgment 

that imperialism ought to be laid to rest. Finally, middle marginalists 
may support the ambitions of the underdeveloped nations as a hedge against 

the possibility that the anti-war marginalists may be correct in the view 

that the ultimately effective form of power will be the devotion of masses 

of men to particular theological, ethical, and political principles. When 

it is possible for the United States to identify itself with the hopes and 

rising expectations of the underdeveloped peoples without fracturing the 

alliance with the ex-colonial powers it is prudent to risk European dis

comfiture for the sake of demonstrating solidarity with the aspirations of 

those who are awakening to political consciousness.

Power

This eagerness to hedge against reliance upon a single "pure" form 

of policy reflects the ambiguity of middle marginalist analysis of the na

ture of political power. We have seen that in evaluating power they have 

tended to accept the judgment that power is a legitimate goal when it is 

sought as an instrument in the pursuit of intrinsically valuable goals of
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national life. In analyzing power, in seeking to determine what forms 

of power will be effective in specific situations, the middle marginalists 

tend to vacillate between the anti-war emphasis upon the non-coercive, 

persuasive use of the “carrot,“ and the anti-communist preference for 

the “stick.** Lefever, for instance, presents a potpourri of ingredients 
of national power.

The power of a nation is its total capacity to achieve certain 
desired objectives. This capacity is determined by a variety 
of interrelated moral and material factors. The moral ingredi
ents of national power include the fundamental values, beliefs, 
habits, and attitudes which make up the national character of a 
people. The concepts of justice and freedom which are cherished 
and practiced, the habits of democracy and fair play, and the 
attitudes toward the rights and welfare of peoples beyond our 
borders are elements of the American character which vitally 
affect our power and influence in the world. . . Among the 
material factors which determine national power are the size 
and vocational diversity of the population, industrial potential, 
the general level of economic activity, the number of students 
pursuing technical or scientific education in college, the size 
and location of the nation's territories, and of course, the 
state of military preparedness.39

As Levine observes, “The difficulty with such a collection of elements,

however, is that it is close to impossible to compound into a single guide 
40to action . . .“ Given the commitment that power is to be used in the * 39 40

Cf. the words of Secretary of Defense McNamara: “What the
military component of our national power must do, and what we must see 
that it is capable of doing, is to assure to the peoples of the Free 
World the freedom to choose their own course of development.“ "Remarks 
of Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara, University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, Michigan, Saturday, June 16, 1962.“ p. 6. (Mimeographed.) 
Hereafter cited as “Remarks.“ Italics added.

39Lefever, Ethics and United States Foreign Policy, pp. 6-7.
40Levine, p. 200.
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service of peace, freedom, self-determination, and so forth, how is the 

policy maker to determine which of the many forms or ingredients of power 

is most appropriate to a given political context? Middle marginalism 

lacks a single, coherent empirical political philosophy which might claim 

to predict how goals may most readily be accomplished. There is no uni

fied body of political theory in light of which to assign priorities and 

interrelate potentially counteractive forms of “power*'* In the absence 

of such theory the middle raarginalists' selection of the means for the 

attainment of their political purposes tends to be done on an ad hoc basis 

under the strong temptation to revert to the most tangible, "measurable" 

forms of power computed in terras of military hardware. It is the dis

tinctive vocation of middle marginalists to calculate; they must proceed 

with the task even though many of the elements of power are incalculable. 

The ironic result of their commitment to be precise is a tendency to fil

ter out many of the crucial variables in the equation of international 

political power.

The ambiguity of the middle marginalist view of power is reflected 

in their ambivalence towards "world opinion." They do not share the anti

war marginalists' inclination to make propaganda value a prominent cri

terion of policy nor do they join in anti-communist fulminations against 

"other-directed foreign policy." They acknowledge both domestic and in

ternational opinion as potential restraints upon policy, but their recom

mendations are guided more by their calculation of the probable strategic 

moves of the leadership of the potential enemy than by anticipation of 

approval by a body of opinion which is difficult to articulate, hard to
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define, and not easy to implement.

Although middle marginalists tend in practice to occupy themselves 
with the manipulation of military force as the most tangible ingredient of 

power, they are not generally disposed to deny the significance of the 

total social, economic, and political context which determines the will

ingness to attain various levels of military capabilities, the likelihood 

of recourse to military force, and the purposes for the sake of which 

force may be applied. Striking recognition of the interdependence of the 

military and non-military ingredients of power is given in the words of 

Secretary of Defense McNamara:

The ultimate objective of the free world is to establish a system 
of peaceful world order, based on the dignity of the individual 
and dedicated to the free development of each man's capacities.
. . . But we cannot hope to move toward our objective unless we 
move from strength. Part of that strength must be military 
strength. But I want to emphasize that we see our military 
strength not as the means of achieving the kind of world we seek, 
but as a shield to prevent any other nation from using its mili
tary strength, either directly or through threats and intimida
tion, to frustrate the aspirations we share with all the free 
peoples of the world. The aggressive use of military strength 
is foreign to the best traditions of the United States. And, 
as the President pointed out last week, "the basic problems 
facing the world today are not susceptible of a final military 
solution.". . . the security provided by military strength is a 
necessary, but not sufficient, condition for the achievement of 
our foreign policy goals, including our goals in the field of 
arras control and disarmament. Military security provides a base 
on which we can build Free World strength through the economic 
advances and political reforms which are the object of the Presi
dent's programs, like the Alliance for Progress and the Trade 
Expansion legislation. Only in a peaceful world can we give full 
scope to the individual potential, which is for us the ultimate 
value.41

"Military strength is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for the

41McNamara, pp. 5-6.
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achievement of our foreign policy goals." Moreover, technical competence 

is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for the attainment of mili

tary strength. Herman Kahn, frequently belabored by the anti-war school 

as a callous and politically inept technocrat, cites the need for en

lightened and widespread support of actions designed to avoid enticing 

communist aggression by our military naivete and weakness.

Unless everybody concerned, both laymen and experts, develops a 
satisfactory image of U.S. strategic forces as contributing more 
to security than insecurity, it is most improbable that the re
quired budgets, alliances, and intellectual efforts will have 
the necessary support. To the extent that people worry about 
our strategic forces as themselves exacerbating or creating se
curity problems, or confuse symptoms with the disease, we may 
anticipate a growing rejection of military preparedness as an 
essential element in the solution to our security problem and a 
turning to other approaches not as a complement and supplement 
but as an alternative

Morale, public enlightenment, and resolve are incalculable, but undeniable 
elements of national strength.

Levine neglects to mention a prime ingredient of the middle mar- 

ginalists* concept of powers in a complex world of frequent crises the 

destiny of the nation may at times hinge upon the technical competence 

and vocational commitment of professional strategic analysts. Their will

ingness to face horrendous facts and apply available tools of analysis is 

a national resource commonly underestimated or misunderstood. Kahn ob
serves :

Critics frequently refer to the icy rationality of the Hudson 
Institute, the Rand Corporation, and other such organizations,
I'm always tempted to ask in reply, "Would you prefer a warm, 
human error? Do you feel better with a nice emotional mistake?"

42”Kahn, OTW, pp. 160-161.
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Responsible decision makers and researchers cannot afford the 
luxury of denying the existence of agonizing questions.43

Ourselves

In reflecting upon domestic realities middle marginalists are 

forced to consider two prospective dangers: "isolationism" and "mili

tarism." Some approach the fear prevalent among the anti-communists 

that the American people, enamored with quick solutions and bearing a 

low tolerance for frustration, may not be able to sustain the prolonged 

sacrifice and effort required for a successful outcome in the battle with 

communism. Others reflect the anti-war school’s dread that the very free

dom we seek to defend may be consumed by the effort to defend it. The 

main tendency, however, is to acknowledge both threats and attempt to 

guard against them both simultaneously. The attempt is made to demon

strate that neither "military solutions" nor "withdrawal" will serve the 
national interest.

Secretary of Defense McNamara, in presenting the 1964 Defense 

Budget before the House Armed Services Committee, not only reaffirms the 

inter-dependence of military and non-military factors, but seeks to divert 

the willingness of the legislators to invest in the tangible protection of 

military weaponry to an acceptance of the long-range commitment to provide 

forms of non-military aid in Latin America that will arrest social, econom

ic, and political deterioration and forestall eventual necessity for mili
tary remedies.

Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, p. 35, 37.43
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Our forceful response to the threat of armed aggression from 
Cuba no doubt has diminished for the present the military as
pect of the threat. But this simply means that Communist ef
forts will be shifted to other areas. . . .More important from 
the longer term point of view is the fundamental instability 
engendered by the widespread lack of adequate economic progress.
So long as hunger and economic instability persist in Latin 
America, the danger of Communism will be ever present. . . .the 
real danger lies in the discouragement, disillusionment and 
despair of the people as a result of the relatively slow rate 
of economic and social progress.

The American people must be willing to continue to carry the 
burden of economic aid to Latin America for some time to come.
This effort, seen in the context of the wider struggle between 
the Communists and the Free World, deserves a place of highest 
priority in our national security program. It is the most 
productive expenditure we can make to thwart the threat of 
Communism in that part of the world so important to our own security.44

Against the "militarists" McNamara lays stress upon the preventive 

dimensions of military planning that can best be accomplished by programs 

of aid. The anti-communists are certain that a willingness to accept high 

risks will obviate the need for indulging in actual warfare. The middle 

raarginalists have further hope that the willingness to accept sacrifices 

for the sake of creative programs of aid may obviate the necessity for 

indulging in high risks. Both the military and foreign aid programs, 

which complement each other, must be backed by firm resolve on the part 

of the American people. Thus, McNamara seeks to invest foreign aid with 

a measure of the enthusiasm engendered by mention of "our national se

curity program" and "the wider struggle between the Communists and the

4-4-Robert S. McNamara, "Statement of Secretary of Defense Robert 
QA^CNaTnara *5e^ore House Armed Services Committee: The Fiscal Year
1964-68 Defense Program and 1964 Defense Budget, January 30, 1963,"
PP. 6-8. (Mimeographed.) Hereafter cited as "Statement before the House 
Armed Services Committee, 1963."
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Free World." The preventive necessity for aid also is used as an argument 
against would-be "isolationists."

The members of the anti-war school who supplement alarm over iso

lationism with dire prophecies of the rise of militarism in America have 

not been able to stir up extensive anxiety over the menace of the Garrison 

State among middle marginalists. Levine notes that there has been very 

little middle marginalist attention given to the predictions that crea

tion of a vast nuclear armed force will have disastrous psychological 

effects, brutalizing and desensitizing the conscience of the nation. Yet, 

although few middle marginalists support the anti-war allegation that the 

"military mind" is coming to predominate in policy-making circles, im

posing "military solutions" and repressing the search for "creative 

diplomatic initiatives," there is some concern about the interdependence 

of military appropriations and economic prosperity in certain regions.

But even here solicitude is distributed between concern for the economy 

and concern for the military. Some fear that economic dependence upon 

military procurement will dampen enthusiasm for arms control and disarm

ament agreements and perpetuate a dangerous reliance upon military force; 

others harbor an alternative worry that military reliance upon major de

fense contractors may tend to delay modernization of our forces by in

creasing the political as well as the economic and social costs of "phasing 
out" obsolescent weapons systems.

While there is a range of middle marginalist opinion concerning 

the seriousness of the domestic threats of isolationism and militarism 

there is a general consensus that whether or not these issues are
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significant problems for the nation, it is clear that they are not the 

most salient problems confronting us. The real problems, the relevant 

issues which demand dedicated and competent attention, pertain to the 

question of how thermonuclear weapons may be controlled in a world di
vided into hostile armed camps.

War

The major portion of middle marginalist analysis comes under the 

heading "war”: their central concern is to determine how the unmitigated

effects of an all-out thermonuclear war may be avoided. Their discussion 

takes place in the service of policy formation and tends to be biased to

wards consideration of specific alternatives considered to be "realisti

cally” capable of acceptance and application in the present political, 

economic, and strategic context as defined by the middle marginalists 
themselves.

The elements of American policy

Membership in the middle marginalist school of arms policy has 
been defined by acceptance of the consensus underlying present national 

policy which seeks to evade a forced choice between peace and freedom by 

constructing a military force able to deter if possible and defend if need 

be while simultaneously searching for institutional arrangements able to 

reduce reliance upon the admittedly dangerous weapons of modern warfare.^5 45

45Secretary McNamara, in his testimony before the House Aimed 
Services Committee regarding the 1964 Defense Budget, suggests the main 
elements of this twofold consensus: "Although the balance of my statement
w 11 be concerned with the specific measures we are proposing to increase
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(1) Type _I Deterrence - to deter a large attack on the military 
forces, population, or wealth of the United States, by threaten
ing a high level of damage to the attacker in retaliation;
(2) Type LI Deterrence - to deter extremely provacative actions 
short of large attack on the U.S. (for example, a nuclear or 
even all-out conventional strike against Western Europe) by the

The policy which emerges from this uneasy balance in the pursuit of peace

and freedom may be further analyzed, according to Herman Kahn, into six

broad strategic objectives:

our military strength and enhance our security, we should not lose sight 
of the fact that the central objective of our national policy is, in 
President Kennedy's words, a peaceful world community of free and inde
pendent states, free to choose their own future and their own system as 
long as it does not threaten the freedom of others.

As the events of last October Cthe Cuban crisis of October, 196ZU 
have so forcefully demonstrated, the expanding arsenals of nuclear weapons 
on both sides of the Iron Curtain have created an extremely dangerous situ
ation not only for their possessors but also for the entire world. As the 
arms race continues and the weapons multiply and become more swift and 
deadly, the possibility of a global catastrophe, either by miscalculation 
or design, becomes ever more real.

"More armaments, whether offensive or defensive, cannot solve this di
lemma We are approaching an era when it will become increasingly im
probable that either side could destroy a sufficiently large portion of 
t e other's strategic nuclear force, either by surprise or otherwise, to 
preclude a devastating retaliatory blow. This may result in mutual de
terrence but it is still a grim prospect. It underscores the need for a 
renewed effort to find some way, if not to eliminate these deadly weapons 
completely, then at least to slow down or halt their further accumulation, 
and to create institutional arrangements which would reduce the need for 
either side to resort to their immediate use in moments of acute interna
tional tension. The United States.and the Soviet Union, as the two great 
nuciear powers, are the nations most directly endangered by these weapons 
and therefore have a great mutual interest in seeing to it that they are 
never used. But until we can find a safe and sure road to disarmament, we 
must continue to build our own defenses." McNamara, "Statement before the 
House Armed Services Committee, 1963," p. 27.

It is the word "until" that marks the boundary of the three marginal 
schools from the anti-war systemists who would start immediately to dis
mantle the menacing weapons systems and the anti-communist systemists 
who, if they would not start now to use them, would at least reject the 
prospect that any future agreement for their elimination or control could 
or should be maintained with the communist nations.



158

threat of an "all-out*' U.S. nuclear reprisal against the Soviet 
Union;
(3) Improved War Outcome - to limit damage to U.S. (and allied) 
population and wealth, and to improve the military outcome for 
the U.S. should a war occur;
|4) Stabi1ity - to reduce the likelihood of an inadvertent 
thermonuclear war;
(5) Comprehensive Arms Control - to control and limit both the 
arras race and the use of force in settling disputes;
(6) Type III Deterrence - to deter provocations not covered by 
Type II Deterrence and provide support for the achievement of 
"peaceful" political objectives and for tactics such as Con
trolled Reprisal, other limited wars, mobilizations, negotia
tions, and so forth.46

The sources of complexity

The complexity of the arms policy debate among middle marginalists 
stems from two basic facts. First, the six ingredients suggested by Kahn 

may be variously ranked or weighted by different strategists of by the 

same strategist at different times. The "importance" or "interest" at
tributed to any particular element, the relative priority accorded it, 

is itself derived from a complex calculation or intuitive assessment em

bracing both an estimate of the probability of a specific type of threat 
and an appraisal of the value to be gained by countering each menacing 

move. Secondly, the pursuit of each strategic objective may require the 
creation of functionally specific military forces. The determination to 

attain more than one goal results in the imposition of force requirements 
which may contradict or conflict with one another, complement one another, 

or simply superimpose aggregate burdens upon the defense budget. Domestic 
economic and political considerations impose limits upon the elasticity of

Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, p. 109.46
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the defense budget. When combined with the functional specificity of
modern weapons systems this ’'scarcity of resources" creates a "necessity

for choice" in the realm of doctrine. In as much as doctrine is "built

into" the structure of the military apparatus the theoretical choices of

today determine the tactical options that will be available in an uncer- 
47tain tomorrow. Scholastic distinctions that the layman may be inclined 

to dismiss as minutiae thus take on a delayed but convincing reality when 

they are converted into military capabilities with which to bargain, 

bluff, or obliterate. Dissenters may decry middle marginalise debates 

as perverse or fallacious, but they are not insignificant.

Problems of deterrence

The determination of the distribution of priorities among the 

six elements of American strategy enumerated by Kahn hinges upon the out

come of complex chains of reasoning in which "values" and "analyses" in

termingle. With respect to the value of "peace" emphasis may be given 

either to the prevention of war or to the melioration of such conflicts

Secretary McNamara indicates both the significance and uncertainty 
of present choices in his statement before the House Armed Services Commit
tee: "One of the major uncertainties is, of course, the size and character
of our opponent's strategic forces and defensive systems - now, and more 
importantly, in the future. Because of the long lead times involved in 
making these weapons systems operational, we must plan for our forces well 
in advance of the time when we will need them and, indeed, we now project 
our programs at least five years ahead of the current budget year. For the 
same reason we must also project our estimates of the enemy's forces at 
least five years into the future, and for some purposes, even beyond. These 
longer range projections of enemy capabilities are, of course, highly con
jectural, particularly since they deal with a period beyond the production 
and deployment lead times of enemy weapons systems. Therefore, we are, in 
effect, attempting to anticipate production and deployment decisions which 
our opponents, themselves, may not yet have made." McNamara, "Statement 
before the House Armed Services Committee, 1963," p. 28. Italics added.
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as may occur. In the realm of analysis middle marginalists are concerned 

to clarify why it may be necessary to choose between these two values.

Deterrence and defense. - Prevention and melioration of war may 

now be competing rather than complementary values. Since the technological 

revolution which gave birth to nuclear weaponry «different types of mili

tary force contribute in differing proportions to these two objectives.«^®

This is the most striking difference between nuclear and pre- 
nuclear strategy: the partial separation of the functions of
pre-attack deterrence and post-attack defense, and the pos
sibility that deterrence may now be accomplished by weapons 
which might have no rational use for defense should deterrence 
fail.48 49

Prior to the advent of nuclear warheads and long-range delivery systems 

the same weapons might be relied upon to perform the three primary func

tions of military force - to deny or deprive the enemy of territory, to 

punish him, and to mitigate damage to one’s own forces and property. A 

single arsenal could serve any and all of these functions. But in the 

age of nuclear tipped missiles, devices which may rain devastating pun

ishment upon an enemy, once launched, are of no value in protecting one's 

homeland from retaliatory blows. Missies can deter, but they cannot de

fend. They may be used to threaten or apply punishment but their utility 

for the denial of territorial gains is dubious. This differentiation of 

function sharpens the necessity for choice.

The central theoretical problem in the field of national security 
policy is to clarify and distinguish between the two central

4 8 Glenn H. Snyder, Deterrence and Defense: Toward a Theory of
National Security (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University PressT
1961), p. 4.

49H Ibid., p. 9.
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concepts of deterrence and defense« Essentially, deterrence means 
discouraging the enemy from taking military action by posing for 
him a prospect of cost and risk outweighing his prospective gain. 
Defense means reducing our own prospective costs and risks in the 
event that deterrence fails. Deterrence works on the enemy’s 
intentions; the deterrent value of military forces is their ef
fect in reducing the likelihood of enemy military moves. De
fense reduces the enemy's capability to damage or deprive us; the 
defense value of military forces is their effect in mitigating 
the adverse consequences for us of possible enemy moves, whether 
such consequences are counted as losses of territory or war dam- 
age. . . Defense value is denial capability plus capacity to al
leviate war damage. 0

Snyder goes on to spell out further differences between the primary cate
gories of deterrence and defense.

Deterrence is primarily a peacetime objective, while defense is 
a wartime value. Deterrent value and defense value are directly 
enjoyed in different time periods. . . . The crucial point is 
that after the enemy's attack takes place, our military forces 
perform different functions and yield wholly different values 
than they did as deterrents prior to the attack. As deterrents 
they engaged in a psychological battle - dissuading the enemy 
from attacking by attempting to confront him with a prospect of 
costs greater than his prospective gain. After the enemy be
gins his attack, while the psychological or deterrent aspect 
does not entirely disappear, it is partly supplanted by another 
purpose: to resist the enemy's onslaught in order to minimize
our losses or perhaps maximize our gains.51

There follows a statement of the problem of achieving a viable balance or

"mix" which is the preoccupying issue of middle marginalist analysis of
war and its avoidance.

That combination of forces which appeared to be the optimum one 
from the point of view of deterrence might turn out to be far 
inferior to some other combination from the point of view of 
defense should deterrence fail. In short, maximizing the enemy's 
cost expectancy may not always be consistent with minimizing our 
own. Thus we must measure the value of our military forces on 
two yardsticks, and we must find some way of combining their 
value on both yardsticks, in order accurately to gauge their



162

aggregate worth or “utility" and to make intelligent choices 
among the various types of forces available.52

The paradox of deterrence. - The keystone of middle marginalist 

analysis of war is the "paradox of deterrence)" the assertion that the 

danger of war may deter its initiation.53 54 Exploitation of the paradox 

is, however, subject to the paradoxical relationship of deterrence and 

defense which poses a dilemma for the policy maker: if war is made more

horrible, he may decrease its likelihood but increase its destructive

ness if deterrence fails; if war is made more tolerable, he may decrease 

its toll but increase its probability. It is the task of middle margin- 

alist analysis to evolve policy recommendations in light of this "central 

dilemma of the nuclear missile age: how to pose credibly the greatest

possible prospect of cost for the enemy, thus reducing the chances of 

war, while at the same time minimizing one's own prospective costs should 

war nevertheless occur." The task requires an increasing refinement 

and differentiation in the definition of military functions and strategic 

concepts. Doctrine must keep pace with technology. Refinements must be 

made in the analysis of war, weapons, and the balance of power.

52Ibid., p. 5.
53Herman Kahn suggests "two deterrent 'equations'": the first

states that "(dissuasion) equals (credibility) times (disutility)," the 
second asks " . . .  who deters whom from what actions (alternatives) by 
what threats in what situations in the face of what counterthreats."
"Some Major Issues of Thermonuclear War: A Briefing Prepared for West
Baden College," November 8, 1963, p. 21. (Mimeographed.)

54Snyder, p. 160.
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Tyj>es of war. - A central element in middle marginalist thought 

is the conviction that war need not mean "total war." Appreciation of 

the variety of military threats that might be posed by communist regimes 

has resulted in a sharper differentiation of various types of war. A 

distinction must be made not simply between "limited" and "total" war

fare. Morton Halperin suggests a categorization of "local wars - i.e., 

wars in which the Soviet Union and the United States conceive themselves 

to be on opposite sides but in which the home lands of the two major 

powers do not come under attack" and "a central war - i.e., a war in

volving strategic attacks on the homelands of the major powers ."****

Either type may be limited: there can be "limited central war" or
"limited local war.""’6

The concept of "escalation" must also undergo differentiation. 

Halperin distinguishes "explosion - the sudden transformation of a local 

war into central war by the use of intercontinental strategic forces" 

from "expansion of the war - an increase in the military force of one or 

both of the two sides in terms of geography, weapons, targets, or the 
participation of various states.""^ 55 56

55Morton H. Halperin, Limited War in the Nuclear Age (Cambridge: 
Center for International Affairs, Harvard University, 1962), p. 5. 
(Mimeographed draft manuscript.)

56
P* 6: " . . .  the prospects for limitation in both of

these possible wars have been explored and most analysts are now agreed 
that limits may well be observed even in a possible future central war 
as well as in local wars."

57.,.,Ibid., PP. 9, 10. Italics added.
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Differentiation of weapons. - Weapons must also now be differ
entiated by function. It is not difficult to grasp the distinction be

tween «conventional« or «non-nuclear« and «nuclear« arms. Somewhat less 

obvious, yet of considerable prominence in arms debate, is the functional 

distinction between «strategic« and «tactical« forces, or strategic and 
tactical uses of weapons.

Strategic« capabilities refer to nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons designed chiefly for employment directly against the 
homeland of the opponent. «Tactical« capabilities are weapons, 
either nuclear or conventional, intended primarily for use on 
the local battlefield or against military targets in the immedi
ate rear of the battlefield.58

The.,balances of power. - There must also be a differentiation in 

the concept of the balance of power that may be established by weapons.

A strategic «balance of terror« has now been superimposed upon the more 

traditional tactical balance of power. Only as one computes the outcome 

of their complex interaction is it possible to estimate the «overall bal
ance of power« that defines the probability of »stability.«

58
m m  r ^ yder> P* 32> ftn* 1• For a more extended discussion see 
p. 137 of the same volume: « . . .  a more useful and realistic distinc
tion would be one based on the targets against which the weapons are 
used, rather than on the range or yield of the weapons themselves or 
their Rroximity to the battlefield. Thus, a tactical use of nuclear 
weapons would be the employment of nuclear weapons of size against 
military targets directly supporting the enemy's ground-war effort, 
wherever these targets are located, even on the enemy's home territory.
ong-range weapons deployed far from the immediate combat zone might be 

use against such targets - i.e., they might be employed tactically.
_ ne strategic use of nuclear weapons would mean their employment against 
cue enemy s cities or industrial economy, or against his long-range air 
and missile forces. Some forces ordinarily considered tactical, such 
as tactical air forces deployed in Europe, might be used for strategic 
purposes.”
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The strategic balance. - The balances differ in significant re
spects. The strategic balance is a balance of terror; it operates against 

the will of a potential aggressor, deterring his action by imposing the 

certainty of punishment so severe as to outweigh whatever value might be 

gained by attacking. A ’'stable balance of terror," "nuclear stalemate," 

or "mutual deterrence" exists when neither side by striking first could 

preclude a devastating retaliatory blow. Many of the traditional ingredi

ents of national power are irrelevant to the pure deterrent situation.

The establishment of a balance of terror does not require parity of total 

armed strength. "Minimum deterrence" may be attained by a force which, 

having absorbed the enemy's first blow, could still retaliate with a de

gree of punishment foreseen by the prospective aggressor as "unacceptable." 

The critical element in the strategic balance of terror is the retaliatory 

capacity of the forces-in-being which is primarily a function of their 

invulnerability to the first-strike of the enemy. Command of industrial 
resources and manpower reserves, by which military forces might be aug

mented throughout a prolonged war, continue to be relevant in computing 

the capacity for defense and recuperation, but have little bearing upon 

the definition of a balance of terror at the strategic level. The value 

of alliances must also be judged as ambiguous when appraised from the 
standpoint of the strategic balance of terror.

The tactical balance. - The tactical balance of power also may be 

used to deter, but it accomplishes deterrence not by the threat of punish

ment through retaliation but by guaranteeing an adequate local defense
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which will thwart the specific goals sought by conquest. At this level 

the forces that will prevent and prosecute the war roughly coincide. The 

calculation of the total capabilities of the contestants again become rele

vant , local parity is crucial and the capacity to augment forces through 

mobilization and alliance is a significant consideration. "Victory,” de

fined in terms of the control of territory and the power to set the terms 

of armistice and settlement, is a meaningful goal if it is possible to 

"fight, survive, and terminate" a war.

There is, however, no way in which the tactical level may be as

suredly insulated from the strategic level, Apparent "victory" in a 

tactical maneuver may turn into catastrophe if the enemy chooses to un

leash his strategic forces rather than accept a limited reversal. It is 

possible analytically to distinguish various levels of violence within 

the awesome range created by the invention of multi-megaton devices and 

the refinement of guerrilla techniques. But the distinctions are more 

or less arbitrary marks along a single spectrum of violence. The least 

violent tactical move and the most violent strategic blow are linked to

gether by a series of stages along the spectrum of violence; in any en

counter either side may escalate to a higher level of violence if it is 

willing to risk the countermeasures likely to be invoked by the opponent 

in order to reimpose the probability of defeat through defense or a high 

cost of punishment through retaliation.

The over-all balance. - The over-all balance of power must be 

calculated in light of the interaction of the strategic and tactical
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segments of the spectrum of violence. If aggression is to be prevented 
there must be "no gaps.**

An over-all balance of power depends on the existence of a 
balance at all possible levels of violence . . . The potential 
disturber would not be balanced in an over-all sense if there 
were one or more weak links - i.e., levels of conflict at which 
he could achieve his goal at tolerable cost and risk.59

Alternative "logics of deterrence." - In order to unravel the 
tangled strands of middle marginalist debate it is crucial to understand 

that at some levels there may be alternative means by which a status quo 
power may deter unwanted actions. Thus it happens that alternative 

"logics of deterrence" may be applied by different analysts to the same 
strategic situation.

A potential aggressor is "balanced" at each level of violence if 
his objectives can be denied him at that level, if his costs of 
fighting at that level would be higher than his expectation of 
gain, or if, by attacking at that level, he would exceed a certain 
critical threshold of risk that the defender would "up the ante" 
to a higher level at which either the aggressor's aims would be 
frustrated or he would suffer unacceptable costs, ^

In a particular strategic context in which the issue is how best to pre

vent attack not upon the United States but upon either allies or neutrals, 

middle marginalist recommendations may advocate deterrence (l) through the 

attainment of facilities for local defense adequate to thwart the aims of 

the attacker; (2) through reliance upon a credible threat to punish ag

gression through retaliatory moves; or (3) through the deliberate crea- 

— orl intolerable risk that we will continue to escalate to whatever
level is necessary to insure that the attacker will not attain his ends.
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Psychology, game theory, and deterrence. - There are alternative 
logics of deterrence. The common ingredient is a threat, a convincing 
communication of the intention to unleash a greater portion of the de

structive capacity available to us in one form or another. “Nuclear 
technology has increased the importance of intentions, relative to 

capabilities, in the balancing process.» The possession of a formidable 

panoply of weapons cannot deter apart from the communication of one's 
willingness to risk their use.

Total capabilities establish the bounds of what is possible, 
but what is probable depends on a reciprocal assessment of 
wills, which in turn depends on each side's appraisal of the 
opponent's values at stake in each particular issue, his gam
bling propensities, his tendencies toward irrationality, his 
ideological or organizational commitments to certain responses, 
and his image of one's own characteristics in these respects.

The over-all balance of power is thus decisively influenced by »psycho

logical" considerations. Specific capabilities are indispensable for 
the establishment of a credible threat; but the crucial calculation is 

that concerning the probable use of particular fractions of the total 
available resource for waging war.

In a world in which the all-out use of the weapons that are avail
able would bring unprecedented havoc a high priority must be given to 
manipulating the will of the opponent not to use such weapons. The con

cept of deterrence, as utilized by middle raarginalists "is concerned with 
influencing the choices that another party will make, and doing it by in

fluencing his expectations of how we will behave. It involves confronting

61 62Ibid.Ibid., p. 49.
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him with evidence for believing that our behavior will be determined by 
6 3his behavior.” Deterrence is "concerned with constraining an adversary

through his expectation of the consequences of his actions."^ As a

"strategy" deterrence is something broader than a military concept.

A useful distinction can be made between the application of 
force and the threat of force. Deterrence is concerned with 
the exploitation of potential force. It is concerned with 
persuading a potential enemy that he should in his own interest 
avoid certain courses of activity. There is an important dif
ference between the intellectual skills required for carrying 
out a military mission and for using potential military capa
bility to pursue a nation's objectives. A theory of deter
rence would be, in effect, a theory of the skillful nonuse of 
military forces, and for this purpose deterrence requires some
thing broader than military skills.**5

Middle marginalists are inclined to treat international politics 
in the nuclear age as a perilous and grotesque battle of wills in which 

military forces take on an increasingly symbolic significance as tokens 
communicating seriousness of intent. Their implication that a military 

policy oriented around the theory of deterrence has affinities to a game 
of strategy or a context of bargaining offends many members of the anti

war schools, who condemn such comparisons as callous and trivial, and 

also most anti-communists, who protest the central assumption that the 
participants maintain, even within their conflict a conraon interest in 

avoiding the worst possible outcome of their interaction. The concept 
of deterrence is an aspect of a theory of "precarious partnership," or

Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, i960) p. 13.

64 65Ibid., pp. 15-16. Ibid., p. 9.
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"incomplete antagonism," or "interdependent decision."66

The capacity to accept the idea of deterrence is not unrelated 
to one’s attitude toward the opponent. For this reason again, it is of
fensive both to the anti-war systemist, who denies that significant con

flicts persist, and to the anti-communist systemist, who rejects the 
thought that there may be an underlying common interest.

The deterrence concept requires that there be both conflict and 
common interest between the parties involved; it is as inapplicable 
to a situation of pure and complete antagonism of interest as it 
is to the case of pure and complete common interest.

To Schelling and others the current international political ma
neuvering may appropriately, if not exclusively, be viewed in terms of 

a "mixed-motive" game in which the realm of meaningful conflict is cir

cumscribed by a comprehensive common interest in survival. Only by a 

sophisticated use of the strategy of deterrence can we strike the best 

bargain possible (for freedom) while enjoying the greatest likelihood 

of avoiding destruction (through maintaining peace). Deterrence may be 
subsumed within "our definition of ’strategy’":

It takes conflict for granted, but also assumes common interest 
between the adversaries; it assumes a "rational" value-maximizing 
mode of behavior; and it focuses on the fact that each partici
pant's "best" choice of action depends on what he expects the 
other to do, and that "strategic behavior" is concerned with in
fluencing another's choice by working on his expectation of how 
one's own behavior is related to his.®®

Ibid., pp. 15-16. See also 5: "It is concerned not just with
the division of gains and losses between two claimants but with the pos
sibility that particular outcomes are worse (better) for both claimants 
than certain other outcomes. In the terminology of game theory, most 
interesting international conflicts are not 'constant-sum games' but 'var
iable-sum games': the sum of the gains of the participants involved is 
not fixed so that more for one inexorably means less for the other. There 
is a common interest in reaching outcomes that are mutually advantageous."

67Ibid., p. 11. 68Ibid., p. 15.
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Differentiations within the 
doctrine of deterrence

Evaluations of the concept of deterrence vary widely among and 

within the schools. But most observers concur that deterrence cannot be 

made infallible. In order to maximize its efficacy and minimize the like

lihood of its failure middle marginalists have examined with care the 

question of what deterrence can and cannot be expected to do. Members of 
other schools have also subjected the doctrine of deterrence to scrutiny; 

their motive, however, is generally to demonstrate its inadequacy and 
thus open the way for either "more creative" or "more resolute" approaches 

to the Cold War. Under such combined criticism the concept of deterrence 
has undergone increasing differentiation.

The most primitive, undifferentiated form of the doctrine, which 

had implicitly guided American policy throughout the period of atomic 
monopoly since 1945, received explicit formulation by John Foster Dulles 

under the title "massive retaliation" in a speech before the Council of 
Foreign Relations, January 12, 1954. Dulles set forth the determination 

of the Eisenhower administration to "depend primarily upon a great ca

pacity to retaliate instantly by means and at places of our own choosing."”^ 

Except for a willingness to employ the local ground forces of those whom 

we sought to assist, the doctrine espoused by Dulles was one of pure de
terrence through threat of punishment.

The essential thing is that we and our Allies should have the 
means and the will to assure that a potential aggressor would 
lose from his aggression more than he could win. This does not

New York Times, January 13, 1954, p. 1.69
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mean that the aggressor had to be totally destroyed. It does 
mean a capacity to inflict punishing damage.^

The threat of massive retaliation was to be relied upon to deter not only

direct attack upon the United States, but also aggression against our

allies in Europe and any intrusion into the non-communist world.

In the nineteen-fifties events occurred that cast doubt upon the 

ability of the single massive threat of retaliation to deter aggression 

all along the spectrum of violence. Reflection upon episodes such as the 

war in French Indo-China, in which threats of massive retaliation failed 

to deter Sino-Soviet aid in a successful "war of national liberation," 

and the announcement of the explosion of a Russian hydrogen bomb and the 

Soviet’s quick development of sophisticated intercontinental delivery 

systems convinced strategists of the need to differentiate among the 

tasks to be performed by various sub-types of deterrence.71 Distinct and 

specific capabilities would have to be created in order to meet the re

quirements (1) of deterrence of "central war" involving the homelands of

New York Times, November 29, 1954, p. 4. Quoted in Snyder,
p. 195.

7lCf. Kahn, OTW, p. 126:
"If one wishes to discuss deterrence precisely, then one should first 

specify all the alternatives available to the enemy, and then the various 
threats and promises we can make to influence his choice among these al
ternatives. Even for those occasions when one wishes to speak loosely 
and generally about deterrence, it is still important to distinguish 
clearly among different kinds of deterrent situations. I will emphasize 
in what follows three kinds of provocations, labeling them Type I, Type II, 
and Type III, respectively." Kahn notes that it was not easy to establish 
such a differentiated concept of deterrence. "I have been using this ter
minology and making these distinctions since 1955. It is interesting that 
while many authors made similar distinctions, it was very difficult for me 
to get most of my peers to recognize the importance of making these dis
tinctions, much less letting them influence the design of a weapon system. 
Some even denied that the distinctions existed."
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the two great nuclear powers (Type I), (2) deterrence of a nuclear or all- 

out conventional attack upon our allies or the use of nuclear blackmail 

against them (Type II), and (3) deterrence of lesser forms of provocation 
(Type III). Such functional specificity is "built into" the very struc

ture of the Department of Defense in the Kennedy-Johnson administration.^ 
But there remains the doctrinal task of demonstrating how the specific 

"missions" may be reintegrated into a single, coherent, over-all strategy. * 8

The testimony of Secretary of Defense McNamara recorded in his 
••Statement before the House Armed Services Committee, 1963," refleets the 
institutionalization of a differentiated doctrine of deterrence. In order 
to clarify the context of official thought and action within which the 
arms debate was conducted in the middle of the Kennedy administration it 
is useful to quote at length from Mr. McNamara's testimony: "The form of
this statement . . .  is arranged in the same manner in which the Defense 
establishment, rather than by organizational component or by budget cate-
8ory •** Its major sections deal with (l) Strategic Retaliatory Forces,
(2) Continental Air and Missile Defense Forces, (3) General Purpose Forces,
(4) Airlift and Sealift Forces, (5) Reserve and National Guard Forces, (6) 
Research and Development, (7) General Support, (8) Civil Defense.

wThe Strategic Retaliatory Forces are designed to carry out the long- 
range strategic mission and to carry the main burden of battle in general 
nuclear war. They include the long-range bombers, the air-to-ground and 
decoy missiles and refueling tankers; the land-based and submarine based 
strategic missiles; and the systems for their command and control.” p. 28. 
"What we are proposing is a capability to strike back after absorbing the 
first blow. This means we have to build and maintain a second strike 
force." p. 30. "Last year I told this Committee 'there is no question but 
that, today, our Strategic Retaliatory Forces are fully capable of destroy
ing the Soviet target system, even after absorbing an initial surprise at
tack.*" p.  29.

"The Continental Air and Missile Defense Forces include those weapons 
systems, warning and communications networks and ancillary equipment re
quired to detect, identify, track and destroy unfriendly forces approach
ing the North American continent. Obviously, the requirements for these 
defensive forces are closely related to the provisions we make for the 
Strategic Retaliatory Forces, since the latter, in carrying out their own 
mission, would greatly reduce the weight of an enemy follow-on attack upon 
the United States. So too, the requirements for defensive forces are 
closely related to the size and character of our Civil Defense effort, 
which in many wartime situations could do more to save lives than active 
defense measures. . . .  I noted that the weight of the strategic threat 
against the United States was steadily shifting from manned bombers to
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Stabilizers and Supremacists. - It is neither necessary nor feasible

to attempt to outline the numerous patterns of strategy offered by middle

marginalists as means of reintegrating the six elements of American policy.

ICBM's and submarine-launched missiles . . . Thus, our principal concern in 
the years ahead must be the dangers of an ICBM and submarine-launched missile 
attack, and the main thrust of our efforts should be redirected to meet these 
rising threats." p. 43.

“The General Purpose Forces include most of the Array's combat and combat 
support units, virtually all Navy units, all Marine Corps units, and the tac
tical units of the Air Force. These are the forces upon which we rely to 
perform the entire range of military operations short of general nuclear 
war. . . over-all requirements for general purpose forces are very difficult 
to determine with any degree of precision. These forces must be prepared to 
meet a wide variety of contingencies, ranging from counter-insurgency actions 
to large-scale wars, anywhere in the world. Accordingly, they must be pro
vided with a great variety of capabilities, weapons, equipment, supplies and 
training. Our general purpose forces, to a large extent, are intended for 
the support of our allies around the world.** p . 51.

"Closely related to the General Purpose Forces are the airlift and sea
lift forces required to move them promptly to wherever they might be needed. 
Included in the airlift forces are both the MATS transports and the Air 
Force Tactical Air Command troop carrier aircraft. The sealift forces in
clude the troop ships, cargo ships and tankers operated by the Military Sea 
Transport Service and the 'Forward Floating Bases.' . . .  [these provide] 
a capability to react quickly to aggression in any part of the world, be
fore the situation has deteriorated to a point where much larger forces 
would be needed to recover lost territory." p. 83.

". . .the General Support Program has been divided into a number of 
broad groupings: individual training and education; communications; logistic
support; medical services; command and general support; the Defense Atomic 
Support Program; miscellaneous Department-wide activities; and retired pay. 
These broad groupings are themselves further broken down into more specific 
categories or functions." p. 112.

"Although Civi1 Defense is presented as a separate program, it is actu
ally an integral part of our over-all defense posture and its size and char
acter are intimately related to those of our defensive forces. , . in some 
wartime situations a reasonable Civil Defense program could do more to save 
lives than many active defense measures. To cite just one example, the ef
fectiveness of an active ballistic missile defense system in saving lives 
depends in large part upon the availability of adequate fallout shelters 
for the population. . .Our conclusion is that fallout shelters for the popu
lation are absolutely essential to enable us to face the consequences of a 
nuclear war which might be forced upon us." p. 125.

The budget estimates for the 1964 fiscal year provided by the Secretary 
of Defense may be broken down by the specific "missions" as follows (in 
billions of dollars): Strategic Retaliatory Forces, $7.3; Continental Air
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It is, however, useful to identify two broad patterns of emphasis which 
may be defined, not by the detailed content of their specific recommenda

tions, but by a characterization of their interpretations of the structure
and function appropriate for our strategic nuclear forces. We may refer

73to "stabilizers" and "supremacists ." The distinction is intended only 

to indicate that there are differences of emphasis within middle margin

alism and that these differences originate in variations in the allotment 

of priorities among the six elements of American strategy. Both groups

would agree with the statement of Herman Kahn that "Type I Deterrence
74must be our first priority." No middle raarginaiist would doubt that the 

central aim of our defense policy must be to prevent a direct attack upon 

the United States. There is, however, no unanimity concerning the second 
priority of policy. "Stabilizers," such as James E. King, Jr., claim that 

the second priority must be stability. They draw the implication that for 

the sake of reducing the likelihood of nuclear war the United States should 

exercise self-restraint in the accumulation of strategic forces, that we * 73 74

and Missile Defense Forces, $2.0; General Purpose Forces, $19.1; Airlift 
and Sealift Forces, $1.4; Reserve and National Guard Forces, $2.0; Research 
and Development, $5.9; General Support, $14.6; Civil Defense, $.3; Military 
Assistance, $1.6. Total budget estimate: $55.2 billion.

73Cf. James E. King, Jr., "Arms Control and United States Security," 
Arms Control: Issues for the Public, ed. Louis Henkin (Englewood Cliffs,
N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1961), p. 92: "For the first decade and a
half of the nuclear era the United States has seemed to waver between the 
thirst for unassailable supremacy and the willingness to content itself 
with a sufficiency of military power, between an imposed stability and one 
we owe mainly to the accidents of history and technology."

74Kahn, OTW, p. 127. See Appendix I , pp. 637-41.
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should concentrate our effort in the strategic field on the perfection of 

a '»minimum strike-back punitive capability"^ and concede that the best 

hope for safety rests in the establishment and maintenance of stable mutual 
deterrence, a firm balance of terror. Such a policy requires abstention 

from the effort to achieve superiority in every weapons category and at 

every level of violence, for such a program would only increase the shared 

risk by provoking a destabilizing arms race and quickening Soviet tempta
tion for a pre-emptive attack.

MA minimum strike-back punitive capability” may be defined as 
the least "force which, after suffering attrition from the enemy's first 
strike could still strike back at the enemy's cities with an effect ser
ious enough to outweigh whatever values the Soviets hoped to gain by at
tacking." Snyder, p. 54.

The terminology employed in the discussion of strategic doctrine has 
not been standardized. Confusion results from the application of the 
same term to different concepts by various authors. Yet the basic dis
tinctions are not complicated. The two most significant variables per
tain to the order of attack and the targets to be attacked. A "first 
strike" refers to the first use of nuclear weapons. To "strike-back" is 
to respond with a nuclear blow after having absorbed the enemy's first- 
strike. In regards to targeting, the major distinction is between a 
"punitive" or "countervalue" attack launched against the enemy's cities 
and economic resouces, and a "counterforce" blow aimed at military in
stallation in the hope of degrading his capacity to retaliate strategi
cally or to carry on tactical operations.

These distinctions provide four combinations. Stabilizers dwell upon 
the sufficiency of "second-strike punitive" forces for the sake of deter
rence. Supremacists advocate the attainment of a "first-strike counter
force" ability. The popular imagination has been focused upon the pros
pect of a Soviet "first strike punitive" attack, an opening salvo aimed 
at our cities. Middle marginalist analysts find such a blow to be ex
tremely unlikely in a strategic context in which both sides possess dis
persed strategic forces, for to concentrate a first-strike upon popula
tion centers would be to invite the destruction of one's own cities by 
the virtually undamaged strike-back capabilities of the nation attacked. 
The fourth combination, the "strike-back counterforce" option may be rele
vant in certain defensive situations. But the bulk of middle marginalist 
discussion is concerned with assessing the adequacy of a "second strike- 
punitive" force and the feasibility of a "first-strike counterforce" 
capability.
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“Supremacists ,“ such as Herman Kahn, assert that our second pri
ority must be to insure “an improved war outcome“ and to provide for the 

defense of our allies through Type II Deterrence« Contemplation of the 

prospect that deterrence may fail and heavy accent upon the responsibility 

to deter such “lesser“ threats as a Soviet invasion of Western Europe 

tend to induce enthusiasm for the attainment of a capacity to "fight, 
survive, and win“ a nuclear war which may be thrust upon us or which we 

may be forced to begin in fulfillment of our alliance obligations» A 

wide range of ambition exists among Supremacists. Kahn, having committed 

himself to the recommendation of counterforce capabilities for the sake 

of insuring protection against dangers which cannot be wholly eliminated, 
must advocate the continued accumulation of strategic forces out of re

luctant necessity. But he is by no means indifferent to the menace posed 

by an unbridled arms race, nor is he disdainful of well conceived measures 

for arms control. Other, more zealous supremacists would give greater 

emphasis to the political utility of a “war-winning capability,“ seeking 

a measure of superiority ranging up to the capacity to launch a disarming 

first strike, an opening counterforce attack so precise and overwhelming 
as to reduce the enemy's capacity to retaliate to a level considered 

“tolerable" when weighed against the potential benefits to be gained.
Middle marginalist analysis has served to increase the apprecia

tion of the fact that the entire schedule of choices made in the allot

ment of priorities among the six elements is significant in shaping the 

doctrine and forces available for any one mission of the defense estab

lishment. The elements of policy are systematically interrelated. Thus,
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while all agree that Type I Deterrence is the prime necessity, the choices 

made in regard to successive priorities react upon the concept of the 
method and objectives of nuclear deterrence. Given the agreement regard

ing Type I Deterrence, the gestalt of particular over-all strategies is 
decisively influenced by the answers given to two questions: “What more

can deterrence do?M and “What if deterrence fails?**

When stabilizers ask themselves, **What more can deterrence do than 

prevent a direct attack upon the United States?** they are inclined to say, 

**That is all it should be relied upon to do.** And when they ask, **What 
if deterrence fails?** their response tends to be, **It must not fail!“ 

Supremacists have a more extensive conception of what nuclear deterrence 
can or must do. It must provide for our allies in Europe exemption from 

Soviet incursions and, for a few, it may still be seen as a means of 

forestalling other forms of communist harrassment elsewhere in the world. 

If deterrence fails we must possess various forms of •‘insurance’* which 

will protect our population, deter continued escalation by the enemy, and 
enable us to **fight, survive, and win** a war at any level of violence.

The complexity of Type 1̂ deterrence. - The middle marginalist de
bates concerning the appropriate structure of our strategic nuclear forces 

follow a distinguishable path of logic. The course begins in the terri
tory of the stabilizers and proceeds further and further into the realm 

of supremacy until all agree that it is *'unfeasible** to try to go further. 

The starting point for all participants is the attempt to determine the 

requirements under every foreseeable circumstance for a “minimum deter

rent,•• a reliable “minimum strike-back punitive capability.'* Middle
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tnarginalist analysis has demonstrated that minimum deterrence is not| as

some have naively assumed, an automatic result of the possession of a
large stockpile of nuclear devices affording a capacity to "overkill,*

It is irrelevant for the anti-communist fringe to boast that "the United

States is now stronger than ever, possessing the capacity to devastate

the Soviet Union many times over," And it is dangerous for the anti-war

schools to disparage the diligent calculations of defense experts. Both

are guilty of "confusing deterrence with matching or exceeding the enemy’s

ability to strike first." Deterrence is exceedingly more complex and

exacting. "To deter an attack means being able to strike back in spite

of it. It means in other words, a capability to strike second."77 The

critical calculation pertains not to the size of our forces as they stand

nobly on guard, but to the enemy's willingness to accept the level of

damage he believes we would be able to inflict by striking second. Kahn

puts the matter with his accustomed vividness:

Our ability to deter the Soviets depends on an estimate of what 
would be likely to happen if the Soviets were to strike at a 
— an^ tactics of their own choosing, and we had to attempt
to strike back with a damaged and perhaps uncoordinated force 
which must operate in the post-attack environment. The Soviets 
might attempt to follow up an attack with threats to intimidate 
us into limiting our reprisal. Not only would the~Soviet active 
defenses be completely alerted, but if the strike had been pre
ceded by a period of tension, they would probably have been

Albert Wohlstetter, "The Delicate Balance of Terror," American 
Strategy for the Nuclear Age, ed. Walter F. Hahn and John C. Neff (Garden 
City, N. Y.: Doubleday Anchor Books, i960), p. 199. Wohlstetter's article
was first published in Foreign Affairs, XXXVII (January, 1959), 211-234.

77Ibld., p. 199.
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augmented as well. Moreover, their cities might be at least par
tially evacuated. Each of these factors increases considerably 
the difficulty of guaranteeing retaliation adequate to deter.

Analysis of the requirements needed to overcome such handicaps has

sharpened the understanding of the mechanism of deterrence.
The major variables which enter into the determination of our 
minimum deterrent requirements (and the Soviets' first-strike 
requirements) may be listed as follows:
(1) The number and type of the enemy's attack vehicles likely 

to be used in the surprise attack.
(2) The reliability, accuracy, and "yield" of the enemy's 

vehicles.
(3) The enemy's firing efficiency - i.e., his ability to co

ordinate firing of his delivery vehicles so as to maximize the 
effect of the initial surprise salvo.
(4) The accuracy of the enemy's intelligence concerning the 

location of our own striking forces.
(5) The timeliness and reliability of our warning system.
(6) The efficiency of our air defenses.
(7) The effectiveness of our passive force defenses - i.e., 

dispersal, hardening, mobility, concealment, etc.
(8) The efficiency of the enemy's air defenses.
(9) The efficiency of the enemy's civil defenses.
(10) The enemy's threshold of unacceptable damage. . .
For deterrence, of course, the relevant consideration is how 
these variables are estimated by the potential attacker.7*

Middle raarginalists would concur generally in the certainty that in 1963
the United States has attained and can maintain an adequate minimum de

terrent against direct attack. But they would subscribe to the words of 
Wohlstetter written in a less optimistic period in anticipation of the 

"missile gap:" "Deterrence in the 1960s is neither assured nor impossible 

but will be the product of sustained intelligent effort and hard choices 

responsibly made."^^ 78 79 80

78Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, p. 110.
79Snyder, Deterrence and Defense, p. 53.
80Wohlstetter, p. 198.
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The question of stability. - Stabilizers are in search not merely 
of a deterrent but a stable mutual deterrent, a balanced situation in 

which the possession by each side of invulnerable retaliatory forces 
would reduce the advantage of the first strike and foreclose recourse to 

strategic nuclear weapons. But if it is hard to attain even a minimum 

deterrent, it is harder to achieve a balance in a world full of assymetries, 
and it is harder yet to maintain stability.

Stability: the maintenance of balance through time. - Clarity
and precision have not been served by the failure of some to observe a 

distinction between the static concept of “balance“ and the dynamic con
notations of “stability.“ It is not enough simply to attain a condition 

of stalemate; the problem is to maintain it through time. Middle raar- 

ginalist stabilizers concede that it is dubious indeed that a situation 

would obtain in which a balance existed at every point along the spectrum 

of tactical and strategic weaponry. They are content to leave visions 

of a total and symmetrical balance of forces to members of the anti-war 

schools. It may, however, be possible to perpetuate the condition of 
mutual deterrence at the strategic level that has arisen fortuitously 

through the technological development of invulnerable retaliatory nuclear 

missile forces. James E. King, Jr. argues that we must seize the oppor
tunity thus provided to establish arms control agreements that will 

strengthen and preserve the measure of stability that fortuity has granted.
It seems probable therefore that the ultimate replacement of 
manned aircraft by missiles as the primary strategic weapon will 
strengthen the fortuitous elements tending to produce stability.
. . .  We shall be leaving a historic phase during which the idea 
that stability might be imposed by United States military
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predominance has vied inconclusively with the belief that sta
bility may be the fortuitous outcome of the arms competition.
We shall be entering a phase of unpredictable duration when the 
chance of such a fortuitous stability may be improved. And we 
are challenged to prepare for it by seeking to establish safe
guarded military relations with the U.S.S.R. - relations that 
will owe their stability not only to the accidents of technology 
and to the prudence of unilateral decisions, but also to a recog
nized common interest embodied in control agreements

The possibility of creating institutional means of perpetuating the sta

bility of the mutual deterrent is threatened, according to King, by two 

destabilizing pressures: first, the determination of those whom we have

called '»supremacists" to impose their own brand of stability through the 

attainment of overwhelming counterforce capabilities, and, second, "the 
uncertain future of military technology," the possibility of a tech

nological breakthrough that might upset the fortuitous balance. Arms 
control agreements must take into account these disruptive tendencies.

The first assumption of this examination of arms control, then, 
is that both sides (all parties) must explicitly abandon the 
effort to achieve an overwhelming offensive capability for their 
long-range nuclear strike forces. The second assumption is that 
it is not possible to abolish nuclear weapons, by agreement or 
otherwise. The science and technology that builds them cannot 
be unlearned, and those already built can be too easily hidden.82

Arms control: convergence and collision. - The middle marginalist

stabilizers' approach to arms control has two fundamental elements: (l)

self-restraint, and (2) the agreed manipulation of the structure of in

centives for recourse to violence. The explication of the meaning of 

these requirements for policy draws the stabilizers into an intricate 

pattern of convergence and collision with both the anti-war advocates of

81King, p. 88.
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disarmament and the middle marginalist and anti-communist supremacists.

^ ̂ ̂ ̂ "restraint requires the disavowal of the ambitions of the

supremacists. But in projecting prolonged reliance upon deterrence and

conceding the desirability of some measure of counterforce capability
it fails to satisfy the disarmers.

What is it we have to concede? The answer is that we can abandon 
our intention, or hope, of achieving a position of predominance 
that would enable us to impose stabilTty. It is well that this 
be stated and without qualification, to avoid misunderstanding.
It has been explained that counterforce may be an essential of 
the stability built upon mutual deterrence. The question where 
we should or can stop (how much counterforce is enough?) has been 
described as perhaps the most difficult to answer if we intend to 
accept and support the fortuitous stability. There will be great 
pressures to push onward, at the very least to achieve a margin 
of safety. If we do, we must expect the Russians to follow, com
pounding the arms race, and hastening the return of a more un
stable situation. If we do not, we risk being caught short either 
by Communist improvement and expansion of which we have not been 
warned in time, or by some unforeseen technological development.
Arms control may give us the requisite assurance to justify these risks. J

Reliance upon rational management of military forces maintaining a high 

level of destructive capacity, frustrates the disarmer's hope of eventually

eliminating all weapons of mass destruction from the arsenals of sovereign 
national states.

The middle marginalist stabilizers are in the middle; they are at 
mid-point on the spectrum of enthusiasm for disarmament that runs from 

the unilateral initiatives of the anti-war schools to the willing acceptance 

of the arms race espoused by anti-communists. They are challenged on both 
flanks. King observes: "The role assigned explicit arms control agree

ments may seem discouragingly modest to some. Others may judge it as an
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irresponsible gamble with the national security,"8^ In considering «arms 
control,M the disarmers object to the "arms" and the supremacists chafe 
at the "control."

Yet conversely, there are areas of potential overlap in both di

rection: the disarmers are grateful for certain controls, and the su

premacists appreciate the recognition of the need for arras with which 

to deter or perhaps, to defend. Middle marginalist stabilizers tend, 

along with the anti-war disarmament advocates, to focus their analysis 
upon how war might start; both groups are somewhat less inclined that the 

supremacists to inquire concerning the probable course of hostilities if 
deterrence fails. They give relatively more emphasis to the deterrence 

of nuclear war than to defense in the midst of war. Even so, the sta

bilizers reject the more extreme forms of pure deterrence theory, as held 

by anti-war marginalises such as Waskow, which would deliberately increase 

the terror of warfare in order to decrease the likelihood of its occur

rence. As analyses move away from the anti-war boundary towards supremacy 

and anti-communism they exhibit an increasing preference for the opposite 
horn of the dilemma created by the paradox of deterrence. There is greater 

desire to hedge against the prospect that deterrence may fail, fuller sup

port for measures of civil and military defense. Most significantly, the 

concept of deterrence is extended into wartime, into the strategic context 

existing after an initial attack. As we move towards supremacy the logic 

of pure deterrence is eroded by another logic that insists that we may 

mitigate the consequences of war if we possess at every level such superior
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capabilities that the enemy will be deterred from escalating to a higher 

intensity of violence. We cannot assume that limited wars will be self- 

limiting or that the opponent will inevitably exercize self-restraint.
We must be equipped to impose limits by exploiting our superiority to 

threaten to escalate deliberately to the point at which the foe will de
sist.

Stabilizers, who occupy the regions of middle marginalism closest 
to the anti-war boundary, thus share with disarmers advocacy of certain 
measures designed to reduce the probability of the outbreak of war; but 

they also seek to go beyond such measures. The further they edge away 

from that boundary in the direction taken by supremacists the more lively 

becomes their interest in the prospect of continued deterrence during 

wartime. Increasing attention is given to the problem of escalation: 

there is hope that small wars may be controlled, that it will be possible 

to prevent the explosion of limited conflicts into all-out conflagration. 

For many anti-war believers peace is virtually indivisable, any serious 

confrontation is expected to escalate immediately into thermonuclear an

nihilation. Middle marginalists differ from them through the conviction 

that it may be possible to arrest escalation at any point along the spec
trum of violence. Within middle marginalism the stabilizers differ in 

turn from the supremacists concerning the most likely means of arresting 

escalation: the supremacists would do so by imposing superior force, the
stabilizers by improvising devices of control through explicit agreements 

arrived at through negotiation or implicit agreements emerging through 
tacit bargaining.
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Because of their median position in relation to the paradox of 

deterrence, their willingness to admix prevention and mitigation, deter

rence and defense, most of the stabilizers' arms control recommendations 

overlap with either the interest of the anti-war school disarmers in pre

venting the outbreak of any form of war or the concern of the moderate 

supremacists to control the escalation of whatever conflict may occur. 

Levine has gleaned a list of proposals from Schelling and Halperin's 

volume, Strategy and Arms Control. It is to be noted that the proposed 

devices become relevant at various stages in the deterioration of peace. 

The compilation does not constitute a comprehensive program for perennial 

peace, but it does suggest a spiral of control designed to counteract the 

spiral of provocation and escalation. Schelling and Helperin suggest such 

things as:

measures to reduce the possibility of surprise attack (e.g., 
open skies); measures to make both sides less vulnerable to 
surprise (e.g., unilateral or bilateral emphasis on weapons 
for retaliation); measures to reduce the danger of accidental 
war (e.g., arrangements to improve command and control in 
order to avoid making wrong decisions on the basis of wrong 
information); measures to reduce the incidence of false alarm 
(e.g., exchange of warning facilities); measures to reduce 
capabilities for destruction if war starts (e.g., reduction of 
stockpiles of nuclear weapons or delivery systems); measures 
to reduce collateral damage (e.g., agreement to stress weapons 
with high accuracy and low yield); measures to control the 
course of a war which has started (e.g., pre-war preparation 
of intra-war communication between the sides); measures to re
duce the dangers, such as preemption stemming from crises 
(e.g., facilities for quick communication and negotiation in 
time of stress); measures to prevent local wars which might 
escalate (e.g., arms embargoes); measures to keep local wars 
from escalating (e.g., pre-war discussion by the United States 
and the Soviet Union of the conditions of local war); measures 
to slow down the technological arms race (e.g., implicit or ex
plicit agreement not to produce certain types of weapons); 
measures to decrease uncertainty which might lead to wrong short
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or long-run decisions (e.g., exchange of information); and 
measures to prevent the spread of weapons (e.g.) agreement 
not to share certain classes of weapons with other countries.

Thus, for middle marginalise stabilizers it is possible both to reduce the 

likelihood of war and mitigate its consequences through a policy of deter

rence complemented by arms control measures compounding self-restraint and 

devices for the rational management of weapons. Responsible strategic 

thought must proceed by analyzing in detail the conditions under which war 

might start and then applying every resource of rationality to reduce the 

risk of political wars started by calculation or miscalculation, pre

emptive wars generated by "reciprocal fear of surprise attack," or inad

vertent wars triggered by human or mechanical error.

The illusion of disarmament. - Control is possible; but even the 

most zealous arms control advocate must confess that it is not infallible. 

There is a residual risk that cannot be abolished. And it is the reaction 

to this risk, a reaction rooted more in temperment and fundamental world 

view rather than in any distinguishable fragment of analysis, which is 

responsible for the division between anti-war disarmament advocates and 

middle-marginalist arms controllers. For the disarmers the prospect of 

the indefinite existence of the risk of indefinite existence is intolerable. 

In the calculus that determines the "importance" of peace, the avoidance of 

nuclear holocaust is weighted with near-infinite value; when multiplied by 

even the most infinitesimal factor of probability the sum dominates all 

other concerns. There is no way of eradicating the risk other than by the 85

85Schelling and Halperin, Strategy and Arms Control, pp. 9-39.
The list was compiled by Robert A. Levine. See Levine, pp. 236-237.
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elimination of the weapons that have created it. Some arms control de

vices may be supported as contributing to the stability that must be the 

prelude to disarmament. But Mthey do not take care of the roots of our 

problem.** ”Arras control, advocated by the Pentagon and its civilian re

searchers, will at best reduce the temperature while leaving the disease
- i „86to plague us."

As Levine suggests, arms controllers and disarmers apply differ

ent modes of evaluation to specific proposals. The anti-war marginalists, 

having decided that disarmament is the only ultimate solution to the arms 

problem, assess individual measures by their contribution to this goal. 

They are oriented to the long run. For arms control advocates the rele

vant criterion, in light of which each proposal must be examined individ

ually in the immediate context, is not its potential long-range contribu

tion to the fulfilment of a vision of a disarmed world, but rather, its 

effect upon the modicum of stability we now enjoy through the competent 

application of deterrence. Short-run stability is the touchstone of 

middle marginalist appraisal. The refusal to make contribution to the 

goal of disarmament the single or even the primary criterion of policy is 

typified by Herman Kahn, who as one "interested in war plans and capa

bilities which could be used to fight, survive, and terminate wars in
87addition to deterring them," is a middle marginalist stationed somewhat 

past the vicinity of the stabilizers in the camp of the supremacists. For

86Etzioni, The Hard Way to Peace, pp. 127 and 14.

Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, p. 70.87
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the sake of deterrence he would have us maintain a "not incredible first

strike capacity." Yet he would not deny that Mthe uncontrolled arras race
88also involves fearful risks.M Indeed, he himself believes "that a con

tinuation of the present international order is incompatible with probable
89technological developments." Although "the current probability of in-

90advertent war is low," it is the most likely way in which war might 

start. Yet to Kahn, the relatively high risk of inadvertent war is testi

mony to the effectiveness of the procedures by which we have forestalled 

the possibility of a war starting from other causes. Arms control and 
disarmament proposals must not be evaluated apart from an appreciation of 

the paradox of deterrence. The residual risk of accidental war may be 
irreducible; "many methods recommended to reduce the probability of war

by accident might result in increasing the likelihood of war from one of 
9lthe other causes." "If we weaken our deterrent prematurely . . .  the

9?possibility of war by calculation may move to the top of the list."

Many people interested in disarmament or arms control at any cost 
. . . refuse to take seriously the potential effect of disarma
ment upon deterrence. . . The pressures toward war are likely to 
be restrained effectively only if the fear of punishment is not 
diminished to the vanishing point . . .  A bad arms control agree
ment may be vastly worse than none at all* * 88 * * * * 93

88Ibid., p. 56.

90Ibid., p. 44.
92Ibid., p. 56. Cf. Kahn, OTW, pp. 230-231: "The arms controller

should not advocate anything to decrease the possibility of the accidental 
and miscalculation wars that so weakens us militarily that he has, inad
vertently, excessively increased the possibility of war by calculation. 
Almost inevitably, he is going to make the deterrence of war harder by re
ducing the risks of war."

93Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, pp. 56-57.

89Ibid., p. 209. 

9lIbid.
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Kahn is not against arms control. He is simply for diligence and pru

dence in constructing measures that will not endanger stability and hence 

create a situation in the short run that may preclude the possibility 
entering the long-run. There may be a disastrous discontinuity between 

future vision and present necessity.

A military defense measure and arms limitations may oppose each 
other to some extent. If the conflict is relatively small and 
the military measure extremely valuable, the military measure may 
be worth retaining. But if the military value is small and incom
patible with controlling the arms race, we might well want to 
avoid the measure, even unilaterally if necessary. Each case 
must of course be evaluated on its merits.94

The failure of Kahn and other middle marginalists to endorse com
prehensive programs of disarmament need not be traced back to some callous 

lack of concern for the fate of humanity or to an inability to appreciate 
the risks entailed in relianee upon nuclear weapons. Having been fre

quently assaulted with such charges by many anti-war disarmers middle 

marginalists have launched a massive retaliation against the concept of 
disarmament employing Kampfbegriffen derived from disciplines ranging 

from the philosophy of history to weapons systems analysis.
There is first the general marginalist respect for the givenness 

of history which defines Mthe relevant margin of freedom of the present." 

Alert and rational men may seize, but they cannot freeze the opportunities 
for control afforded by any momentary context. There is hence a general

ized suspicion of intricate schemes designed to uphold a permanent 94

94Ibid., p. 77. Italics added. Kahn omits mention of the logical 
category in which the more difficult choices are likely to occur: those
in which there is a great military advantage to be derived from policies 
that conflict sharply with the hopes to evolve controls. The debates over 
the nuclear test ban may belong in this category.
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equilibrium. At this point middle marginalists make ironical use of the 
argument of excessive confidence in rationality that is often employed 

against their doctrine of deterrence. Disarmament appears to them as no 
less complicated and demanding. The debate over who depends most upon 

rationality is inconclusive. The arms controllers claim that men are 

not rational enough to give up weapons, but are rational enough to stop 
using them; the disarmers believe that men are not rational enough to 

avoid using weapons, but are rational enough to give up their possession.^ 
Middle marginalists insist that rationality can go very far in reducing 

our jeopardy, and that although risks remain, there are political values 
for the sake of which risk must be tolerated. Moreover, risk is a con

comitant of human existence; it may be more prudent "to bear what ills 
we have than flee to others we know not of."

The middle marginalists' dispositional discontent with disarma

ment is buttressed by their technical analyses which convince them that 
implementation of disarmament proposals would increase risks rather than 

diminish them. According to middle raarginalist analysis the maintenance 
of the peace requires either American superiority (supremacists) or a 

stable balance of power (stabilizers). The drastic reductions in force 

levels foreseen by disarmers might maintain a semblance of balance, but 
they would sacrifice stability. Snyder sets forth the logic of stability:

We may say that a "balance of terror" exists when each side has 
somewhat more than the minimum strike-back requirement - i.e., 
when neither side, in striking first, can destroy enough of the 95

95Paraphrased from class lecture of Stanley Hoffmann, Social 
Science 112, "War," Harvard University, September 24, 1962.
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opponent’s forces to make the latter’s retaliation bearable.
But the existence of a deterrent balance is something dif
ferent from the stability of the balance. Stability in one 
sense refers to the degree of change in the military, tech- 
nological, or political situation which is necessary to give 
one side a sufficient first-strike capability or sufficient 
incentive to strike first.9®

Stability has a dynamic reference pertaining to the degree of change

necessary to upset an existing balance. King spells out the implications:
National armaments may be reduced so low that the resulting 
temptation to evade the controls may heighten the likelihood 
of war. Thus, dependence on the controls mounts as the 
strength of the deterrent forces declines. For example, if 
the level were set at 10 missiles, the addition of 10 or 15 
clandestine missiles could give one side an overwhelming ad
vantage, and tempt it to initiate war.96 97

In proposals for arms control, the disarmers' hopes for the diminution of

risk through reductions in destructive capacity dwindle to more modest 

proportions. The goal is redefined as the limitation of forces»not their 
abolition.

For these reasons, if it is to be the function of arms control 
to safeguard the stability based upon mutual deterrence, pro
posals to abolish the **terror” in the “balance of terror” are 
clearly out of order. It may be appropriate, nevertheless, to

96Snyder, p. 97.
97King, p. 99. Cf« Kahn, OTW, pp. 232-233: ” . . .  successful

and responsible short-run control measures are more likely to require 
large military establishments on both sides than the opposite . . .  a 
'balance of terror’ with two large military establishments tends to be 
much more stable against crises, accidents, cheating, minor changes in 
technology or posture, or miscalculations. . . than a balance of terror 
stabilized with small establishments. . . .  To the extent that there 
are important measures that can be and should be instituted, it may be 
irresponsible to jeopardize them by asking for the unobtainable - that 
is, those who ask for some form of universal disarmament or nothing are 
probably asking for nothing."
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seek early agreement to limit the number of long-range missiles 
(and aircraft) on each side, and thereby to diminish the implicit 
threat of terror.“®

By rigorous analysis it may be possible to discover a point at which there 
could be balance, stability, and limitation. "But total disarmament is a 
tragic illusion, if not a deliberate fraud.**99

Deterrence does have its dangers, but the middle marginalist de
fense of it ultimately rests upon the conviction that nothing better is 
available. Thomas Schelling summarizes the case:

There should be no divorce between deterrence and disarmament.
If disarmament is to work, it has got to improve deterrence and 
stabilize deterrence. Until a much greater community of interest 
exists in the world than is likely in this generation, war will 
have to be made unprofitable. It cannot be made impossible.100

The words of Schelling and Halperin, quoted earlier, provide a fitting

summary: "Man's capability for self-destruction cannot be eradicated -

98.King, p. 100, 99Ibid., p . ill.
100.Thomas C. Schelling, "The Role of Deterrence in Total Disarma- 

ment>" Foreign Affairs, XL (April, 1962), 406. Quoted in Levine, p. 173.
It should be noted that the "Gradualism" espoused by Amitai Etzioni, an 
anti-war marginalist, also makes the fundamental assumption that "until 
a much greater community of interest exists . . .  war will have to be made 
unprofitable." It differs, however, in the judgment of what is "likely in 
this generation." As is suggested by the following quotation from his book 

Hard Way to Etzioni is hopeful that a much greater community of
interest will be engendered, or rather acknowledged, through the applica
tion of his proposals. "A safer world can be reached only through disarma
ment. . . LbutJ history teaches us that after disarmament frequently comes, 
no£ peace, but rearmament. . . stable peace requires even more than abol
ishing the capacity to wage war - it requires the curbing of the underlying 
conflicts which cause nations to take up arms." p. ill. "But just as there 
is no stable disarmament without world government, there is no world gov
ernment without some development of a global society" p. 112. Thus there 
is a twofold task, to "slow down the arms race and accelerate the socio
political processes" [[upbuilding the global community]. Trained as a 
sociologist, Etzioni is eager "that one should not underplay the import
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he knows too much! Keeping that capability under control - providing in

centives to minimize recourse to violence - is the eternal challenge.”

The need for supremacy. - Peace may best be maintained not by the 

elimination of weapons of mass destruction but by their cancellation with 

countervailing power. This is the common credo of middle marginalists. 

All agree in the need for Type I Deterrence, the necessity of insuring a 

•'minimum deterrent” able to forestall attack upon the United States. We 

must never have less than a "minimum strike-back punitive capability.”

The question that divides supremacists from the stabilizers concerns how 

much more strategic capacity is necessary, desirable, and feasible in 

the military, political, and economic context of the nineteen sixties.

of objective elements, such as weapons capacities, their distribution 
among the contenders . . . However, as the situation is developing at 
present the objective factors . . . enable settlement and require it.
Hence the removal of psychological blocks becomes crucial now,” p. 92. 
Gradualism, through a sequence of stages, seeks to reduce international 
tensions and "to slow down, stop, reverse and finally abolish the arms 
race. p. 94. "The sequence is constructed in this way on the assumption 
that the objective situation calls for settlement but psychological factors 
on both sides block it." p. 95.

Etzioni is a marginalist, he finds it necessary to rely upon weapons 
until —  until an improvement in the psychological climate permits the 
creation of institutions that will obviate the need for national nuclear 
torces. He differs from the analytical middle marginalists in the pro
jected analysis that the situation is likely to be changed.
, instructively compare the remark of Herman Kahn, OTW, p. 251:
If the success of arms control depends on the creation of a world in 

which all violence and conflict have been banished, it is most unlikely 
that a successful arms control system will be developed. Stresses and 
strains will arise in the best-run worlds.”

Etzioni's conclusion is dependent upon assumptions concerning the 
g£Ponent and the nature of power. The type of analysis essayed by Levine 
can contribute to mutual edification by indicating what is truly at issue 
and making certain that debate is not misplaced.

101Schelling and Halperin, Strategy and Arms Control, p. 5.
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Herman Kahn's volume, On Thermonuclear War, may be viewed as a massive 

commentary on his table of "Alternative National Postures" in which stra
tegic doctrines are arranged along a scale indicating increasing require
ments for strategic striking power.

ALTERNATIVE NATIONAL POSTURES
1. Internal Police Force plus "World Government"
2. Minimum Deterrence plus Limited War plus Arms Control
3. Add insurance to the Minimum Deterrents

(a) for reliability (Finite Deterrence)
(b) against unreliability (Counterforce as Insurance)
(c) against a change in policy (PreattaciTMobilization Base)

4. Add Credible First Strike Capability
5. "Splendid" First Strike and no Limited War Capability
6. Dreams

To insure reliability. - Kahn's work is an attempt to spell out 

the implications of his central assertion that the firm and stable balance 
of terror, assumed by the advocates of Minimum Deterrence, does not in 

fact exist. A reliable Type I Deterrent cannot simply be postulated as 
a deduction from the unseemliness of nuclear bombardment. "Reliable

Kahn, OTW, p. 4. For convenience we reproduce the table given 
in footnote one of Chapter One above. In Levine's categories, number one 
would fall within the anti-war systemist school. Number two is most popu
lar among anti-war marginalists. Middle marginalist stabilizers support 
Finite Deterrence, with inclination to hedge in the direction of added 
insurance through Counterforce as Insurance. The middle marginalist su
premacists begin with Counterforce as Insurance and proceed in search of 
a Credible First Strike Capability, as do the anti-communist marginalists. 
The anti-communist systemists would demand a "Splendid" or disarming first 
strike capability, although in contradistinction to the traditional Massive 
Retaliation doctrine, which neglected conventional forees, they might pre
fer to be superior at every level from guerrilla warfare through "war
winning" forces able to prevail in the environment created by a nuclear 
exchange.
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Deterrence of a war is much more difficult than has been supposed in the 
103past.*' Proponents of Finite Deterrence may at least be commended for 

the diligence with which they seek to insure the reliability of the de
terrent in every conceivable circumstance.

To insure against unreliability. - It is possible to utilize the 

concept of the "Doomsday Machine,” a device which approximates the '’ideal 
Type I Deterrent" by its ability to insure the destruction of the world 

if triggered by an enemy attack, to illustrate the point that the attain

ment of a wholly reliable Type I Deterrent can never be the single cri
terion of military policy. A Doomsday Machine would possess five of the 

six desirable characteristics of a deterrent; it would be frightening, 103

103Ibid., p. 556. See also p. 557j
". . .to evaluate the effectiveness of our deterrent it is not 
enough to ask a common question: Will our deterrence tend to
prevent a responsible and cautious Soviet decision maker from 
risking all by attacking us by surprise and in cold blood, that 
is, "out of the blue," when his alternative seems to be a stable 
and secure peace in which he seems to be getting all his desires? 
The question is insufficient. . . .  Even a frown of displeasure 
might deter such an enemy. But there is still a vastly important 
issue left. Is our deterrent powerful enough to withstand all 
the stresses and strains of the cold war, all the sudden and un
expected changes, the possible accidents and miscalculations, the 
satellite revolts, the limited wars, the crises in Berlin and 
elsewhere, the optimists, gamblers, or logicians who may believe 
in paper plans, the reciprocal fear of surprise attack, and any 
other kind of tense or unstable situation? We must always remember 
that the historical stream has a disconcerting habit of being 
richer and more imaginative than any scholar. At the minimum, an 
adequate deterrent for the United States must provide an objective 
basis for a Soviet calculation that would persuade them that, no
jnatter how skillful or ingenious they were, an attack on the United
States would lead to a very high risk if nof^rt-aim-y inrpp----
scale destruction to Soviet civil society and military forces."



197

inexorable, persuasive, cheap, nonaccident prone. But it is rendered
totally unacceptable as a weapon because it is also uncontrollable.

“There is no chance of human intervention, control, and final decision.“104 105
Even though it maximizes the probability that deterrence will 
work (including minimizing the probability of accidents or mis
calculations), it is totally unsatisfactory. One must still 
examine the consequences of a failure.*05

One cannot escape the paradox of deterrence by assuming that war, being 
unthinkable, has now become impossible. A nation cannot indefinitely re
press the question, “What happens if deterrence fails?“ It may fail.
And we must compromise the logic of pure, automated deterrence with prep
arations designed to insure our survival even if deterrence proves unre
liable.

Type I Deterrence is far from being enough. Deterrence may fail 
despite our best efforts. Even seemingly adequate deterrence 
measures may fail. No matter how threatening our retaliatory 
forces may be, war can still occur for any of the following reasons: °

1. Accidental triggering of either alert force or both of them;
2. Miscalculation by one side of the opponent's intentions ;
3. Irrational or pathological actions; illogical or ir

responsible gambling; and,
A. If the leaders of the Soviet Union are presented with 

a situation in which they feel that, dangerous as war 
is, it is more dangerous for them to stay at peace;

5. Escalation or catlysis.-

104Ibid., p. 147.
105

the U* « ff * p * 229! "The example of the Doomsday andthe Doomsday-in-a-llurry Machines was supposed to illustrate convincingly
wori L t t Z r  enOUg t0 7 ximlze the probability that deterrence will work, but that one must also consider the consequences if deterrence

106Ibid., p. 558.
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We must equip ourselves not only to prevent war, but also to mitigate its 

consequences if deterrence fails. We must seek to insure the reliability 

of our deterrent; but we must also insure ourselves against its possible •

• M . . . our almost complete reliance on deterrence working 
is probably an example of frivolity or wishful thinking.«107

i. "Tragic but distinguishable postwar states". - It is necessary 

and meaningful to ask ourselves, What will we do after the bombs begin to 
land? What forces will be available to us on the second day of the war? 

How will the country look five or ten years after the close of the war? 
These questions are necessary and meaningful because it is possible to 
survive a nuclear war. «. . . for at least the next decade or so, any 

picture of total world annihilation appears to be wrong, irrespective of 

the military course of events. Equally important, the picture of total 

disaster is likely to be wrong even for the two antagonists."108 The 

popular view of nuclear war as a sudden spasm of destruction ending in 

mutual annihilation is an exaggeration which permits people to escape the 
responsibility to think seriously about measures that could be taken to 

alleviate the consequences of war and facilitate the recuperation of the 

nation. We must think seriously about the structure of our military and 
non-military resources because their size and composition can make a dif

ference. "There is obviously a difference between damage and annihila
te «109 tion."

Actually, when one examines the possible effects of thermonuclear
war carefully, one notices that there are indeed many postwar
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states that should be distinguished. If most people do not or 
cannot distinguish among these states it is because the grada
tions occur as a result of a totally bizarre circumstance - a 
thermonuclear war. The mind recoils from thinking hard about 
that; one prefers to believe it will never happen. If asked,
MHow does a country look on the day of the war?** the only answer 
a reasonable person can give is «awful .** It takes an act of 
iron will or an unpleasant degree of detachment or callousness 
to go about the task of distinguishing among the possible degrees of awfulness.HO

Variations in the nature of our military capabilities might make possible
a significant reduction in casualties if deterrence fails. Since no

scheme of deterrence can be made infallible, it is prudent to compromise
pure deterrence with a measure of capability for defense.

Obviously, first priority must be and is being given to pre
venting nuclear war. But even less than first-priority ob
jectives can be essential. Since war is not so remote a 
possibility that we can afford to be complacent, we have an 
obligation to allocate at least a modest portion of our in
tellectual and material resources to the objective of alle
viating the consequences of a nuclear conflict should it occur.111

ikid., p.  19. Cf. p. 71: «It is the thesis of this lecture
hat if proper preparations have been made, it would be possible for us 

or the Soviets to cope with all the effects of a thermonuclear war, in 
the sense of saving most people and restoring something close to the pre- 
war standard of living in a relatively short time. But there is no reason
m L beii6Ve t?iS WJU  u® trUC unless both nations investigate the problem more thoroughly than has been done so far, and then take the necessary
preparations.« Acceptance of the fact that war may be survived has po
litical import in peace time bargaining involved in the maneuvering of 
international relations. «The real question that arises in the prewar 

period concerns the impact that even a sober estimate of the postwar en
vironment (not to speak of the current apocalyptic views) may have on 
programs, policy making, and the willingness of governments to take risks. 
There are likely to be some pronounced assymmetries here between us and 
the Soviets; it would be well to alleviate these assymmetries insofar as 
greater knowledge and better preparations can do so.« pp. 69-70.

IllKahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, pp. 83-84.



200

ii. The meaning of "counterforce". - There are two presupposi

tions which underlie the committment to procure "Counterforce as Insurance:
Once one accepts the idea that deterrence is not absolutely re
liable and that ijt would be possible to survive a war, then he 
may be willing to buy insurance - to spend money~on-preparations 
to decrease the number of fatalities and injuries, limit damage, 
facilitate recuperation, and to get the best military result 
possible - at least "to prevail" in some meaningful sense if you 
cannot win.112

The term "counterforce" is used by Kahn to "include anything which might 

counter the use or effectiveness of the enemy's force." It has active 

ingredients - offensive forces designed to destroy the enemy's weapons 

on the ground, and air defenses to repel efforts to penetrate our air

space with bombers or missiles; it also has passive elements - hardened 
sites to protect retaliatory forces and civil defense installations to 

protect the population. Kahn notes that Counterforce as Insurance "is 
currently being neglected, - in some cases advertently, but mostly be
cause it is thought to be impossible."113 114

However, it is our conjecture that . . . feasible combinations of 
active defense, active offense, and nonmilitary defense can, with 
at least medium confidence if not with high confidence, protect 
a nation in the sense that without these measures the nation may 
be almost totally destroyed. With them, it can recover from a
war to an^quivalent of its former position in about ten years or less•

Some measure of counterforce ability is necessary and feasible as a re-

112Kahn, OTW, p. 24. Italics added.
113

JMl*» P* 96 • Kahn adds the observation that "this impression 
ot the impossibility of alleviating a war's effects often (illogically) 
leads to a conviction that war is also impossible."

114Ibid., p. 101.
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sponse to the question, "What if deterrence fails?»*, as insurance against 

a tragedy that is neither impossible nor necessary. In replying to crit
ics of his proposals for Civil Defense, Kahn argues that such precautions 
are morally obligatory:

If there is a reasonable possibility for the survival of society 
after a nuclear war, we have a moral obligation to prepare such 
facilities in advance as would help people to meet the emergen
cies they would have to face, . .115

iii. H°w much is enough?. - Levine notes that virtually all 
middle marginalists are agreed in the desire for protection of our in
vulnerable retaliatory force, control of weaponry for the sake of dis

crimination in targeting, and defenses for the civilian population as 
insurance against all contingencies. »»Beyond these, middle marginalists 
are divided over the questions of the design and the objectives of our 
strategic forces and tactics.«116 James E. King, Jr. formulates the 
«agonizing choices« from the vantage point of the stabilizers:

The choice is between (l) striving for a superiority that may 
well be beyond our reach, knowing that in the process we shall 
be pitting our energies against the trend to improved stability, 
thereby seeking to perpetuate mutual insecurity at risk of war, 
and (2) an alternative which, though hardly guaranteed, allows 
us to exploit rather than oppose the stabilizing forces. If we 
choose the former, arms control can hardly rise above the level 
of propaganda; if the latter, it may prove an invaluable safeguard .1 *'

King must concede that «some measure of counterforce seems essential to 

stability. The critical factor, however, is emphasis . . . the problem * 7

Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, p. 98.
116T ,Levine, 242.
ll7King, p. 93f. Quoted also in Levine, p. 243.
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must be faced: just how far should we go toward building a credible first
113strike force our adversary will regard as a threat?”

For Kahn the choice may be agonizing but it still is clear. Ir- 

regardless of how our adversaries will interpret our moves, the need for 

counterforce capabilities, which has been deduced from a prudential con

cern for survival, entails a requirement for offensive forces:

It is part and parcel of this concept of fighting and alleviating 
a war that we must preserve enough offensive force either to de
stroy the enemy’s offensive forces or to force him to negotiate.

It is the tragic necessity imposed by the paradox of deterrence that we

must sacrifice the fortuitous stability anticipated by King in order to

hedge, to insure ourselves against the possibility that the ’’fortuitous

stability” may give way to the calamitous futility of a war in which we

may be trapped unprepared.

The logic of supremacy: strategic, military, economic, political,

and moral implications. - Kahn embarks on the road to supremacy out of 

prudential desire to attain a measure of preparedness enabling the nation 8

ll8King, pp. 92, 93.

^^Kahn, OTW, p. 108. Cf. p. 302: ”The main objective of our
military forces is to protect ourselves and to influence others. This is 
sometimes forgotten. In particular, we do not really want to destroy the 
enemy; we want to coerce him. Before the war, we attempt to prevent the 
enemy from attacking us by having an effective Type I Deterrence. We at
tempt to regulate his behavior by having effective Type II and Type III 
Deterrence. After a war has started, under most circumstances we ought to 
be interested in Limiting Damage and Stalemating or Winning the War.
Whether we pursue these objectives by destroying the enemy’s forces, at
tacking his resolve, or negotiating, is a tactical and strategic question, 
but under conditions of modern warfare attacks on resolve (the use of post
attack coercion) and negotiation are much to be preferred to attacks on 
people and property. Similarly, we must be prepared for the enemy to use 
such attacks on us.”
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to survive the type of inadvertent or “irrational” wars that are not de

ferrable by the methods envisioned by the stabilizers. But his prudential 

preparations have strategic, military, economic, political and moral re

percussions. The dialogue with critics who pose objections to counter

force doctrine on each of these grounds exposes the logic which draws Kahn 

further and further toward supremacy.

i. Strategic implications. - Objection may be made to the strategic

implications of counterforce doctrine by citing the equation established by 

the dilemma of deterrence: If we mitigate the terrors of war we may in

crease the likelihood of its occurrence. Given the terrors of unmitigated 

warfare in case a policy of “minimum deterrence" should fail, supremacists 

argue that a slight increase in the probability of some lesser form of con

flict is a reasonable cost for “insurance“ against greater calamity. ii.

ii. Military implications. - If wars are to become more likely we 

must define and procure the military requirements for a “war fighting“ as 

well as a “war deterring“ capability. Such activity may aggravate the 

arras race. The accumulation of weapons ambiguous in their utility for 

either offense or defense may create a pre-emptive situation in which the 

Soviets, conscious of the overwhelming and mathematically predictable ad

vantages of a first strike with nuclear missiles, may prefer to risk the 

residual uncertainties of warfare rather than witness the deterioration

of their position under “peaceful coexistence.“ It would admittedly take 

a reckless Soviet decision maker to incur such risks even under great 

duress. But “it would be even more reckless for the United States to rely
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on extreme Soviet caution and responsibility as a defense.1*120 In order 

to foreclose any prospect of successful pre-emption we must possess objec

tive military capabilities able to insure our "prevailance" at any level 

of violence. We may thus remove incentive for pre-emption and also impose 

limits upon the escalation of limited conflicts.

While it is often stated that no country will accept defeat 
without using every weapon it has in its arsenal, if a nation 
is losing it may not be in a position to increase the level 
of violence advantageously. I would point out again that no 
civilized nation really is willing to fight even a semicivilized 
opponent to the last woman and child rather than sue for peace.121

The prospect of all-out nuclear war is not the only type of military threat 

we may encounter. In order to deter or defeat the manifold forms of com

munist provocation through blackmail, mischief, and aggression, it must be 

made evident that we possess the force and will to respond to every chal

lenge with discriminate determination. For this purpose we need a full 

panoply of forces. Our arsenal must be diverse in order that we may have

freedom and flexibility in selecting counter-measures that are more than
122adequate and less than catastrophic. * 122

120Ibid., p. 199, 12lIbld., p. 240.
122A central concern of all middle marginalises is to preclude the 

possibility that we may confront a situation in which the choices seem to 
be narrowed to the options **red or dead.” Kahn is convinced that other 
alternatives are presently available: *'We should not pose the alternatives
as being: (1) immediate unilateral surrender, or (2) immediate preventive
war, or (3) inevitable world annihilation. If these were the only alterna
tives almost everyone in the West would choose number one (although some in 
the communist bloc might choose number two). I would conjecture that the 
net practical effect of posing the problem in such a way is not to encour
age feasible and useful proposals to control the arms race; instead, it in
creases the probability of a Pearl Harbor, a Munich, or a mutually devastat
ing war. It is dangerous to put tempting strategies before an opponent.
The temptation may cause him not only to exploit the feasible possibilities 
but to overreach or overextend himself." OTW, p. 525.
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We must arm our leaders with maximum flexibility of choice; they must be 

able to react with measures proportioned to the provocation rendered and 

not be deterred by the very excess of the means available to them.*^

The current emphasis of middle marginalist analysis upon 
«choice," "flexibility," and "variety of options" reflects their perennial 
critique of the doctrine of Massive Retaliation which, when extended to 
cover provocations other than direct, all-out attack upon the United States, 
posed a disproportionate threat incredible to the aggressor and unusable 
for the defender. Kahn stresses the need to possess a series of options 
(e.g., On Thermonuclear War, pp. 287ff.). Henry Kissinger summarizes the 
critique and the inferred need for flexibility: "As the gap between the
threat on which we rely for deterrence and the strategy we are prepared to 
implement widens, the threat of massive retaliation becomes increasingly 
irresponsible and ineffective . . .  However drastic our retaliatory threat, 
the inability to assign any military purpose to it may deprive it of cred
ibility. And it does not matter how resolute we "really" are. A threat 
which is disbelieved causes deterrence to fail." The Necessity for Choice, 
pp. 43-44. "Reliance on deterrence by the threat of all-out war will lead 
to a diplomacy of irresponsibility . . .  As for the West, it is difficult 
to see how it can avoid demoralization when confronted by a series of de
cisions, each posing the alternative of suicide or at least partial sur
render . . .  We will either be disbelieved and thereby encourage aggression, 
or we may be thought too bellicose and thus tempt a Soviet pre-emptive at
tack." pp. 47-48. "It simply does not make sense to seek to defend one's 
way of life with a strategy which guarantees its destruction." p. 57. We 
can no longer rely upon the single form of deterrence offered by the "cheap" 
threat of massive retaliation. "The flexibility so often demanded of our 
diplomacy is impossible without a spectrum of military capabilities." p. 58. 
We must have many options available: "Flexibility in both diplomacy and
strategy requires that a maximum number of stages be created between sur
render and Armageddon." p. 59.

The principle of flexibility of choice allowing proportionate response 
to aggression has been warmly accepted by those who formulate defense 
policy in the Kennedy administration. Alain C. Enthoven, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense, elaborates the doctrine: "There are three related
themes underlying and uniting our defense policies today. They are, first, 
deterrence of aggression; second, freedom for the President to select and 
apply the amount and kind of force appropriate to the threat at hand; and 
third, the controlled use of force. . . .In order to give the President the 
freedom of action required to be able to limit appropriately the use of 
force, current defense policy emphasizes flexibility, options, and choice. 
One of its main objectives is to make available to the President a range of 
military responses appropriate for each threat to our security, so that he 
can apply force adequate to accomplish the objective at hand without caus
ing any unnecessary damage or loss of life, and while holding to a minimum 
the risk of escalation to a more destructive level of conflict. . . .  we
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The military establishment must be made to serve the political purposes 

of the nation. We must be scrupulous in refraining from the premature 
application of ‘'military solutions," but competent and resolute in * 10

are working to acquire a flexiblej balanced defense posture giving us 
capabilities for the selective use of force for all kinds of conflict, 
from counter-insurgency and anti-guerri11a warfare through large scale 
convention (non-nuclear) warfare, through major thermonuclear war. Al
though the choice of the amount and kind of force to be applied in any 
circumstance is bound to be a difficult one, we would like to make it pos
sible in all cases, if I may borrow a phrase from the Mikado, 'to make 
the punishment fit the crime.'" pp. 2, 3, 4. "Our approach is based on 
options, deliberation, flexibility and control. Rather than decide ahead 
of time which targets must be hit by which weapons, and then commit our
selves to it, our approach is to give the President a range of choices so 
that he can select the plan whose targets and timing of attacks are most 
appropriate to the circumstances at hand . . . it is a policy of strength 
not weakness. It takes superior nuclear forces to be able to ride out any 
kind of attack and then retain the option to destroy most of the enemies 
remaining military forces should that be appropriate. It would be a policy 
of weakness to commit ourselves irrevocably to a spasm of nuclear retalia
tion against Soviet cities, p. 14. Address by Dr. Alain C. Enthoven,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, "Systems Analysis", Before the 
Loyola University Forum for National Affairs, Los Angeles, California,
10 February, 1963 and Before Students, Faculty, and Friends of Seattle 
University, Seattle, Washington, 11 February, 1963. (Mimeographed.)

124„ , 4 „Kahn is sensitive to the fact that many "nonmilitary deterrents" 
operate to restrain a potential aggressor. A sensible defense policy will 
seek first to reinforce the nonmilitary inhibitors, and if these prove in
adequate, will proceed to apply military pressure in gradual and controlled 
increments. "It is clear that so far as day-to-day activities are con
cerned, what regulates a country's behavior are non-military calculations 
in the Type III Deterrence area. Among other things, for example, a po
tential provocateur may be deterred by any of the effects shown in Table

NONMILITARY DETERRENTS
1. Internal Reactions or Costs
2. Losing Friends or Antagonizing Neutrals
3. Creating or Strengthening Coalitions of Enemies
4. Lowering the Reaction Threshold of Potential Opponents
5. Diplomatic or Economic Retaliation
6. An Increase in the Potential Opponent's Military Forces
7. 'Not Going to Heaven'

. . . If the above deterrents are to work reliably, there must always be in 
the background the knowledge that if they did not, other kinds of deterrence 
or corrections would come in. Jit could be disastrous to have a conspicuous
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using them where needed. Yet even in the midst of battle we must be 

guided by Mthe principle that across the spectrum of conflict, military

125

M E  IS the spectrum of deterrents and capabilities. . . I am not saying 
that we need always make immediate threats of »massive retaliation' or pre
emptive action. Rather, the opposite. I believe that the threat should be 
held in reserve, but at the same time preparations ought to be made to make 
it more credible that it will be used in extreme provocation. For 'moderate' 
provocations we should not even discuss the possibility. Even for 'extreme' 
provocation, it is only after the nonmilitary deterrents have been exhausted 
that we should think of military deterrents to restrain a potential aggres
sor s behavior. These military deterrents are listed in Table 47.

MILITARY DETERRENTS
1. Some temporizing military measures - alert, mobilization, etc.
2. Direct military support for the threatened area
3. A small Controlled Reprisal
4. A small Controlled War
5. A large Controlled Reprisal
6. A large Controlled War
7. A Spasm War
8. A Countervalue War

If we wish to have our strategic air force contribute to the deterrence of 
provocation, it must be credible that we are willing to take one or more of 
the above actions. Usually the most convincing way to look willing is to 
be willing . . .  a serious planner may wish to study even more options; it 
is most unlikely that he can get away with less. The known existence of a 
sequence of options of gradually increasing risk and severity removes from 
the other side the temptation to raise the ante, because he believes that 
we would prefer appeasing to going all out with the Spasm or Countervalue Wars. OTW, pp. 285-289. 125

125The revolutionary social changes taking place throughout the 
world afford the Soviets innumerable opportunities to exploit latent dis
contents in their effort to isolate the nations of the North Atlantic com
munity. ". . . it is unlikely that the problem will be settled in any kind 
of satisfactory way unless the West is and appears to be so militarily, 
economically, and politically competent that the Soviets realize there is 
no point in fishing in troubled waters - the gains are all to be made by 
cooperation and agreement.

"This means that we must have a competent and flexible military posture 
and be willing to use it to influence events if challenged. This does not 
mean continuous recourse to 'brinkmanship* or to threats of massive retali
ation, but only intervening when necessary - as we intervened in Korea,
Lebanon and Indochina may also be examples. Such intervention must be 
achieved without interfering with legitimate political and even revolution
ary developments . . .  The need for intervention may well be decreased if 
we have the capacity and resolve to do it." Kahn, OTW, p. 571.
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force is to be used with deliberation and control.

iii. Economic implications. - Supremacist military doctrine en

tails significant economic committments. Secretary of Defense McNamara 

has intimated the magnitude of the enterprise undertaken by the nation:

Our Communist opponents have greatly extended the range of con
flict to cover virtually every aspect of human activity. And 
we, together with our allies, must carefully allocate our de
fense effort to ensure that we can meet the challenge on every 
front and at every level . . . . . . . . . .
* * * * • • * • • « • • •
We must be in a position to confront him at any level of provoca
tion with an appropriate military response.127

Even among middle marginalists there are some who express doubts whether

126_ .
Enthoven, p. 15. "There is, to be sure, a danger of breakdown 

of control in the environment of thermonuclear war. But, short of com
plete destruction of Western society, there is no point at which it makes 
sense to choose to abandon control. Even when it comes to thermonuclear 
weapons, if our weapons are to be used to keep us alive and free, their 
use must be controlled." p. 15. "Doubtless questions will arise in your 
minds as to whether nuclear war can and should be limited and controlled. 
First can it? The answer depends on our will to make it so. With the pro
tected weapons systems, command posts, and communications we are now ac
quiring, there i_s no technical reason why the use of nuclear weapons cannot 
be controlled in a nuclear war . . . The other question is, ^Should we try?' 
The argument against trying Cn.b. flowing from the "paradox of deterrenceJ» 
one that has been used against Civil Defense, is that it weakens the »fire 
break' between nuclear and non-nuclear war. But any thermonuclear war 
would be such an unprecedented disaster that it is difficult to see how 
anything we could do to mitigate its consequences would effectively weaken 
the fire break.* And the disaster of an unlimited nuclear war would be 
too great to permit us not to take whatever measures we can to minimize its 
likelihood. Moreover, the principle of controlled and limited use of miTIT 
~ ? y  íorce is indivisible. If we believe in control in some circumstances 
and not in others, it will become more difficult to maintain it in those 
circumstances in which we should. An emphasis on control and limitations 
in the use of force ¿s desirable across the spectrum of conflict." dd . 18. 
19. Italics added.

McNamara, "Statement before the House Armed Services Committee, 1963," pp. 4-5, 18. *
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the attainment of a war-winning counterforce capability will be techni
cally feasible, given the variety and complexity of military operations 

today. There are others who have raised questions concerning the economic 

feasibility of a prolonged attempt to gain and maintain the level of supe
riority necessary to “meet the challenge on every front and at every 

level.“ The probable economic consequences of the Cold War have been 
sharply debated} there is dispute over who will drive whom to bankruptcy. 

Under the Eisenhower administration, the idea was prevalent in high quar

ters that the cleverly veiled objective of communist harrassment was to 

provoke us into “spending ourselves to death,“ thus undermining the Amer

ican economy which stood as the ultimate bulwark of the West. Contempo

rary middle marginalists tend to uphold the antithetical view: we should

exploit our superior economic resources to impose strains upon the Soviet 
economy which will force them to curtail military procurement and moderate

1 9 fttheir foreign policy objectives. Although the latter view is clearly

McNamara devotes two and a half pages of his “Statement before 
the House Armed Services Committee, 1963“ to a demonstration that the policy 
recommended by middle marginalists is having its predicted effect upon the 
Soviet economy: “There is no gainsaying that Soviet resources, industry
and technology have given that country the potential to challenge the pri
macy of U.S. military power in the world.“ “But the resources and capa
bilities of the Soviet Union are by no means unlimited. The stresses and 
strains of their efforts to catch up with the United States are becoming 
increasingly apparent.“ “The rate of Soviet industrial growth has already 
slowed down significantly.“ “This decline in the rate of growth of Soviet 
industry, coupled with increases in defense and space expenditures, has been 
accompanied by a sharp drop in the rate of increase of new investment.“ 
Soviet military expenditures since 1958 have increased by about one-third.” 
“These additional defense costs can be supported only at the expense of in
creases in other sectors of the economy.“ “It is apparent that the lower 
growth rates of the past two years are related to the rising demands of 
their military and space programs. These programs will continue to exert 
great pressure on Soviet resource availabilities during the next few years. 
Conversely, the slower rates of economic growth, the demands of the civilian
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predominant today the divisions of the earlier debate are reflected in the 
continued existence of two orientations to the problem of balancing mili

tary needs and economic resources. The "limited economy approach" "holds 

that there is an objectively determinable limit to 'what the economy can 

stand' in the way of governmental expenditure and taxation, and that this 

places an absolute ceiling on the amount of resources which can safely be 

allocated for military use." The "requirements approach" first defines 

the goals of national policy that must be achieved for the sake of "se
curity," then assesses the enemy's capacity to frustrate these goals, and 

finally, determines what resources will be needed to overcome each potential 
challenge. The devotion of supremacists to the "requirements approach" may 

be illustrated by Secretary McNamara's defense of the defense budget.

The sizeable sums requested were by no means unexpected, inasmuch 
as we had eliminated the arbitrary budget ceilings which had been 
used prior to 1961 . . .  I was particularly anxious that nothing 
should be done to discourage the Military Departments from sub
mitting any program change they felt was necessary for the defense

economy, the requirements of their foreign aid program, etc., will act as 
restraints on further additions to the mi 1itary and space programs, par
ticularly on large and very costly new programs such as an effective anti- 
ballistic missile defense system.

"In other words, the Soviet leadership is confronted with a very severe 
resources allocation problem and must strike a balance among its various 
objectives . . ."

"There is evidence that the increasing military burden on the economy 
has led to debate within the Soviet leadership during the last two years.
We can expect that the pressures on the Kremlin leaders will be intensified 
over the next few years, as we continue to move forward with our own mili
tary and space programs and as the economic and military strength of the 
Free World continues to grow.

"Although we cannot predict with any degree of precision how the Soviet 
leadership will solve its resources allocation problem, it may be that the 
strain of so many competing claims on the Soviet economy will tend to limit 
the size and help determine the character of the Soviet military program, at 
least over the next few years." pp. 20-22. Italics added.

129Snyder, p. 261.
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of the Nation. This was consistent with President Kennedy*s 
instructions to me to; (1) develop the force structure neces
sary to meet our military requirements without regard to arbi
trary budget ceilings, and (2) procure and operate this force 
at the least possible cost.

Supremacists are not disposed to deny that their military program would

demand unprecedented appropriations. But, as Kahn observes;

if this country can reach the year 1975 while spending only 10 
or even 15 per cent of its GNP on national security we will be 
lucky indeed. Never has a nation lived so well as this one.
To plead poverty is singularly unattractive. 131

The need for high levels of military expenditures is »'simply a fact of 

life." ". . . in any world short of Utopia . . .  we will have an impor

tant and expensive national security problem."130 * 132 * * The economy is not 

seriously endangered; "a responsible policy probably would not require a 

cutback in current standards of living - just a cutback in the rate at 

which they increase." "We are still not at the stage of making really 

hard economic choices. We have no right to be indignant if it turns out 

that we cannot eat our cake and have it too. Security may come at a 

higher price than we have been accustomed to paying."13^ Snyder pares the 

issue down to what he considers to be the "really important economic ques

tion in defense matters, which is; How much in the way of material comforts

130McNamara, "Statement before the House Armed Services Committee,
1963," p. 3. Cf. President Kennedy's "Special Message to the Congress on
the Defense Budget, March 28, 1961"; "Our arms must be adequate to meet
our commitments and insure our security, without being bound by arbitrary 
budget ceilings. This nation can afford to be strong; it cannot afford to 
be weak." Reprinted in To Turn the Tide, ed. John W. Gardner (New York; 
Popular Library, 1962), p. 74.

131

133
Kahn, OTW, p. 567. 

Ibid., pp. 566f.

132

134
Ibid., p. 568. 

Ibid., p. 566.



212

are we willing to sacrifice in order to have how much security?”

iv. Political implications. - Supremacists would insist that an

economic critique of the counterforce posture cannot reasonably be made

in abstraction from political realities and commitments. The first po-

litical reality is ”that it takes two not to have the kind of arms race

described. If only one withdraws, then that one will be in a serious posi-
136tion of inferiority.” The nature of our political commitments are 

spelled out not only in statements of the ideals we seek to defend but 

also in treaties by which we have pledged ourselves to share in the defense 

of our allies through systems of mutual security. These political commit

ments, when translated into terms of military policy, require the extension 

of the concept and capacity for deterrence beyond Type I to Types II and

The complexity of the equation of deterrence and defense is thus com

pounded; we must not only balance the goals of preventing and mitigating 

an all-out attack upon ourselves, we must also shield our allies from di

verse forms of threat and thrust, and moreover, we must do so in a manner 

acceptable to them, being ever mindful of the fragile cords of mutual con

fidence which bind the alliance together. The integrity of the Western 

Alliance is the keystone of middle raarginalist policy. The alliance is 

not simply a vestigial remnant of the political-military crisis of the 

post-war years. Nor is it a sentimental expression of filial piety. It 

is a mutual necessity, an indispensable instrument of the high purposes we 135

135Snyder, p. 262.

Kahn, OTW, p. 521.
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share with the European nations. McNamara stresses the reciprocal char
acter of the reliance:

What the military component of our national power must do, and 
what we must see that it is capable of doing, is to assure to 
the people of the Free World the freedom to choose their own 
course of development.

Yet the nature and extent of the military power base needed 
to meet the entire spectrum of challenge confronting the Free 
World is beyond the capacity of any single nation to provide.
Since our own security cannot be separated from the security of 
the rest of the Free World, we necessarily rely on a series of 
alliances, the most important of which is the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. 137

Since we bear an obligation not only to ourselves but also to our allies, 

in contemplating the function and structure of our military forces the 

second determinative question becomes salient; we must ask not only the 

prudential question, «What if deterrence fails?«, but also the political 

strategic question, «What more can deterrence do?”

According to Kahn, if deterrence is going to do more than prevent 

an all-out strike against the United States we must maintain a «credible 

first-strike« capacity. Kahn expresses the supremacist belief that the 

threat of nuclear retaliation must be extended to deter attack not only 

upon the United States but also upon our allies in Europe. Such a direful 

deterrent must not be invoked for any lesser purpose. But Europe is of 

such importance that «it must be plain to the Soviets that even today 

sudden and serious attack on any of the NATO nations still promises bombs 

on Moscow in hours or less.« In order to deter effectively such a threat * * *

McNamara, «Remarks,« p. 6.

Kahn, OTW, p. 539. Kahn goes on to observe that «even a small
probability of this should be enough to deter Russia from such action under 
almost any reasonable circumstance.«

138
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must be credible to the potential aggressor; he must be convinced that

there is a high probability that we will carry out our declared policy in
the face of whatever cost he may be able to impose.

Credibility depends on being willing to accept the other side*s 
retaliatory blow. It depends on the harm he can do, not on the 
harm we can do. It depends as much on air defense and civil 
defense as on air offense. It depends on will as well as capa
bility. It depends on the provocation and on the state of our 
mind when the provocation occurs. One should also note that 
being able to use a Credible First Strike Capability to influ
ence Soviet or European behavior depends not only on our will, 
but also on Soviet and European estimates of our will. Serious 
problems may be created for us if either of them does not be
lieve in our willingness to attack under certain kinds of provo
cation.*^

The development of a Soviet counter-deterrent in the form of retaliatory 

striking forces able to inflict a high level of damage upon the United 

States has created a crisis in credibility.1̂  Confidence in the willing
ness of American leaders to risk involvement in a nuclear exchange for the 

sake of fulfilling alliance obligations is dwindling. It is irrelevant 

to extoll the augmented power of our striking force. "Unless the increase 

in striking power gives one an annihilating capability, the ability to 139 140

139Ibid., p. 32.
140See Kahn, ibid., p. 539j "Will this effective deterrence continue 

for the next five or ten - or even for the next one or two - years in the 
face of the spectacularly growing Russian power to retaliate. As evi
denced by editorials in European newspapers and by scholarly articles in 
the United States, experts and politicians are fast losing faith that the 
United States will commit suicide to save or avenge Berlin, Athens, Rome, 
or Paris - much less Belgrade or Vienna. Once this doubt becomes wide
spread, and once people everywhere seriously ask themselves, Can we de
pend on the United States to commit or risk committing suicide?, the force 
of the deterrence is undermined."
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accept retaliation must also be increased."1^1 But the United States has 

not invested heavily in the elements of Counter-force as Insurance, in

141Ibid., p. 212. McNamara's "Statement before the House Armed 
Services Committee, 1963" indicates that we neither possess nor intend to 
acquire an "annihilating capability," that is, the capacity to disarm the 
enemy by striking first. "We are approaching an era when it will become 
increasingly improbable that either side could destroy a sufficiently 
large portion of the other's strategic nuclear force, either by surprise 
or otherwise, to preclude a devastating retaliatory blow. This may re
sult in mutual deterrence but it is still a grim prospect." p. 27. "A 
very large increase in the number of fully hard Soviet ICBM's and nuclear- 
powered ballistic missile-launching submarines would considerably detract 
from our ability to destroy completely the Soviet strategic nuclear forces. 
It would become increasingly difficult, regardless of the form of the at
tack, to destroy a sufficiently large proportion of the Soviet's strategic 
nuclear forces to preclude major damage to the United States, regardless 
of how large or what kind of strategic forces we build. Even if we were 
to double or triple our forces we would not be able to destroy quickly all 
or almost all of the hardened ICBM sites. And even if we could do that, 
we know no way to destroy the enemy's missile launching submarines at the 
same time. We do not anticipate that either the United States or the 
Soviet Union will acquire that capability in the foreseeable future. More
over, to minimize damage to the United States, such a force would also have 
to be accompanied by an extensive missile defense system and a much more 
elaborate civil defense program than has thus far been contemplated. Even 
then we could not preclude casualties counted in the tens of millions.

"What we are proposing is a capability to strike back after absorbing 
the first blow. This means we have to build and maintain a second strike 
force. Such a force should have sufficient flexibility to permit a choice 
of strategies, particularly and ability to: (l) Strike back decisively at
the entire Soviet target system simultaneously or (2) Strike back first at 
the Soviet bomber bases, missile sites and other military installations 
associated with their long-range nuclear forces to reduce the power of any 
follow-on attack and then if necessary, strike back at the Soviet urban 
and industrial complex in a controlled and deliberate way. . . .

"We have not found it feasible, at this time, to provide a capability 
for ensuring the destruction of any very large portion of the fully hard 
ICBM sites, if the Soviets build them in quantities, or of missile launch
ing submarines. Fully hard ICBM sites can be destroyed but only at great 
cost in terms of the numbers of offensive weapons required to dig them out. 
Furthermore, in a second strike situation we would be attacking, for the 
most part, empty sites from which the missiles had already been fired." 
pp. 29, 30.

In his statement before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in sup
port of the limited ban on nuclear testing, August 13, 1963, McNamara indi
cated the significance of the absolute increase in Soviet capabilities:
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the civil defense and air defense measures that would enhance our ability 
and communicate our willingness to absorb a Soviet blow.

Under current programs (i960) the United States may in a few 
years find itself unwilling to accept a Soviet retaliatory blow, 
no matter what the provocation. To get into such a situation 
would be equivalent to disowning our alliance obligations by 
signing what would amount to a nonaggression treaty with the 
Soviets - a nonaggression treaty with almost 200 million American 
hostages to guarantee performance.1^2

There are two procedures by which we might recoup the vanishing 

credibility of our threat to defend against a major invasion of Europe by 

the strategic use of our nuclear forces against the Soviet Union. First, 

we might pursue a strategy of commitment designed to exploit in bargaining 

the paradoxical efficacy of the ’’rationality of irrationality.” The task 

then would be to find means of disposing of the embarrassing freedom to 

choose not to retaliate, to discover ways of shifting the final decision 

of war or peace to the Soviets by convincing them that we are so irrevo

cably committed to a strategy of nuclear retaliation that the option of 

non-fulfillment no longer exists, so that any adventure on their part will 

bring an automatic response. Such a strategy has severe disadvantages. 

First, it represents a regression to the concept of pure deterrence and 

would generate ambivalence among our European allies who might welcome the

". . . this is a key point - I cannot allege that the vast increase in our 
nuclear forces, accompanied as it was by large increases in Soviet nuclear 
stockpiles, has produced a comparable enhancement in our security. . . .  It 
is clear that the absolute growth of Soviet capability to inflict damage on 
he United States has narrowed the range of contingencies in which our nu

clear deterrent is credible.” U. S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign 
Relations, Hearings, Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, 88th Cone.. 1st Sess.. lQfti.
nn m o  —  ------ ---------- °  *

Kahn, On Thermonuclear War, p. 559.
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assurance of our involvement prior to an attack but would prefer to omit 

our retaliation should the Russians fail to be deterred. Secondly, it is 

not certain that we could find a means of convincing c o m m i t t a l W e  

have heretofore stationed American troops at forward positions on the 

European continent to function as a "trip-wire** or "plate-glass window" 

whose disturbance would trigger our response. But this device does not 

relieve us of the option of choosing a more restrained reaction, and this 

freedom of choice impairs the deterrent potency. Some have recommended 

that we purposefully appear to the Soviets as menacingly irrational, as 

incapable of accurately calculating the cost of our reprisal. By such a

On the problem of commitment see Thomas C. Schelling, The 
Strategy oiE Conflict, especially pp. 36-37{ "How can one commit himself 
in advance to an act that he would in fact prefer not to carry out in the 
event, in order that his commitment may deter the other party? One can 
of course bluff, to persuade the other falsely that the costs or damages 
to the threatener would be minor or negative. More interesting, the one 
making the threat may pretend that he himself erroneously believes his 
own costs to be small, and therefore would mistakenly go ahead and fulfill 
the threat. Or perhaps he can pretend a revenge motivation so strong as 
to overcome the prospect of self-damage; but this option is probably most 
readily available to the truly revengeful. Otherwise he must find a way 
to commit himself.

"One may try to stake his reputation on fulfillment . . .  Or one may 
try to arrange a legal commitment, perhaps through contracting with a third 
party." At this point Schelling inserts a footnote which states that "mu
tual defense treaties among strong and weak nations might best be viewed 
in this light, that is, not as undertaken to reassure the small nations nor 
in exchange for a quid pro quo, but rather as a device for surrendering an 
embarrassing freedom of choice." His main text continues: " . . .  one can
turn the whole business over to an agent........ In bargaining, the com
mitment is a device to leave the last clear chance to decide the outcome 
with the other party, in a manner that he fully appreciates; it is to re
linquish further initiative, having rigged the incentives so that the other 
party must choose in one's favor . . .  When a person - or a country - has 
lost the power to help himself, or the power to avert mutual damage, the 
other interested party has no choice but to assume the cost of responsibility."
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tactic we might at least create a large margin of uncertainty that would 

inhibit Russian forays. But the pose of irrationality hinders the con

duct of foreign policy in other areas; it is not reassuring to allies and 

neutrals, nor is it readily compatible with the domestic processes of a 

democratic state.

If we cannot find ways of committing ourselves which are convincing 

to the enemy and acceptable to us, we must turn to the second major alter

native means of restoring the credibility of the threat that is presumed by 

Kahn to be necessary for the safety of Europe. The second approach is to 

create a Credible First Strike capability. To do this we must take active 

and evident steps to prepare the nation to accept the acceptance of a 

Soviet retaliatory blow.

Richard Fryklund, a zealous advocate of the counterforce fNo-Cities" 

policy, asks, "What sort of force would be necessary to carry out the No- 

City strategy? It would be a force that puts heavy emphasis, for the first

time in the nuclear age, on survival, survival of our weapons and of our-
. M144selves."

First, the means of survival: alerted weapons, warning networks,
a fighting and hiding defense, protected command and control ma
chinery, and, finally, protected civilians.

Secondly, we must have offensive weapons which are powerful, precise and
plentiful.

To fight with a chance to win and survive, we must have offensive 
weapons tailored to our objectives. It cannot be said too often 144 145

144Richard Fryklund, 100 Million Lives: Maximum Survival in a
Nuclear War (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1962), p. 143. ~

145Ibid., p. 144.
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that survival and victory are more difficult to achieve than 
suicide. It will not be helpful for us to build a lot of 
maximum-size weapons, load them on the biggest carriers, and 
dump them indiscriminately on the enemy. We must have the 
right weapons and use them the right way.

Although "bombers of some kind will never be obsolete if we choose to sur- 
147vive and win." our main reliance must be on missiles, perhaps 1,000 to 

3,000 of them. The precise number required cannot be known without ac

cess to classified data, but the formula for deriving the requirement is 

clear:

We arrive at the proper number of missiles this way: Take
enough missiles to destroy all the fixed-site military targets 
we can reasonably expect to find during a war; add enough for 
a withheld force (to deter city destruction); and add some

tive capabilities, blending offensive striking power with active and pas

sive defenses, reduces the probability that they shall be used in warfare. 

The acquisition of usable weapons diminishes the likelihood that they will 

be used for anything other than the symbolic function of communicating the 

seriousness of our intent to respond to any aggression against us or our 

allies. They demonstrate to the Russians that we believe that if they 

invade Western Europe we can launch a strategic attack against Soviet mili

tary targets, accept whatever retaliatory blow they can muster, and be in 

a superior bargaining position from which to extract favorable terras in 

negotiations for a quick termination of the war. It might seem incredible 

to the Russians that we could actually "win" such an encounter, but it

By the logic of deterrence, the very act of creating such objec-

146Ibid., p. 153. 147Ibid., p. 157. 148Ibid., p. 154.
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would be highly credible that, having made such preparations, we would

try. It is the latter calculation that may be counted upon to deter their
149contemplated aggression. With the attainment of a Credible First Strike 

capability Supremacists provide for the achievement of the two fundamental 

goals of American strategy which are second in priority only to the per

fection of a reliable Type I deterrent. The "war-fighting" capability 

combining flexible striking power with active and passive defenses pro

vides for an Improved War Outcome, enabling the strategist to give some 
reasonable answer to the question, '»What happens if deterrence fails?"

It also allows for Type II Deterrence. In response to the important 

political-strategic inquiry, "What more can deterrence do?", it furnishes 

a feasible means of fulfilling our alliance obligations and protects us 

against the loss of Europe through a sudden coup or a gradual erosion of 

confidence which might lead to a realignment of loyalties that would frac
ture the grand design of Western unity.

v. Moral implications. - The logic of the supremacists' doctrine 

of counterforce has been traced through dialogue with critics who pose 

objections on grounds that are strategic (counterforce increases the like
lihood of war by compromising pure deterrence with concern for defense), 

military (it stimulates the arras race, creates a pre-emptive situation, 149

149Cf. Kahn, OTW, p. 139s "A quite different calculation is rele
vant to U. S. Type II Deterrence, than to U. S. Type I Deterrence, although 
it is still a Soviet calculation (but this time a Soviet calculation of an 
American calculation). The Soviet planner asks himself, 'If I make this 
very provocative move, will the Americans strike us?'"

Fryklund, pp. 58-65, provides an extended discussion of why we need to 
defend Europe through the threat of a first-strike with strategic nuclear 
weapons.
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is technically unfeasible because military targets will not be located, 

or will be empty, or will be too close to cities; our command and con

trol apparatus, or that of the Soviets will break down; the Soviets, due 

to a doctrinal lag or sheer perversity will strike our cities), economic 

(the diversity of weaponry is prohibitively expensive), and political 

(Europeans will remain ambivalent and eager to gain more complete con

trol over their own defense, and Americans will not support extensive 

Civil Defense preparations out of proper fear over the creation of a 

^arr^son State). To these protests there is added a moral objection; it 

is immoral to seek and maintain a Credible First Strike capability, for 

such a posture makes us liable to be responsible for violating the bound

ary between conventional and nuclear weapons. By crossing this fortuitous 

but acknowledged frontier we take a giant step towards doom, plunging into 

an unknown region in which the results of actions are uncalculable and the 

level of mutual risk is disproportionate to any valid purpose.

Middle raarginalists, particularly those of the analytical sub-

type, are not accustomed to debating policy issues in explicitly moral

terms. Speaking for them, Paul Nitze reminds us once again that;

Those of us with such an orientation are apt to put primary 
emphasis upon a realistic appraisal of the world as it is and a 
painstaking calculation of the probable results of alternative 
courses of action. Our first instinct is to leave to others 
the discussion of ultimate aims and principles. We tend to 
feel that common sense gives us a firm enough grasp on proximate 
aims and principles, and that our job is to get something done 
and have it work as we intend it to work.^O

The common sense axioms that underlie the supremacists* ambition to create *

°Paul Nitze, The Recovery of Ethics, p. 10. Quoted above.
PP. 124-125.
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a Credible First Strike capability are not devoid of moral content. They 

assume that, in the situation in which we find ourselves here and now, it 

is prudent and proper (l) to define military doctrine and construct mili

tary forces in a manner likely to reduce both the probability of war and 

the toll of war and (2) to take seriously the solemn pledge we have given 

to other nations to extend to them the same measure of protection we are 

able to afford for ourselves. There are moral commitments at the root of 

the analysts' orientation to policy which is frequently belabored by 

religious" critics as a "non-moral approach," It is implicit in most 

moderate supremacist thought, and in an author like Herman Kahn it becomes 

v^r*-ually explicit, that the mitigation of the effects of war and the de

fense of our allies are not only morally legitimate acts but are morally 

obligatory. Most significantly, they are morally obligatory acts which 

cannot be accomplished through any other strategy.

How can Europe be defended? The feasibility of Type II deter

rence . - Kahn refers to the discipline he exercizes as "systems analysis."

It is indeed systematic. The implicit assumption, which is of immense 

significance for the arms debate, is that the strategic, military, economic, 

political, and moral implications suggested here are entailed in the funda

mental commitment (l) to alleviate the damage of a war that is neither de

sirable nor impossible and (2) to defend the Alliance which bears the po

litical hopes and aspirations of western culture.1"*1 151

151Civil Defense is a controversial ingredient of the supremacist 
menu which is entailed in both or either of the two policy priorities. Those 
who have debated the purpose and propriety of Civil Defense have at times 
stumbled upon the dual source of supremacist concern for the protection of
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Attempts to evade supremacist logic concerning the defense of Eu

rope. - To be convincing to middle marginalists criticisms of Supremacist 
doctrine must either deny the validity or priority of its three major

the civilian population. Proponents of Civil Defense have frequently 
shifted the basis of their arguments in support of the programs from time 
to time and even from page to page. Herman Kahn, in the earlier work, On 
Thermonuc1ear War, places Civil Defense in both contexts but seems to give 
predominance to its relevance in facilitating the retention of Type II De
terrence: "A strong defense program could conceivably strengthen our
ability to deter extremely provocative actions on the part of the Soviet 
policy makers who do not want war but are willing to engage in provocative 
or testing actions short of war. Those policy makers would have to concede 
to themselves the possibility of a deliberate U. S. decision to fight on 
provocation” p. 114. In Thinking About the Unthinkable Civil Defense is 
treated primarily as a form of insurance, contributing to the alleviation 
of effects of war: "The case for civil defense today does not rest upon
the contribution it can make to the war effort. Nor must it rest upon any 
possible strengthening of our ability to deter a Soviet attack. After all, 
our military forces exist to protect our people; not vice versa. People 
are ends, not means. Therefore the real question is whether in circum
stances that are not unlikely feasible civil-defense measures can provide 
a material degree of protection to lives and property and facilitate re
cuperation after a war is over. . . Of course, any particular civil-defense 
measures might turn out to be ineffective because they were not needed or 
because they were overwhelmed by the attack. However, since there is always 
a serious chance that our efforts to avoid war may not be successful, we 
have an inescapably compelling reason, at once moral and political, at least 
to examine and very likely to take the kinds of steps that would reduce 
death, destruction, and human suffering as much as possible, whether or not 
we can completely rely on these steps working.” p. 83.

McNamara in his ”Statement before the House Armed Services Committee, 
1963” hints at both motives for seeking Civil Defense: it is ”an integral
part of our over-all defense posture” and is "absolutely essential to en
able us to face the consequences of a nuclear war which might be forced 
upon us.” p. 125. President Kennedy in a "Special Message to the Congress 
on Urgent National Needs," May 25, 196I, discussed what Civil Defense could 
and could not do and emphasized that "Civil Defense can be readily justi- 
iable, as insurance for the civilian population in case of an enemy mis

calculation. It is insurance we trust will never be needed, but insurance 
which we could never forgive ourselves from foregoing in the event of 
catastrophe." To Turn the Tide, pp. 80-81.
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premises (the desirability of attaining Type I Deterrence, Improved War 

Outcome, and Type II Deterrence), or demonstrate that the policy recom

mendations leading to a Credible First Strike capability are not the 

necessary means of implementing the acknowledged goals.

There are those who deny the validity of even the first premise - 

that it is desirable to deter attack upon the United States by posing 

the threat of nuclear retaliation against the homeland of the aggressor. 

Such a denial places one beyond the boundaries of marginalism and within 

the systemic schools.

There are also those who challenge the allotment of the secondary 

priorities. Many members of the marginal anti-war school, for the sake 

of reinforcing and ’'stabilizing” Type I Deterrence, oppose mixing exten

sive capabilities for defense with pure deterrence. They reject the high 

priority given by supremacists to Improved War Outcome or mitigation.

When this emphasis upon "deterrence only" is accompanied by doubts con

cerning the practicability of extending the deterrent to cover our allies 

the result is some type of "minimum deterrence." The combination of "de

terrence only" and emphasis upon protection of allies adds up to a variant 

of "massive retaliation."

There are still others who would retain the order of priorities 

espoused by supremacists such as Kahn but would deny that the creation 

of a Credible First Strike capability is a necessary means of attaining 

the desired goals. They would emphasize Type I Deterrence for the pre

vention of attack on the United States, and maintain some capacity to 

fight and mitigate whatever wars may occur, but would attempt to evade
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the onus of being the first to resort to strategic nuclear weapons by 

finding alternative means of fulfilling our responsibility to aid in the 

defense of Europe. Among middle marginalists, the critical issue becomes 

the analytical question, MIs it possible to defend Western Europe without 

recourse to the threat to employ American strategic forces against Russia?"

Middle marginalist analysis of the possibilities for alternative 

modes of defense of Western Europe begins in typical fashion by distin

guishing different types of actions which may be confronted. The Soviets 

may threaten Europe (l) with a massive nuclear attack or attempt at nu

clear blackmail, (2) with an attack utilizing tactical nuclear weapons,

(3) with a large-scale conventional invasion, or (4) with a small, quick, 

conventional action designed to confront the West with a fait accompli 

most difficult to undo.

Strategic counters to massive nuclear attack. - Levine notes that

most middle marginalists agree that the threat of nuclear blackmail or a

massive nuclear attack can be countered only by the deterrent threat to
152strike a retaliatory blow upon the Soviet Union. There are, however, 

various means of posing this threat.

i » Alternative plans for the organization and control of stra

tegic forces. - A deterrent threat against the Soviet heartland might be 

maintained by the strategic striking forces under the exclusive command 

of the United States. Those who object to the attempt to create a 152

152Levine, p. 249
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Credible American First Strike capability, either out of moral compunction 

or fear that such a force could never attain the measure of credibility 

demanded for reliable deterrence, may avail themselves of alternative 

forms of strategic nuclear forces such as independent national nuclear 

striking forces, a nuclear force at the command of NATO, an integrated 

European strategic force, or various bilateral arrangements.

a. Independent national nuclear forces. - The anti-communist 

raarginalists endorse doctrinal concepts that have certain affinities to 

the views of Kahn. They seek the creation of a controlled counter-force 

capability supplemented by extensive Civil Defense programs and the pro

curement of all types of specialized forces needed to close every gap in 

the spectrum of deterrent and war-fighting capabilities. The anti-com

munists, however, make some display of the fact that they disavow an 

American first-strike; they label their strategy "win strike second.”

"We make our bid to win after we have absorbed the Soviet Unions first 

strike. Thus we must strike back with counterforce . . . This is the 

American ideal strategy. It is sound morally - and it may be sound mili

tarily as we approach the late sixties . . .”153 But it happens that the 

anti-communists' forbearance is not a work of unrequited righteousness.

They simply substitute for an American first strike capability in Europe 

the strategic deterrent attainable through the creation of independent 

national nuclear forces on the continent. Moreover, Levine notes that:

In context, it is also obvious that the anti-communists do not 
perceive independent national deterrents as being useful only

153
Strausz-Hupe, et. al,, A Forward Strategy for America.PP. 119-120. -------------- -----------
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against nuclear blackmail; they would expect the nations hold
ing the power to deter their defeat by Soviet conventional 
forces as well.154

The anti-communists have little compunction about the use of nuclear weapons; 

indeed, they are generally eager to erode the distinction between nuclear 

and conventional weapons. They are, however, concerned to evade the po

litical handicaps likely to accrue to those who first resort to nuclear war:

It stands to reason that it would be desirable on political, 
psychological and military grounds to shift the onus for 
initiating the use of nuclear weapons to the communists. By 
maintaining a sizable nonnuclear military capability we can 
force the Soviets to use their nuclear weapons first if they 
choose to achieve their objectives . . . Although we hope 
that the onus for initiating nuclear war will fall upon the 
Kremlin, the communist strategists must be under no misappre
hension that we will not use, if necessary, nuclear arms.155

The irony is that a major motive of Kahn’s advocacy of an American first 

strike capability has been to retard or prevent such diffusion of nuclear 

weapons. His argument has been that if we do not provide a credible de

terrent to Russian aggression in Europe the Europeans will undertake to 

acquire their own nuclear arsenals and in so doing will iraueasurable in

crease the danger of inadvertent war and hasten the day when the posses

sion of nuclear weapons by the Nth Country will complicate international 

relations a thousandfold. Moral deduction which, uninformed by rigorous 

analysis of the total context and probable alternatives, issues in a 

simple condemnation of the "belligerent” stance of the Credible First 

Strike posture, beclouds the issue of war and peace. Levine summarizes

154.Lev i ne, p. 265.

142-143.
Strausz-Hupe, et. al., A  Forward Strategy 

Quoted also in Levine, pp. 265-266.
for America, pp.
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one of the inversions which are not uncommon in the arms debate:

Thus the credible-first-strike recommendation which appeared 
to be anti-arms control when compared to the strategic-policy 
alternative of second-strike-only, is made to appear pro-arms - 
control when compared to the European-policy alternative of 
proliferating fingers on the nuclear trigger.156

b. A lesser evil: nuclear sharing. - Most middle marginalists

agree with Kahn in placing a high premium upon retarding the pace of nu

clear diffusion and hence have opposed the development of independent 
157nuclear forces. It is, however, impossible for them to refuse to take * 157

156. .Levine, p. 256.
157The "Remarks" of Secretary of Defense McNamara at Ann Arbor in 

June, 1962, most famed as a public announcement of the acceptance of a "no- 
cities" counter-force strategy, are to be read primarily as an effort to 
deter de Gaulle's deterrent, to reassert the "interdependence of national 
security interests on both sides of the Atlantic" and reassure our allies 
that a nuclear attack by the Soviets in Europe will unleash our strategic 
nuclear forces "which are necessarily committed to respond to enemy nu
clear strikes wherever they may be made." p. 15. "Our own strategic re
taliatory forces are prepared to respond against these forces, wherever 
they are and whatever their targets. This mission is assigned not only in 
fulfillment of our treaty commitments but also because the character of nu
clear war compels it. More specifically, the U. S. is as much concerned 
with that portion of Soviet nuclear striking power that can reach Western 
Europe as with that portion that also can reach the United States. In 
short, we have undertaken the nuclear defense of NATO on a global basis.
This will continue to be our policy. In the execution of this mission, the 
weapons in the European theater are only one resource among many." p. 12. 
McNamara recognizes and rejects three arguments used in support of independ
ent national nuclear forces in Europe: "It has been argued that the very
success of Western European economic development reduces Europe's need to 
rely on the U. S. to share its defenses. It has been argued that the in
creasing vulnerability of the U. S. to nuclear attack makes us less willing 
as a partner in the defense of Europe, and hence less effective in deterring 
such an attack. It has been argued that nuclear capabilities are alone 
relevant in the face of the growing nuclear threat, and that independent 
national nuclear forces are sufficient to protect the nations of Europe. I 
believe that all of these arguments are mistaken." p. 8. What is required 
in the current strategic situation is not greater independence but "in
creased integration to achieve our common defense." The assumed nature of
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notice of the very strong disposition of many Europeans, particularly

Frenchmen, to seek control of their own independent national nuclear 
158forces. In order to appease such ambitions while yet moderating the

159dangers of nuclear diffusion, middle marginalists have applied them

selves to the task of formulating other schemes through which to maintain 158 159

nuclear warfare demands “unity of planning, concentration of executive 
authority and central direction." "In short, then, limited nuclear capa
bilities, operating independently, are dangerous, expensive, prone to 
absolescence, and lacking in credibility as a deterrent. Clearly, the 
United States' nuclear contribution to the Alliance is neither obsolete 
nor dispensable." p. 11.

158Snyder, pp. 157-158, notes that "the most frequently mentioned 
incentives for the Europeans to develop their own strategic nuclear capa
bilities are the following: (a) to obtain a deterrent against ground in
vasion as a substitute for, or complement to, the threat of U. S. retali
ation as a deterrent to this contingency; (b) to obtain a counter to Soviet 
attempts at 'nuclear blackmail' by providing a capacity to retaliate in 
case the blackmail threat is carried out; (c) to strengthen their abilities 
to pursue national interests which do not coincide with the agreed inter
ests and aims of the whole alliance, and which the alliance, particularly 
the United States, is not willing to support; (d) to achieve greater bar
gaining power vis-a-vis the United States and other allies in determination 
of the alliance's goals, methods of implementing goals, and sharing of 
burdens; (e) to obtain a means to national security which is believed to 
be cheaper, both economically and politically, than the alternative of main
taining large conventional defense forces; (f) to reduce a humiliating de
pendence on the United States; and (g) to enhance the general prestige and 
political status of the nation."

159Some, such as the anti-communist marginalists, propose inde
pendent national nuclear forces as a means of enhancing the credibility of 
the deterrent threat. Most middle marginalists, however, feel that this 
possible benefit is outweighed by the undoubted risks of nuclear diffusion, 
among which Snyder mentions: (l) irresponsible use by an individual nation
to advance objectives not shared by the entire alliance; (2) the triggering 
of U. S. strategic forces under circumstances which in our judgment do not 
warrant such a move; (3) excessive reliance upon strategic nuclear forces 
may induce an unwillingness to contribute to the build-up of conventional 
and tactical-nuclear ground forces necessary if smaller wars are to be 
fought and limited; (4) increased chance of war by accident; (5) multipli
cation of the complexities of arms control negotiations; (6) stimulation 
of diffusion of nuclear weapons within the communist bloc, notably to Red 
China, and to other non-NATO countries; (7) increase in the disintegrating
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a credible strategic deterrent on behalf of the western nations. The 

problem provides a model of the contextual character of public policy de

cisions. Here, choices cannot be deduced from an ideal preference to 

maintain maximum safety through continuation of an American monopoly. 

Rather, choices must be made under the pressure of the knowledge that if 

the United States does not share its nuclear knowledge and equipment, 

certain European nations will persevere in their efforts to develop nu

clear forces independently, and we shall thereby forfeit the opportunity 

to exert strong leverage in shaping the type of coordinated force which 

might muffle the idiosyncratic ambitions of individual leaders and nations. 

All forms of "nuclear sharing" involve more or less risk of diffusion. But 

refusing to share may in the long run create still greater risks. *

tendencies within the western alliance with resulting decrease in the ca
pacity to coordinate the measures necessary to insure the common defense. 
Cf. Snyder, pp. 168-171.

Secretary McNamara has stressed the need for a close coordination of 
the military forces of the alliance! "There must not be competing and con
flicting strategies to meet the contingency of nuclear war. We are con
vinced that a general nuclear war target system is indivisible, and if, 
despite all our efforts, nuclear war should occur, our best hope lies in 
conducting a centrally controlled campaign against all of the enemy's vital 
nuclear capabilities, while retaining reserve forces, all centrally con
trolled." "Remarks," p. 11« Cf. McNamara, "Statement before House Armed 
Services Committee, 1963," p. 15: "A partial and uncoordinated response
could be fatal to the interests of all the members of NATO. That is why 
we have consistently stressed the importance of a single, integrated stra
tegic nuclear force responsive to a single chain of comnand, to be employed 
in a fully integrated manner against what is truly an indivisible target 
system. The essential point here is not that this force must be under ex
clusive U. S. control but that we must avoid the fragmentation and compart- 
mentalization of NATO's nuclear power, which could be dangerous to us all."

160Cf. Henry Kissinger, "NATO's Nuclear Dilemma," The Reporter, 
XXVIII, 7 (March 28, 1963), pp. 22-37.
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(i) A NATO force. - Nuclear sharing may be forced upon us as a 

lesser evil than national nuclear forces independently created and con

trolled. The force to be constructed through sharing might take several 

forms, each of which would possess peculiar advantages and disadvantages. 

The major alternatives are an integrated strategic force within NATO, or 

an integrated force composed of the European members of the alliance. Be

cause of its broader inclusiveness the NATO force seemed to enjoy the 

preference of the Kennedy administration in 1963. Secretary McNamara, in 

his testimony before the House Armed Services Committee, hailed the Nassau 

Pact, which provided for the sale of Polaris missiles to the United Kingdom, 

as opening up «entirely new opportunities for enhancing the unity and co

hesion of the NATO alliance by making possible the creation of a truly
I

multilateral NATO nuclear force.

Although we are still much too close to the event to view it in 
historic perspective, I believe that time will show the Nassau 
Pact to be a major milestone in the long march to a truly inter
dependent Atlantic Alliance, the goal proclaimed by President 
Kennedy at Philadelphia last July 4th. We hope that all our 
European partners will view this opportunity in the same light 
and join with us in making it a reality.162

(ii) An integrated European force. - The broader program of co

operation in a multilateral nuclear force composed of both American and 

European contingents is to be preferred. Nevertheless, a strictly European 

force would be acceptable upon certain conditions. It must be made clear 161 62

161McNamara, «Statement before the House Armed Service Committee. 
1963,« p. 17.

l62Ibid., p. 18.
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that "the United States does not oppose a nuclear capability for our NATO 
„163partners. . . "

If our European NATO partners wish to create a European stra
tegic nuclear force, we certainly should have no objections.
But we should insist that that force be closely integrated with 
our own so that it could be jointly targeted and directed in a 
coordinated fashion.

Furthermore, we are convinced that such a force could be 
successfully built only as a collective European undertaking 
and not on the basis of separate national efforts.

(iii) Bilateral agreements. - Another option would be for the 

United States and its individual allies to work out bilateral arrangements 

for joint control over the deployment and use of strategic weapons sta

tioned on European soil.

ii. Plans for the use of strategic forces: limited retaliation. -

The above alternatives pertain to the organization and control of the struc

ture of forces intended to pose the threat of strategic nuclear retaliation 

against the Soviet Union in response to a major invasion of Western Europe. 

Middle marginalists have also devoted themselves to defining various modes 

of using whatever strategic capabilities may be available to the West for 

Type II Deterrence. They have explored the possibilities for using stra

tegic nuclear weapons in limited, discriminate, controlled fashion.

Limited retaliation is defined as a strategy of single, small, 
successive nuclear strikes directly against the Soviet Union 
after the Soviets have initiated tactical ground aggression of 
major proportions. The purposes of this strategy are, first, 
to deter the aggression by threatening such reprisals; and, 
second, by actually beginning to carry them out if deterrence

163*.. . ,,Ibid., p . 16. 164Ibid.
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fails, to persuade the Soviets to cease and desist under pain 
of an eventual accumulation of human and material costs which 
would more than offset the fruits of their aggression.

The concept of Limited Retaliation represents an attempt to continue the 

use of deterrence through strategic threats into a period in which stale

mate in the capacity to deliver intolerable destruction has rendered the 

threat of massive retaliation incredible. It is offered by some as a 

means of closing the gap in our deterrence created by the presumed in

ability to cope with a large ground invasion of Europe.

Under such conditions of stalemate at the massive level and 
inadequacy at the tactical level, threats of limited retali
ation may take on increasing importance in the power struggle 
. . .  Qthe strategy!] deserves serious analysis as an alterna
tive to deterrence by massive threats, which may be ineffective, 
and to defense by tactical forces, which may be unavailable in 
adequate quantity.*®^

Limited retaliation is preeminently a bargaining strategy; its 

purpose is to give convincing demonstration of our resolve, our willing

ness to increase the level of risk and destruction beyond that which is 

tolerable to the enemy. The category of "Limited Retaliation" or "Gradu

ated Retaliation" or "Controlled Reprisal" may be stretched in different 

directions to include various patterns of attack, all of which have the 

common characteristic of utilizing strategic forces in a less than all-out 

onslaught. One version may involve a series of reciprocated reprisals 

culminating in multi-megaton bombing of selected cities. Or, attacks may 

be confined to military targets; if so, the concept gradually merges into 
the strategy of Controlled or Limited General War.

165 166Snyder, p. 193. Ibid., p. 197.
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The idea of Limited Retaliation has received sharp criticism from

many middle marginalises, including Henry Kissinger, in whose analysis

"the threat of limited strategic war or graduated retaliation is either

too convincing or not convincing enough."

If we convey our desire to establish some limitation to our re
taliation, the threat of all-out war may lose the last vestiges 
of credibility. On the other hand, if we do not make the at
tempt to communicate our intention to limit the employment of 
our retaliatory force, a Soviet pre-emptive strike would seem 
inevitable

The strategy would create a dreadful dilemma.

In case of Communist aggression, an American President would be 
faced with the decision of initiating a type of conflict which 
could not protect the victim of the aggression and which might 
expose the United States to fearful devastation.

Defense against ’limited' forms of aggression. - No matter which 

structure or use of strategic forces they may support, middle marginalists 

agree that the threat of retaliation directly against the Soviet Union 

cannot be employed prudently or effectively to forestall lesser forms of 

aggression that the communists might commit in Western Europe. We must 

have strategic retaliatory forces to deter a massive nuclear assault. But 

should we contemplate their use in any other circumstance? At what point 

on the spectrum of violence would the Soviets cross the threshold that 

would trigger our strategic retaliation? If communist troops seized five 

towns along the West German border would we obliterate Moscow? If massive 

columns swept into West Germany armed with conventional weapons would we * *

167Kissinger, The Necessity for Choice, p. 69.

* ^Ibid., p. 69. Also quoted in Levine, p. 178.
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unleash the Strategic Air Command? If they struck with tactical nuclear

weapons confined to distant battlefields would we place our cities in

jeopardy by escalating directly to strategic nuclear exchanges?

From Lthe Russian!) standpoint the problem of successful aggres
sion in Europe is to find a level and kind of attack large 
enough to be useful, but small enough to be well below the 
threshold risking American nuclear response. 1^9

If, in a time when the threat of strategic retaliation against limited 

provocation has become mutually dangerous and hence of dubious credibility, 

we concede to the communist bloc superiority in the capacity to wage lim

ited, conventional wars, a broad gap will exist in the spectrum of deter

rence. The Soviets will be invited to probe just below the threshold. If 

we lower the threshold by invoking the threat of strategic retaliation in 

response to border forays and conventional attacks we multiply the risk of 

war by miscalculation. If we raise the threshold by utilizing strategic 

power only as a ripost to massive nuclear assault we widen the deterrence 

gap and tempt the Soviets to exploit their conventional superiority in 

small scale adventures.

In order to fill this gap in our deterrence, in order to avoid the 

choice between the use of strategic nuclear weapons and surrender or ac- 

quiesence to communist “nibbling,'• military strategists and planners have 

applied themselves to the construction of doctrines and capabilities that 

would enable us to wage "limited war," to meet successfully any form of 

aggression at its own level, prevent escalation, and bring hostilities to 169 *

169Albert Wohlstetter, "Nuclear Sharing: NATO and the N + 1
Country," Foreign Affairs, XXXIX, 3 (April, 1961), p. 38l. Quoted in 
Levine, p. 257.
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cease on terms acceptable to us. Various theories of limited war are set 

forth in the abundant literature,* ^ but Henry Kissinger is able to sketch 

the common foundation.

It maintains that the threat of massive retaliation has lost both 
credibility and utility. Since a retaliatory strategy would have 
to be carried out with the knowledge that a counterblow would in
flict perhaps catastrophic damage, we must seek to deter Communist 
aggression by developing military forces capable of checking this 
aggression at whatever scale of violence it may be initiated. De
terrence would be complete if the aggressor could not defeat the 
military forces of the free world whatever form aggression took.
If adequate limited war forces are coupled with an invulnerable 
retaliatory force, the aggressor would be unable to benefit from 
either limited or all-out conflict. In that case, military actions 
would be foreclosed to him. Theorists of limited war do not deny 
that the risk which this strategy poses to the aggressor is less 
than that of massive retaliation. But they argue that this is 
more than made up for by the increase in the certainty of the re- 
sponse. . . .  A strategy of limited war would seek to achieve de
terrence not so much through the threat of devastation but through 
depriving the aggressor of the possibility of gaining his obiec- 
tive.l/l

i. The need for local defense. - Theories of limited war foresee

the possibility of deterring and defeating the enemy through local defense.

The underlying principle is that we should be prepared to meet every type 
172of attack in kind. The implication, quickly drawn by the Kennedy * 172

For an extensive bibliography of this literature see Morton H. 
Halperin, Limited War: An Essay on the Development of the Theory and An
Annotated Bibliography ('’Occasional Papers in International Affairs,"
No. 3; Cambridge: Center for International Affairs, Harvard University,
May, 1962).

^^Kissinger, The Necessity for Choice, pp. 60-61. Italics added.
172This principle has not been enthusiastically accepted by all of 

our allies who fear that a decrease in the severity of the threatened re
taliation will increase the likelihood of Soviet adventures, and who are 
reluctant to commit financial and manpower resources to the upbuilding of 
conventional forces. Secretary McNamara's speech at Ann Arbor which opened 
with words of reassurance to the European allies concerning the certainty
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administration, is that we must improve our capacity to wage non-nuclear 
173wars. Middle marginalists are, however, by no means unanimous in the

of oor commitment, and moved on to an attack upon the concept of independent 
national nuclear deterrents, closed with an exhortation to the NATO coun
tries to recognize and provide for the need of conventional ground forces: 
'•And we believe that the combination of our nuclear strength and a strategy 
of controlled response gives us some hope of minimizing damage in the event 
that we have to fulfill our pledge. But I must point out that we do not re
gard this as a desirable prospect, nor do we believe that the Alliance 
should depend solely on our nuclear power to deter actions not involving a 
massive commitment of any hostile force. Surely an Alliance with the wealth, 
talent, and experience that we possess can find a better way than extreme 
reliance on nuclear weapons to meet our common threat. . . it is most un- 
likely that any power will launch a nuclear attack on NATO. For the kinds 
of conflicts, both political and military, most likely to arise in the NATO 
area, our capabilities for response must not be limited to nuclear weapons 
alone. The Soviets have superiority in non-nuclear forces in Europe today. 
But that superiority is by no means overwhelming. Collectively, the Alliance 
'-*as f p o t e n t i a l  for a successful defense against such forces. . .  In order 
to defend the populations of the NATO countries and to meet our treaty obli
gations, we have put in hand a series of measures to strengthen our non- 
nuclear power. . . .  We expect that our allies will also undertake to 
strengthen further their non-nuclear forces, and to improve the quality and 
staying power of these forces. These achievements will complement our de- 
terrent strength. With improvements in Alliance ground force strength and 
staying power, improved non-nuclear air capabilities, and better equipped 
and trained reserve forces, we can be assured that no deficiency exists in 
the NATO defense of this vital region, and that no aggression, small or 
large, can succeed. I have described briefly the United States' views on 
the role of nuclear forces in the strategy of the alliance. I have pointed 
out that the alliance necessarily depends, for the deterrence of general 
nuclear war, on the powerful and well protected nuclear forces of the United 
States, which are necessarily committed to respond to enemy nuclear strikes 
wherever they may be made. At the same time, I have indicated the need for 
substantial non-nuclear forces within the Alliance to deal with situations 
w^ere a nuclear response may be inappropriate or simply not believable. 
Throughout I have emphasized that we in the Alliance all~need each other." 
McNamara, "Remarks," pp. 13-15. Italics added to indicate the prominent 
themes of our discussion. 173

173President Kennedy placed emphasis upon the need for augmented 
non-nuclear capabilities in the NATO area in his Special Message to the 
Congress on Urgent National Needs, May 25, 1961: "To meet the changing
conditions of power, and power relationships have changed, we have endorsed 
an increased emphasis on NATO conventional strength. At the same time we are 
affirming our conviction that the NATO nuclear deterrent must also be kept 
strong. . . I have directed a further reinforcement of our own capacity to
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belief that it would be possible or feasible to attain the quality and di

versity of non-nuclear forces necessary to implement the principle of 

meeting every attack at its own level. Such an ambition creates technical 

complexities - NATO forces are required to maintain a "dual capability 

being prepared with war plans and weapons allowing them to fight either 

with conventional arms or tactical nuclear devices. It breeds political- 

£9.°.noi,1̂ c tensions within allied nations by diverting resources of manpower 

and production from economic to military uses. It sharpens the strategic 

dilemma - a sudden increment in conventional forces might be taken as a 

sign of our determination never to employ nuclear weapons and hence would 

further erode the credibility of the strategic threat intended to deter 

the initiation or escalation of warfare in Europe. And there is the mili

tary questions given these realities of the total context, would it ever 

be possible for the West to muster the forces necessary to repel a massive 

conventional Soviet assault without recourse to the "equalizing** effect of 

tactical nuclear weapons? This is the question in the middle marginalist

deter or resist nonnuclear aggression . . . What is needed is rather a 
change of position to give us still further increases in flexibility. 
Therefore, I am directing the Secretary of Defense to undertake a re
organization and modernization of the Army’s divisional structure, to in
crease its nonnuclear firepower, to improve its tactical mobility in any 
environment, to insure its flexibility to meet any direct or indirect 
threat, to facilitate its co-ordination with our major allies, and to pro
vide more modern mechanized divisions in Europe and bring our equipment up 
to date, and new airborne brigades in both the Pacific and Europe. . . I 
am directing the Secretary of Defense to expand rapidly and substantially, 
in co-operation with our allies, the orientation of existing forces for 
the conduct of nonnuclear war, paramilitary operations and sublimated or 

unconventional wars. In addition, our special forces and unconventional 
warfare units will be increased and reoriented.'» To Turn the Tide, pp.
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debates concerning limited war.

ii. Must we rely upon tactical nuclear weapons for battlefield
use? - Since the demobilization of American forces at the end of World

War II it has been conceded that the manpower reserves of the communist

nations afforded them a superiority in the capacity to wage conventional

warfare. Western strategists have been forced to find means of offsetting
this advantage. In the period of our atomic monopoly and superiority the

gap created by our deficiency in local ground defense was covered by the

threat to use America’s strategic nuclear power in response to any action

we considered to be sufficiently provoking. In January, 1954, Secretary

of State John Foster Dulles explained the need for massive retaliation:

There is no local defense which will alone contain the mighty 
manpower of the Communist world. Local defense must be rein
forced by the threatened deterrent of massive retaliatory power.L/l*

By the time the doctrine of massive retaliation received its classic ex

plication in 1954 it proved to be ineffectual in deterring lesser forms 

of aggression. In the same year the Eisenhower administration determined 

to fill in the deterrent gap existing below the threshold of our strategic 
nuclear power by equipping NATO forces with tactical nuclear weapons de

signed to offset the raw manpower of the communist bloc by exploiting the 

superior technological skills of the West. Henry Kissinger’s volume, 

Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, published in 1957, marked the high-

174
„ ,, Jolm F_®St*r Dulles> ’’Massive Retaliation,•• U. S. Department of
— -lletin* XXX (January 25, 1954), 107-110. Quoted in Halperin,----

Limited War in the Nuclear Age, p. 3.
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point in certainty that the use of tactical nuclear weapons in limited 

local warfare would be to the military advantage of the United States.17“* 

But the balance of technological capabilities has not been stable. The 
Soviet Union has developed a diversified arsenal of tactical nuclear 

weapons. The situation has changed and the earlier assumption that it 

would be in our long range national interest to erode the distinction be
tween conventional and tactical nuclear weapons has been challenged. 

Kissinger himself has modified his position.176 By 1963, Deputy Secre

tary of Defense Enthoven must refer to »the unresolved question of whether 

the use of nuclear weapons is to our military advantage if the other side

a , ,175mI” the ev®nt of war’ which sid® is likely to gain by fighting limited nuclear war? Here our superior industrial potential, the broad
er range of our technology, and the adaptability of our social institu
tions should give us the advantage. . . For a nation with a superior in- 
„flllrial capacity and a broader base of technology, it will be strategi
cally most productive to use weapons sufficiently complex to exploit its
substiiut d 1 VaT g: ’ r fficientl? destructive so that manpower cannot be 
H  ^  for.te^ ol°gy> yet discriminating enough to permit the estab-
ishment of a significant margin of superiority.» Kissinger, Nuclear

l i y y f p f ^ l I o H s r  — (Garden City' New York! Doubleday Anchor Books, 
176

a „u, c^‘ KlssinSer> The Necessity for Choice, p. 84: »Some years
advocated a nuclear strategy. . . The need for forces 

capable of fighting limited nuclear wars remains. However, several de
velopments have caused a shift in the view about the relative emphasis 
Ju ® given conventional forces against nuclear forces. These are: (l)
the disagreement within our military establishment and within the alli- 
ance about the nature of limited nuclear war; (2) the growth of the Soviet 
stockpile and the increased significance of long-range missiles; (3) the 
impact of arms control negotiations. The first of these considerations 
” '®e ,S d?“bts a f to whether we would know how to limit nuclear war. The 
second alters the strategic significance of nuclear war. The third in-
anT T t *  fraaiework in which any strategy will have to be conducted and determines the political cost.»
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replies in kind,'»177 178 179 180 and Snyder must conclude that "there does not seem

to be any defense advantage in preparing to fight a tactical nuclear war
1 78against an enemy who is similarly equipped."

If the advantages of commiting our forces to the use of tactical 

nuclear weapons are uncertain, the disadvantages are more evident. The 

boundary between conventional armament and tactical nuclear weapons pro

vides a natural barrier to escalation. It serves as a significant "fire

break," a "focal point" fortuitously created by mutual recognition of "the 

contextual materials available for the formation of bounds and limits."17  ̂

For the sake of reinforcing this barrier along the slippery path to all- 

out war it may be considered prudent to forego the uncertain advantage 

that might be gained by resort to tactical nuclear weapons in local en
gagements. Kahn observes that.

It is precisely because there seems to be no natural dividing 
line, once nuclear weapons have been used to cause actual de
struction, that even the symbolic use of a single nuclear weapon 
is frightening.1HU

Enthoven, p. 12. Enthoven’s judgment concerning the type of war
fare that would best exploit our industrial and technological resources is 
diametically opposed to the earlier view of Kissinger quoted above in foot
note 175."...let me point out that our wealth and technology confer on us 
some important advantages in non-nuclear combat. Indeed, the effectiveness 
of modern non-nuclear arms is so great that they can offset substantial 
numerical inferiority in isolated situations in which we might be numeri
cally inferior. The ability to produce such armaments in large quantities 
is a key determinant of the effectiveness of the nation's non-nuclear forces." P • 12 •

178Snyder, p. 139.
179See Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict, p. 107, et passim.
180Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, p. 107. Cf. OTW, pp.

540ff.: " . . .  I favor having a high-explosive (HE) capability7~even though
t threatens to be expensive. . . . One of the advantages of limiting small 

wars to HE is that a violation of the rule is so clear-cut, so unambiguous 
There is a genuine distinction between nuclear and chemical explosions. . .the
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iii. A summary. - The decline of Western superiority in the de

velopment and deployment first of strategic and then of tactical nuclear 

weapons has forced us to hedge our declared policy of defending Europe 

through the threat of massive retaliation with strategic forces or the 

use of tactical nuclear weapons on the local battlefield. If we are suc

cessfully stalemated at the strategic and tactical nuclear levels the re

maining option appears to be the accumulation of conventional forces ade

quate to provide local defense. There are, however, few observers in any 

of the schools of arms policy, who are hopeful concerning the possibility 

or the likelihood of the Western nations matching the conventional power 

of the communist bloc. But if we concede superiority at this point, how, 
then, shall Europe be defended?

We have noted the existence of alternative ‘»logics of deterrence" 

which may be applied to the problem of forestalling attacks other than 

those directly upon the United States. We may review in outline the 

prospects and problems of the first two alternatives:

breaking of the precedent would seem to me to be of much more significance 
than the advantages to be gained. Thus the main reason for developing 
such small (nuclear) weapons is probably to blot out the pattern. But 
no dividing line other than nuclear-nonnuclear is anywhere near as well 
defined. It is this that makes it so important that it not be eliminated 
. . . almost everyone, I feel sure, agrees that the use of nuclear weapons 
is a very eventful act. Because nuclear weapons are unambiguous and also 
eventful, it is possible to draw a line at this point. One can also argue 
that it would be very useful to the United States to draw a line here. . . 
In short, it is probably a technological and military mistake for us to 
countenance or to encourage the use of nuclear weapons as part of the 
waging of most limited wars. The kind of war we are most competent to 
fight and in which we have a technological and economic superiority is 
the high-explosives (HE) war. . . In addition, modern developments in the 
conventional field seem to favor the defense over the offense . . .  I feel 
that waging »Limited» nuclear wars is a most dangerous way to live."
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Europe may be protected by:
L. Efforts to deter aggression by posing the threat of strategic 

nuclear retaliation against the Soviet Union.
a. The forces may be so structured as to provide for:

1) An American monopoly of strategic striking power
2) Independent national nuclear forces
3) Various patterns of nuclear sharing:

a) A NATO nuclear strategic force
b) An integrated European strategic nuclear force
c) Bilateral agreements between the United States

and host nations
b. The forces may be used in:

1) Massive retaliation
2) Controlled responses: Limited Retaliation

c. Problems:
1) When applied to forms of aggression less severe than

an all-out nuclear assault on Europe, the dispro
portionate character of the strategic response makes 
the threat incredible, and hence decreases the de
terrent effect.

2) Reliance upon strategic forces tends to induce ne
glect of conventional capabilities and thus extends 
the gap which exists below the threshold of stra
tegic retaliation.

3) The inability to wage limited war successfully may
lead to a situation in which the only options are 
acquiescence or all-out warfare, ‘'surrender or 
suicide."

2. Creation of a capability for local defense with forces employing:
a. Tactical nuclear weapons, which, however,

1) would be of dubious value for defense, and
2) would violate the boundary which may serve to limit

escalation.
b. Conventional armaments, with which, however, the West may

not be able to repel massive communist onslaughts .1®*- 181

181Cf. McNamara, "Statement before the House Armed Services Com
mittee, 1963," p. 54: "With regard to Europe, the presently programmed U. S.
forces, together with the present forces of other NATO countries, would not 
~  aklg to contain an al1-out conventional Soviet attack without invoking the 
-use °f nuclear weapons. , . Although we are still a long way from achieving 
the non-nuclear capabilities we hope to create in Europe, we are much better 
off in this regard than we were two years ago. Today the NATO forces can 
deal with a much greater range of Soviet actions, without resorting to the 
use of nuclear weapons. Certainly, they can deal with any major incursion 
or probe. But we must continue to do everything in our power to persuade 
our Allies to meet their NATO force goals so that we will possess alternative 
capabilities for dealing with even larger Soviet attacks. And until these 
capabilities are achieved, the defense of Europe against an all-out Soviet
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A third approach to the defense of Europe: the "linking logic." -

If then we may rely neither upon the threat of strategic retaliation nor 

the capacity for local ground defense we may be forced to revert to a 

third "logic of deterrence" which would seek to link these two capabilities 

together in a manner calculated to convey our ability and intention to 

continue to escalate the intensity of any conflict to the point at which 

our attacker will desist or perish. This third alternative, by coordinated

attack. even if such an attack were limited to non-nuclear means, would re>.
1IC A A f n  n  I- .* A ̂  1   1   ' .............' ——-........................*«... J __ i. 1. _ _ _ ■ - mtmmmt UUVACU1 lUCCUtS j WU U Hquire the use of tactical nuclear weapons on our part." On the use of 

tactical nuclear weapons in Europe see also, ibid., p. 18: "Certainly a
massive attack on Western Europe would have to be met with whatever weapons 
ai^ required to counter j_t. That has always been the policy of the Western* 1 -r-- — —  -- -------- ✓ ■ "*** X U i  LiltAlliance. And, I have repeatedly stated before this Committee that
i n  1 "51114 t.t q  c  4 *• ^  4 ____  _  i_____ 1 i. ia j j ' A n J Sffr'T# uiuo v̂ umiiu mat. * evenin limited war situations we should not preclude the use of tactical nu
clear weapons.* However, we may well be faced with situations in Europe 
where it would not be to the advantage of ourselves and our Allies to use 
even tactical nuclear weapons initially - provided we had the capability 
to deal with them through non-nuclear means. Nuclear weapons, even in the 
lower kiloton ranges, are extremely destructive devices and hardly the pre
erred weapons to defend such heavily populated areas as Europe. Further

more, while it does not necessarily follow that the use of tactical nuclear 
weapons must inevitably escalate into global nuclear war, it does present 
a very definite threshold beyond which we enter a vast unknown. This does 
not mean that the NATO forces can or should do without tactical nuclear 
weapons. On the contrary, we must continue to strengthen and modernize 
our tactical nuclear capabilities to deal with an attack where the oppon
ent employs such weapons first, or any attack by conventional forces which 
-_UtS , fOI?e *n dan8er of being overrun. We mean to defend Europe with 
£ver£ kind of weapon needed. But we must also substantially increase“our 
non-nuclear capabilities to foreclose to our opponent the freedom of action 
he would otherwise have, or believe he would have, in lesser military oro- 
vocations. We must be in a position to confront him at anv level nf 
X2£|tion with an appropriate military response. Thi dicTIioiTl^e^lSr 
tactical nuclear weapons should not be forced upon us simply because we 
ve no other way to cope with a particular situation. The NATO powers 

have all the resources, the talents and the skills needed to match our 
^ Ponent ££ ££Z level £f effort in Europe." Italics added.
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1 gomanipulation of the "shield" and "sword," would seek to close the de

terrence gap from both ends. The local ground forces that constitute the 

shield must be augmented so that they could be overcome only by a full- 

scale attack which would be certain to trigger our strategic forces.182 183 184 

At the same time the sword may be brandished more menacingly: the develop

ment of a Credible First Strike capability would permit us to lower the 

threshold of strategic retaliation. The two steps are mutually reinforcing 

and equally necessary; taken together they virtually obviate the possibil

ity, or at least the utility, of lesser forms of aggression.1 If the

182Cf. Snyder, p. 120: "The military strategy and capabilities of
N^TO are habitually described by official spokesmen in the imagery of the 
•sword* and the 'shield.' The 'sword' is composed of the U. S. Strategic 
Air Command, the Bomber Command of the British Royal Air Force, and other 
naval and air forces which are able to contribute to a long-range bombing 
offensive on the territory of the Soviet Union. The 'shield' is the for
ward line of ground forces and tactical air forces guarding the 'central 
front' in Germany."

183Cf. Albert Wohlstetter, "Nuclear Sharing: NATO and the N + 1
Country," Foreign Affairs, XXXIX, 3 (April, 1961), 382: "NATO's problem
is to try to make sure the Russians cannot manage a useful attack without 
making it so large that it would be hard to distinguish it from the start 
of a central war . . .  It is becoming more and more widely accepted among 
critics of NATO that the most important task for the alliance today is to 
raise by conventional means the threshold of attack that the Russians 
would have to launch in order to be syccessful." Quoted in Levine, p. 257.

Cf. Snyder, p. 128: ". . . a  sturdy shield would prevent the Soviets 
from making an aggregate large gain by a series of 'nibbles,' no one of 
which was thought serious enough by the West to warrant an all-out response, 
The Soviets would have to consider the following chain of logic: the
stronger the defending shield, the greater the forces necessary to defeat 
it, the larger the resulting conflict, the greater the provocation and the 
apparent stakes, and the greater the probability of strategic nuclear re
taliation."

184Snyder, pp. 134-135, presents a summary of the linking strategy: 
"We have been speaking of ways in which the NATO ground force shield, by 
supporting the credibility of the retaliatory threat, tends to narrow the 
gap between the independent deterrent effect of the shield's capacity to 
defend territory and the independent deterrent utility of the strategic
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links are successfully interlocked »it would be the Soviets, then, who

would be caught in the dilemma of *all or nothing.'"185

If they do recognize the interlocking - if they believe with 
high confidence, in other words, that at whatever level they 
initiate the fighting, the Western powers are substantially com
mitted by the logic of their own interests, or by their pre-war 
planning, to keep raising the level of intensity before accept
ing defeat until the ultimate level of all-out war is reached - 
there is only one logical alternative for the Soviets to keeping 
the peace. That is to initiate all-out war with a massive coun- 
tcrforcB strike &t the very beginning

_tl1 IilfTiGe? * In SUm’ the shield serves (in a degree depending upon its strength) to increase the enemy's apparent objective, to force the enemy 
to commit a symbolically provocative act, to provide time for taking meas- 
ures which would decrease our own costs in all-out war, to increase the 
probabiiity that retaliation plus the shield forces could effectively de
fend Europe, and to create conditions conducive to emotional commitment, 
irrationality, and accidents - all of which should tend to raise the

T e?y,S caJculations> major ground aggression wouldprecipitate strategic retaliation. On the other hand, a counterforce stra
tegic capability tends to narrow the gap from the other direction, by re- 
ucing the costs to us of all-out war. In other words, the shield and a
t h r c r l d i b n i r ^ i 6810 Ca?acity are mutually supporting in strengthening the credibility of a massive response - the counterforce because it lowers 
the stakes or the degree of provocation which are likely to trigger stra- 
egic retaliation, the shield because it forces up the size of the stakes 

and the degree of provocation in ground warfare. NATO has a viable mili
tary deterrent when, in the Soviet image of NATO's cost-gain calculus these two entities overlap . . 8 caxcuius,

185Ibid., p. 167.
18b

Iki*-» P ‘ 167 * Snyder refers this third "logic of deterrence" 
r h ? m g  i°8lC*" MThe ,links’ We are talkin§ about are the ground . conventionally, the tactical nuclear capabilities of the 

shield, strategic nuclear forces controlled by the Continental European
(p l66fS) “ ¡Lli* ¡JIT!?*® f?rC6S °f the United States and Great Britain." ip. !66f ) "Note that there is an inherent contradiction between this

r ? W ?  ° V iniited war* I* i* the essence of limited war logic 
¿ s i t v in U  il 7  preferable to warfare beyond some ceiling of war in-ensity. in limited war, we want to communicate to the enemy that we in-
M®n d t ° l t&V bel°W thiS Ceiling> ln the h°Pe that he will do so as well.
Will be°fnWani !° tel1 him that at whatever level he initiates the war, we 
llvii I f ? ^  t0 3 higher leve1’ and mutually to the ultimate° V10lence* For example, we do not want the enemy to believe that 
once we have crossed the threshold between limited conventional and limited
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l. Moral criticism of the linking logic. - The "linking logic" 

preferred by supremacists is notably vulnerable to "moral" criticism. It 

operates by creating intolerable risks of a potential aggressor by 

threatening controlled by deliberate escalation. It thus entails the 

possibility that we shall be the first to employ nuclear weapons.187 The

nuclear war, we are prepared to cross further thresholds - i.e., to erode
■ until he caiis u  quits- Rather> we identifv^h bfll6L in M u that We reco§nize ceilings in limited war - and identify them for him - which we will not violate even if the only alter

native is defeat. Whether we choose to follow the linking logic rather
•«¡Li1**«1!!!1*?1 War l0giC depends on how strong we consider the deterrent effect of the former and on whether, if deterrence fails, we believe the 
enemy will accept a negotiated settlement acceptable to us, well before 
the level of total violence is reached."

I87n
President Kennedy has stated that "our arms will never be used

on 6 I T  bl°W ln 3ny attack‘" "Special Message to the Congresson the Defense Budget, March 28, 1961," To Turn the Tide, p. 74. Taken 
n conteXt, it is evident that such words are not a disavowal of the pos

sibility that we may be the first to use nuclear weapons if such a measure
containsSthe “  3ttack against us or our allies. The same messagecontains the following passages: "We are not creating forces for a first
strike against any other nation. We shall never threaten, provoke or ini
tiate aggression; but if aggression should come, our response will be swift 
nd effective . . .  The basic decisions on our participation in any con- 
lict and our response to any threat, including all decisions relating to 

o t  Sttla« ISSESBi» or the escalation of a small war into a large
l bf made by the reSularly constituted civilian authorities. . . . r strategic arms and defenses must be adequate to deter any deliberate 

nuclear attack on the United States [Type I] or our allies [Type III bv 
making clear to any potential aggressor that sufficient retaliatory forces
to i n n f  r t0 SUrvi^f 3 first strike and penetrate his defenses in order to inflict unacceptable losses upon him. . . .  In the event of a major ag-

Jbf6 c°uld not be repulsed by conventional forces, we m u s F i r P7f- 
our 1  ° l whatever action with whatever weapons are appropriate. But 
n o n m t f  6 nOW 1S increase our ability to confine our response to
~ r r Yeapona» and to lessen th® incentive for any limited aggression 
m L r i !  f °Ur response w l U  accomplish. . . Our defense posture
an attlt fl^ible and determined. Any potential aggressor contemplating 
tion^ k °n T*1  world with ang kind of weapons, conven-
swifr nrpleaf’ mUSt know that our response will be suitable, selective, lft and effective. While he may be uncertain of its exact nature and lo-
taW k  ! ^  mUSt be n ° uncertainty about our determination and capacity to

Ke w h atever steps are necessary to meet our obligations." p p . 74-76.



248

retention of a Credible First Strike is obnoxious to those who reason that 

if both sides may be dissuaded from initiating the nuclear phase of war 

there will be no nuclear war. Many would concur with the statement issued 

under the aegis of the World Council of Churches: "Christians must press

most urgently upon their governments, as a first step towards the elimina

tion of nuclear weapons, never to get themselves into a position in which 
they contemplate the first use of nuclear weapons.«188

ii. But if there is no other way? - The supremacist rejoinder, 

when stated most starkly, is that to abdicate the power to pose a credible 

threat to initiate nuclear war in response to provocation is to abandon

the defense of the West. There is no other means of protecting Europe 

and no honorable way to evade the necessity of its defense. "The loss of

188
* • Quoted in David L. Edwards, Withdrawing from the Brink in idin
on m CM Pre8S’.l963)* * PP‘ 35"36‘on Christians and the Prevention of War in an_Atomic Aee r A T h ^inoir«! 
eisouHion (Geneva: World Council of ChirHherDMliin-ff Sttdtdv lls8) ' 
p. Jb. So long as megaton weapons are in the possession of different na-
of thfre 18 disarraament> we all agreed in the declaration
th nt-hP nciple that at least it is not permissible to use them before 
the other party has used them, or to take any advantage from their posses-
firtL ? T T  t0 °ther parties from usin§ thea>. Some of us would gofurther and insist that, in the case of so terrible a weapon, every powfr
o i l c a n «  ° ! r r thf  Bil1 not use the «.p»" .von for purposes
« «  w i  U* Als°’ the authors would disbar the use of the threat of 

Hni i y W°Uld Prefer the "l°8ic of limited war" in which we would
we shin indulgr"11? ^ 3"6,311 uppar Umit to the level of violence in which e shall indulge. They stress the need for "the development of that dis-
Ivln Tf 6 Pe°PleS 3nd th6ir leaders which will enable them to stop,
It V L T  y °n/  enemy's terras> ^ther than embark on all out war.
V L r  hr CeST y f°r 3 1131:10111 °r 3 groUp of nations, to announce in ™ h e  precise point at which they will stop. This might tempt a

hard pressed enemy to test that point. It is necessary for them to possess
34P ?it r f 7 C3n StOP’ and t0 haVC the w i U  to carry it through." p.4. Cited hereafter as Provisional Study Document.
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Western Europe to the Soviet Union would drastically alter the balance of 

power in the world,« our economic and socio-political institutions 

would atrophy. So long as there is a consensus that these institutions 

express and perpetuate values that are worth defending there is no alter

native but to accept the military risk and the moral ambiguity assumed in 

taking up the sword and shield for the sake of deterrence and defense. 

Middle marginalist supremacists are not disposed to celebrate the evils 

of the necessities thrust upon us within the narrow confines of our situ

ation. But having analyzed in detail the implications of alternative 

policies they are convinced that, if they are correct in their fundamental 

analyses of the opponent, the nature of war and power, and political reality 

among ourselves and our allies and neutrals, each of the alternatives in

volves a greater sacrifice, not only militarily and politically, but also 

morally. The unilateral disarmament espoused by anti-war systemists ex

poses the innocent to tyranny; «minimum deterrence,« popular as an interim 

expedient among the anti-war marginalists, runs the unnecessary risk of 

unmitigated disaster if deterrence fails; the policy of the middle mar- 

ginalist stabilizers leaves gaps in the spectrum of deterrence and thus 

leaves us vulnerable to a slow death by nibbling or sudden doom in ex

asperation; the anti-communist marginalists imprudently obscure the risk 

perpetuated by their zeal and mistake hostility for resolve; the anti

communist systemists seek vengeance in the guise of «victory.« If the 

world is as the supremacists say it is, there is no morally unambiguous

189„
1963,« p 5^cNamara’ "Statement before the House Armed Services Committee,
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poliey available, and their's may be defended as the lesser of several 
evils.

iii. Origins of variation. - The effort to debate arms policy 

recommendations on "moral grounds" has produced much acrimony but has 

contributed little to the reduction of disparity and the emergence of 

consensus. Moral judgments are made on the basis of variant analyses 

that are taken to vindicate the measures proposed by each of the schools. 

The most variable element is the analysis of the opponent. Most anti-war 

systemists assume that the communists harbor no aggressive designs against 

the West, or would show great self-restraint in dealing with a disarmed 

foe; thus they relieve themselves of the charge of surrendering the wel

fare of their neighbor to save themselves from sin or destruction. Anti

war marginalists are inclined to believe that great changes can be wrought 

as vestigial misunderstandings are swept away by "unilateral initiatives." 

The agony of peace by terror may be borne yet a little longer, for it is 

either the birth pang of a new and better age or the final spasm of a 

world foredoomed. Anti-communist marginalists describe the machinations 

of the opponent in such detail that they have little time to calculate 

the feasibility of "win strike second." The systemic anti-communists re

port that we have only the choice between striking first and striking sec- 

ond - pre-emption soon or late Is the only alternative to one more Pearl 

Harbor or many more Munichs. By skewing the analyses one may load the 
ethical answer.

The problem is more severe than Levine has supposed. The "values"
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are not arbitrary «matters of personal taste.«190 They are intricately, 

reciprocally related to analyses. The problem is that there is no abso

lute arbiter to confirm the validity of the analyses any more than there 

is a trans-historical judge to verify the choice of values. The search 

for political consensus is confounded by conflict and confusion on many 

levels within two different spheres. People disagree in «values.»

They also disagree in »analyses.» We cannot make the gratuitous assump

tion that most men are in basic agreement concerning what ought to be 

and are hampered in reaching unanimity only by the lack of refined tech

niques for analyzing what i£. Nor can we presuppose, as do many moral

ists writing on nuclear warfare, that the «facts« are well established 

and that dissension must be traced to differential patterns of moral 

obtuseness or deficiency. The complexity of the problem is grossly over

simplified yet well illustrated by noting that the middle marginalists 

are not far removed from anti-communist marginalists in the content of 

their analyses nor severely at odds with anti-war marginalists regarding 

the structure of their values. Yet the common elements merge in a dis

tinctive blend and emerge in a distinctive policy. In relation to the 

contiguous schools the preconditions of middle marginalist »conversion» 

differ. The anti-war debater must convince the middleman that his anal

ysis has been defective or is now outdated. The anti-communist has the 

more difficult task of reorienting his conception of what should be done 
about the conditions that are mutually acknowledged.

190Levine, p. 9.
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It may be postulated that analyses, being more immediately re

sponsive to changes in the external situation, are more susceptible to 

change than are "values." One of the key observations to be made in 

Part Two, however, is that some persons may become attached primarily to 

very specific concepts or symbols while others invest their loyalty and 

concern in more remote and abstract things. Hence, in certain cases 

writers may cling to their analyses more tenaciously than to their 

"values." They may seem to use, misuse, and exchange sets of "value 

terms" in the service of interests previously determined. Nevertheless, 

in general, we may assume that analyses are more open to change than are 

"values." Even so, given the systematic structure of arms policy views, 

it would be risky to predict that those who agree regarding "values" but 

disagree concerning analyses are more likely to reach eventual consensus 

concerning policy than those who disagree concerning "values" although 
agreeing on certain analyses. 191

191A document on "The Impact of Science and Technology on War and 
Peace" prepared by a panel of experts gathered by the Department of Inter
national Affairs of the National Council of Churches in 1963 contains a 
paragraph dealing with the variable rate of change within four segments of 
the cultural system. Although the passage seems clearly to draw upon the 
work of Talcott Parsons no reference is given. "Different aspects of cul
ture diffuse at different rates. . . .  It seems probable that among the 
products of a culture, (a) those that guide useful practices or represent 
verifiable concepts (technology and natural science) diffuse most rapidly; 
(b) those that guide economic practices and relations (money, credit, di
vision of labor) diffuse less rapidly; (c) those that guide social and po
litical institutions (family, state, law, sovereignty, government) diffuse 
more slowly still; and (d) those that stand for ultimate values (religion, 
faith, political ideology) are guarded most rigorously and diffuse most 
slowly." “The Impact of Science and Technology on Peace and War," Report 
of Commission IV of the National Preparatory Study Commission (New York: 
Department of International Affairs, National Council of Churches, 1963), 
P* 23. (Mimeographed.) As our text indicates recognition of this char
acteristic of cultural systems does not permit or require one to suppose 
that a similar pattern will invariably hold with respect to individuals.
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iv. Is there a firm balance of terror? - It might seem that 

analytical middle marginalists are somewhat more likely to move towards 

alliance with members of the marginal anti-war school with whom they 

share their general value orientation than towards policy agreement with 

the anti-communist marginalists who hold many of the same analyses. It 

is to be remembered, however, that the analytical sub-school of middle 

marginalism places heavy emphasis upon the empirical definition of the 

situation. For the most part, their values remain implicit and presumably 

stable. Although they are separated from anti-war marginalists "only" by 

differences of analysis the differences are central and sharp. The ele

ments that would have to be changed in order to bring them into conver

gence with anti-war policy recommendations are precisely those upon which 

they have lavished greatest concern and to which they have committed them
selves most explicitly.

A fundamental premise of anti-war thought is that a firm balance 

of terror now exists. Superiority in strategic power may be dismissed as 

superfluous ‘»overkill" capability. In contrast, among analytical middle 

marginalists, supremacist doctrine rests upon the fundamental conviction 

that a firm balance of terror does not yet exist. Superiority in stra

tegic nuclear weaponry is still a useful tool of policy. With it one may 

provide effective defense for allies, protect our forces from any "peace

time" efforts of the enemy to degrade their effectiveness,1^2 prevent 192

192Kahn, OTW, p. 158: "We may also need some Type II Deterrence
to protect our Type I Deterrence. I have yet to see a posture described 
in which the Soviets could not degrade seriously the capability of our 
Type I Deterrent in peacetime by acts of violence which would not be
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escalation by the enemy by insuring deterrence during wartime, guard our

selves against impotence in a pre-emptive situation and forestall attempts 
at nuclear blackmail, and strengthen our over-all bargaining position in 

peace and in war, allowing us to put pressure upon the communists to ne

gotiate seriously for measures of control in peacetime and for terms of 

armistice in wartime. The maintenance of supremacy at the level of 

strategic weapons is a sine qua non of the fulfilment of the commitments 

we have made to ourselves, our heirs, and our allies. To those who ob

ject to the retention of a Credible First Strike capability and would 193

deterred if we only had a Type I Deterrent. Therefore, we cannot afford 
to eliminate completely our ability to go to war if provoked in some ex
treme fashion. But we should be careful in our use of threats and not be 
excessively or unnecessarily provocative.” Italics omitted.

193The Provisional Study Document of the World Council of Churches, 
which asserts the impropriety of threatening to strike first with nuclear 
weapons and imposes the requirement that the existence of limits be an
nounced, does concede that "if ideological causes and unconditional sur
render are removed as legitimate objectives, there remains the possibility 
—  armaments in order to push an aggressor to the point where he is
g|lling to negotiate. The aggression must be halted or repelled, and”a 
cease fire* arranged as soon as there is willingness to negotiate on this 

basis. In the present situation this is the only use of armament which we 
can see as supportable, and consonant with the preservation of order and 
justice. .... It is admitted that even this limited objective might permit 
a considerable war. Given, however, the present military and political 
situation, it is hard to see how the objectives of war can be further lim
ited without disregarding all legitimate considerations of defence and 
order within the world of nations. Such an objective is, in contrast to 
all out war, a discriminate objective. In contrast to the requirements 
of the Gospel, it falls short. We frankly admit, however, that we do not 
see how the requirements of the Gospel can be made relevant to the danger- 
ous situation of the present time save in terms which limit objectives in 
this fashion." p. 34. If the authors had given more detailed attention to 
the problem of how the victims of attack by an enemy who is superior in 
conventional forces were "to push an aggressor to the point where he is 
willing to negotiate" without either threatening indefinite escalation or 
utilizing tactical nuclear weapons, their admitted dilemma might have be
come even more severe.
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have us meet all threats short of a massive nuclear attack upon the United 

States by the use of a greatly augmented capability for conventional, lim

ited warfare, Kahn would inquire, ,MHow do you limit the limited war?'"*^ 

We cannot rely upon the moral or domestic inhibitions of those who have 

pledged themselves to our vanquishment.

We need other external controls to coerce the Soviets in any 
conflicts that may arise. To depend on their exercising in
ternal controls when there is a conspicuous gap in the range 
of our capabilities seems to me to be wishful thinking. To 
be able to take only very limited action or steps leading to 
mutual annihilation does leave a conspicuous gap which the 
Soviets may try to exploit - either in a crisis or even in 
cold blood.195

A Credible First Strike capability is a necessary means to the generally

popular goal of limiting limited war.

It might be a very good move for us to recognize the existing 
situation, by offering to accept (with the modification to be 
noted) a long-standing Soviet proposal to ban the use of nu
clear weapons in war or to just make the unilateral announce
ment that after a certain date we would not be the first to 
use atomic weapons, (except possibly in air defense and naval 
warfare). . .  We could suggest to the Europeans that the de
fense of Europe by means of conventional weapons, and possibly 
even the defense of the Middle East, is mainly their job. though 
we would help. . . We could also take the responsibility for guar
anteeing that the Russians did not use atomic weapons. We would 
need to have the capability to enforce that ban; a credible" capa- 
bility to initiate thermonuclear war would be required. (Many 
would deplore this of course.)iyb

v. Analytical middle marginalism and the prospect of a tragic 

future. - As long as it is possible to maintain the analysis that there 

is as yet no firm balance of terror the maintenance of a Credible First 194

194 i  q c

Kahn, OTW, p. 138, Ibid., pp« 560-561.

p. 241.
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Strike capability is necessary, feasible, and useful. It is an essential 

ingredient of the complex capability that would enable us to "fight, sur

vive, and win" a controlled counter-force general war. The same analysts 

and policy makers, however, who act today in the confidence that strategic 

nuclear weapons are still usable as controllable instruments of political 

purpose, cannot evade the responsibility to acknowledge that a firm balance 

2Í terror probably will exist by the end of the decade. Given the struc

ture of analytical middle marginalist thought, such a basic change in a 

fundamental aspect of their analysis must result in a significant realign

ment of policy. Kahn suggests some of the implications:

As the acquisition of relatively invulnerable strategic capa
bilities by both sides proceeds, the balance of terror grows 
firmer. The threat, or even the implied threat, of all-out war 
becomes less credible, hence less useful, as a deterrent. While 
it is by no means inevitable, one can easily imagine that by the 
late sixties or early seventies a reliable balance of terror be
tween the Soviet Union and the United States could be achieved.
Under these circumstances, the use by a rational (or at least 
rational-appearing) decision maker of Type II Deterrence will 
not be feasible.

It is evident from the testimony of Secretary of Defense McNamara before 

the House Armed Services Committee in January, 1963 that already there 

intrudes upon the formulation of policy the recognition that the quest for 

a measure of superiority that would enable us to utilize a discriminating 

counterforce strategy in a general nuclear war can be only an interim, 

short-term expedient.

We are approaching an era when it will become increasingly im
probable that either side could destroy a sufficiently large 
portion of the other's strategic nuclear force, either by sur
prise or otherwise, to preclude a devastating retaliatory blow.

Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, p. 113.197
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This may result in mutual deterrence but it is still a grim 
prospect . . .  It would become increasingly difficult, re
gardless of the form of the attack, to destroy a sufficiently 
large proportion of the Soviet's strategic nuclear forces to 
preclude major damage to the United States, regardless of how 
large or what kind of strategic forces we build. Even if we 
were to double and triple our forces we would not be able to destroy 
quickly all or almost all of the hardened ICBM sites.I98

Mr. McNamara gives no official indication of how national policy will be 

adjusted to deal with the new strategic context now foreseen.1"  Hints

198.
1Qfi, M "Statement before the House Armed Services Committee,
10*0 P * 27 * McNamara s words did not pass unnoticed. On February 1,
1963 an article by Neal Stanford in the Christian Science Monitor bore the 
eadline, jtfhat Deterrent in Five Years?" Christian Science Monitor, Feb- 

ruary 1, 1963, p. 3. The same day the Boston Herald carried a story by 
Jack Raymond under the headline: "'Counterforce* vs. Stalemate: Stra-
f r S  th^A6 GptS HOt\! MThe battle concerned charges, emanating chiefly rom the Air Force, that the administration is abandoning the so-called 
counterforce policy for a dangerous one of nuclear stalemate. . . . Air 
Force sources asserted, on the basis of the McNamara 'defense posture* 
report, that the administration is conceding to the Soviet Union a nuclear 
?:rm ^ . P: r  “  *  that 0f the U ‘ S ‘ • *" Boston Herald, February
!no ^  ii!fin?6Sr* ! - Uded t0 the Same testimony in an article criticiz- ing the politicai effects upon NATO of the administration's insistence upon 
centralized control of strategic nuclear forces. "NATO's Nuclear Dilemma " 
IlHReEorter, XXVIII, No. 7 (March, 1963), 25-26: "In short^ X t  staged
out as a quest for maximum flexibility has produced a new form of rigidity. 
We have polarized options between conventional war and a kind of general

every.Passin§ y®ar «ill acquire the very characteristics of 
uncontroilabie massiveness we have tried to avoid. The McNamara doctrine 
in fact confuses the highly desirable objective of invulnerability and ef
fective political control with a strategy that has as its chief objective
th* ^es^ru®tlon of the opposing retaliatory force. If both sides achieve 
the kind of invulnerability that Secretary McNamara has postulated, the 
counterforce strategy envisaged in our public pronouncements will become less and less reliable."

1.99
that in thQThe Spae?h of ilain Enthoven, cited above, supports the surmise 

ln h near future the course will be to redouble the emphasis upon 
creating conventional forces able to counter all types on nonnuclear ag- 
g ession while maintaining a strong nuclear capability to insure deterrence 
uring wartime: "In summary, conventional military force is usable force
tte S ! , ! ?  a11 th^ Cuban crisis, we found that the nonnuclear forces were 
a mi i ins ed8e of our military power. We can use conventional force with 
minimal risk of self-destruction. Therefore, it provides a more credible
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do appear, however, in the writings of unofficial advisers who hereto

fore have exerted great influence in moving national policy in the di

rection of supremacy. Herman Kahn, in his book published in 1962, 

Thinking About the Unthinkable, outlines the variety of approaches to

deterrent situations which the nation may confront. His table 

is reproduced in augmented form in Figure I. His commentary includes 
the following statements:

Types Alpha and Beta Deterrence would correspond to a unilat- 
®^®1 renunciation of the all-out use of nuclear weapons in 
favor of action lower on the scale of violence . . . Types 
Alpha and Beta Deterrence also include the non-nuclear re
sponses to a Soviet attack that are recommended by many of

.4®.terrent ££ non-nuclear aggression. As the destructiveness of nuclear 
war increases, and as nuclear weapon systems become less vulnerable to 
sudden attack, the effectiveness of the threatened use of nuclear weapons 
as a substitute for conventional forces will diminish, and we will have 
no sensible alternative to building up our conventional forces to the 
E2l2£ ££ ghiph  ̂they can safely resist all forms of non-nuclear aggression. 
Our forces will be adequate if we can never be forced because of weakness 
to be the first to have to resort to nuclear weapons. But if nuclear 
forces are not an effective substitute for adequate conventional forces, 
-Sithe^ are conventional forces an effective substitute for adequate nu- 
~ .efr f,orce—.* Rather, the relationship between the two is one of comple
mentarity. Now that the Communist Bloc is armed with nuclear weapons, we 
cannot successfully fight conventional wars except under the umbrella of 
nuclear strength. This nuclear strength is required to deter the Commu^ 
twists from escalating a non-nuclear conflict which is not going well for 
them into a nuclear war, and to convince them that an act of nuclear ag
gression would lead to their defeat, and possibly to the destruction of 
t eir society." Enthoven, pp. 12-13. Kissinger cites portions of this 
passage to support his contention that American policy now is aimed at 
seeking to prepare the Western Alliance for a purely conventional defense 
° Europe even in face of a massive, sustained nonnuclear attack. " . . .  
the rationale of the new strategy is precisely that the traditional NATO 
doctrine has lost some of its validity. Why else did the Kennedy-Macmillan 
Nassau communique reverse the original significance of sword and shield, 
calling the nuclear weapons the 'shield* and the conventional weapons the 
sword'?" Kissinger, "NATO's Nuclear Dilemma," The Reporter, XXVIII, No. 7,
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the peace and unilateral disarmament groups. . . . . . . . .
* • • • • • •  • • • • • • • •

If and when we arrive at a firm balance of terror with the 
Soviets, then the many situations included in Alpha and Beta 
are likely to become more important so far as policy discus
sions are concerned.200

It seems probable that the majority of analytical middle marginalists 

bs forced to move in the direction of anti-war emphases as they 

readjust their analysis of war in the emerging strategic context in 

which a firm balance of terror must be anticipated. Their focus upon 

the successful survival of immediate crises protects them from embar

rassment concerning the transient validity of their present recommenda

tions and makes it impossible to predict the precise form of the measures 

they shall propose in tomorrow's world. But it seems certain that their 

"conversion" will not bring peace of soul. For they differ from the 

anti-war schools not only in their judgment concerning the existence of 

a firm balance of terror that determines the utility of strategic threats, 

but also in their analysis of the nature of power and the resolution of 

the opponent which determine the future and continuing need for such 

threats. Not even the technicians of the arms debate are immune to 

tragedy; the precision and care of middle marginalist analysis leads not 

to the triumph of permanent peace, but to a thoroughly detailed, though 

only slightly delayed dilemma. We may need the weapons we cannot use. 200

200Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, pp. 123-125.



AN APPARATUS FOR THE ANALYSIS OF THE ARMS DEBATE 
AMONG AMERICAN CHRISTIAN AUTHORS



CHAPTER FIVE

THE COMPLEX ORIGINS OF DISAGREEMENT 
AND THE PROSPECTS FOR AGREEMENT

The exposition in Part I of the five major schools of arms policy 

defined by Levine has been useful to us (l) as a model of analysis, (2) as 

a synopsis of policy views which are "on the market," and (3) as an indi

cation of the level of sophistication at which the arms debate has been 

conducted among secular commentators. It thus provides, to some degree, 

a paradigm and a criterion of the discussion that has taken place within 

the Churches. Levine has isolated crucial variables and has demonstrated 

the systematic structure of the major alternative viewpoints. It may be 

assumed that Christian counsel that either neglects pivotal questions or 

is incapable of systematic explication without self-contradiction wi11 

not have great impact upon those who, being charged with the implementa

tion of public policy, must be guided by conceptions which are both com
prehensive and consistent.*

Levine's work is not invulnerable to internal criticism. Yet even 

if his scheme were unobjectionable for his purpose it would not suffice 

for the task we have undertaken. Our sample is not as uniform as his 

group of purposeful political advisers, and our analytical intent covers 

a wider range. We are interested not only in documenting and analyzing

A summary of Mother Mary Gallin's book, The German Resistance to 
Hitler: Ethical and Religious Factors (Washington: Catholic University
Press, 1962), states that "she reveals that the equivocal nature of the 
traditional religious teaching required the men of the resistance to fall 
back on other than religious and ethical sources of strength and courage." 
Edward T. Gargan, "Conscience and the Modern Tyrant: The Great Danger,"
The Commonweal, LXXVI, 8 (May 18, 1962), 207.
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the variety of policy recommendations, analyses, values, and mechanisms 

of choice; we wish also to search out the sources of variation that lie 

behind the diverse »values” that Levine takes to be unanalyzable. For 

this enterprise a more highly differentiated apparatus is required.

Tbe Need for a Highly Differentiated 

Analytical Apparatus

Levine’s scheme, which compels one to search for peculiarities 
in ’’values,” ’’analyses,” and "mechanisms of choice," is an improvement 

over one-factored models which seek to account for variations by tracing 

the relation between theological views and policy prescriptions^ or types

2Many authors recognize that one cannot proceed directly and simply 
from certain theological assertions to a comprehensive explication of nu
clear policy. From the historian’s perspective Roland Bainton observes; 
"From every theological position divergent ethical applications have been 
deduced. Theism undergirds alike pacifism and the crusade. . . . Appeal 
to the Bible is not determinative . . . theological assumptions are not 
so ultimate as to be solely determinative for ethics. Morals have to do 
with men, and men have to take each other into account whether or no there 
be a God." Roland Bainton, Christian Attitudes Toward War and Peace 
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, i960), pp. 238-239.

In commenting upon the Provisional Study Document on "Christians and 
the Prevention olE War in an Atomic Age - A Theological Discussion," C . F . 
von WeizsaCher confesses; "I could not deduce my decision from clear the
ological premises. I could not deduce it either from an established moral 
code. Such a code referring to the problems of technology, including 
technological weapons, does not exist so far. It ought to be established 
as quickly as possible. But while my own decision could not wait any 
longer, my judgment as to possible general rules of behaviour cannot pro
ceed faster than the process of thinking through the concrete facts and 
potentialities of our age." A Provisional Study Document (Geneva; World 
Council of Churches, Division of Studies, 1958), p. 12.

The English author, John Vincent, also observes: "There seems to be
no necessary connection between the theological and the practical sugges
tions of most of the reports so far produced. This is, of course, a point 
of maximum difficulty. There is no simple connection." He goes on, how
ever, to indicate that the failure to derive policy conclusions from the
ological premises is an unfortunate accident that he is about to correct. 
"The theological basis I have given is, I would claim, necessitated by the
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of ethical theory and policy outcome.

It is also an improvement over most two- and three-factor 

schemes. There have been discussions of the problem of Christian atti

tudes toward war that have attempted to take into account two or three 

variables, although they have not systematically traced patterns of 

variations by means of such multi-factored schemes.^ The British

Christian revelation itself. But it also attempts to be a relevant and 
reconci 1iatory basis, which speaks to our present theological impasse 
and makes necessary certain specific attitudes in contemporary world 
politics.” Christ in a Nuclear World (Manchester, England: Crux Press,
1962), pp. 10-11. Our analysis will challenge the presumption that a 
particular theological basis can confidently be claimed to be "necessi
tated by the Christian revelation itself” and also the assumption that 
any theological viewpoint can directly make “necessary certain specific 
attitudes in contemporary world politics.” We hope to demonstrate that 
the intermingling of empirical, cathectic, and ethical ingredients of 
policy thought makes it impossible to predict the content of policy 
recommendations from knowledge of one's theological stance, denomina
tional affiliation, or any other single variable.

3
Analyses such as those offered by Edward Leroy Long, Jr., The 

Christian Response to the Atomic Crisis (Philadelphia: Westminste”
Press, 1950), and Robert C. Batchelder, The Irreversible Decision: 1939-
J;950 (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin Co., 1962) may be criticized as over-
simplifications in so far as they explicitly work with only one major 
variable - differences in ethical theory. Long distinguishes between 
calculative morality” and "a religious-vocational ethic” of "Christian 

obedience.” Batchelder contrasts a "contextual approach to ethics” with 
an "ethics of obedience." Neither author provides theoretically for 
systematic attention to variation in theological context, appropriation 
of empirical information, or point of personal commitment or identity. 
Their analyses encourage the assumption that the outcome of policy thought 
will vary in predictable ways with modification of the mode of ethical 
reasoning. Our claim will be that one can make no such prediction with
out attending to other variables that enter into the policy formula.

4
For example, the Calhoun Commission of the Federal Council of 

Churches structured its report under three headings: "There are thus
three phases of the word the Church must speak to our time: diagnostic,
doctrinal, and practical. The three parts of this report attempt to deal 
successively with these interrelated demands. The first part is diagnos
tic: an attempt to make clear what seems to us the character of our pres
ent situation, and some of the major problems it raises concerning the
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author, John Vincent, suggests in passing, three main "reasons for ir

relevance" of the Church in relation to nuclear policy: the complexity

of the modern world, "the uncertainty of theology," and "the fruitless 

deadlock over pacifism." Such an account may be taken to imply that one 

must seek the sources of variation in Christian utterance by examining 

discrepancies in the empirical definitions of the situation, in theologi

cal systems, and in patterns of ethical reasoning. If spelled out, this 

approach would provide a close analogy to Levine's designation of "anal

yses," "values," and "mechanisms of choice" as indispensable categories 
of analysis.

We have noted, however, that at certain points even Levine's elab

orate scheme is unable to account adequately for variations in policy 

recommendations. One or more variables must be added to his system in 

order to provide a more precise delineation of the sources of differ
entiation.

relation of the Church, its gospel, and its members to the war. The 
second is doctrinal: a statement of those primary Christian affirma
tions that seem to us normative for any attempt to deal with the problems 
of the Church in war-time. The third is practical: a glance at the ma
jor attitudes toward war, past and present, that have actually been main
tained in the Church as fitting expressions of Christian faith, and a 
summary of the attitudes that seem to us to accord best with that faith 
in our own day and for the near future." The Relation of the Church to 

War in the Light of the Christian Faith (New York: Federal Council
of the Churches of Christ in America, 1944), pp. 8-9. The document 
thus implies that enroute to "practical" guidelines for policy one must 
take into account both theological-ethical affirmations and empirical 
estimates of the particular situation. Presumably, variation in either 
category would be reflected in the practical outcome.

John Vincent, p p . 15-22. As noted in footnote one, Vincent fails 
to pursue the implications of his observation concerning the number of 
factors that contribute to the Church's "confusion."
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A Four-Factored Scheme of Analysis 

The "General Theory of Action" elaborated by Talcott Parsons6 pro

vides a highly differentiated yet systematically integrated theoretical 

apparatus which may be appropriated as a tool of analysis. We shall not 

make use of every dimension of Parsonian theory.^ We are primarily con

cerned with matters that pertain to the cultural sub-system of action.

We wish to analyze the structure of a static sample of cultural symbols, 

referred to as policy recommendations, in order to reveal their external 
interrelations and their internal architectonics.

For this task Parsons* paradigm of the "structural components of 

cultural systems" provides a suggestive model. We may adapt and relabel 

his categories and utilize them in the analysis of the content of Chris

tian statements concerning nuclear policy. Armed with this theoretical 

device we may be alerted to search for sources of variation within four

For the development of Parson’s general theory of action see 
especially The Structure of Social Action: A Study in Social Theory
with Social Reference to a Group of Recent European Writers (2nd ed.: 
Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1949), first published in 1937; The

System (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1951); Toward a General
Theory of Action, ed. Talcott Parsons and Edward A. Shi Is (Cambridgil-----
Harvard University Press, 1951); Theories of Society: Foundations of
Modern Sociological Theory, ed. Talcott Parsons, Edward Shi Is, KaspI7 D.
Naegele, Jesse R. Pitts (2 vols.; Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press,1961). *

Since we have bracketed the questions of the influence of bio- 
ogical-ecological factors, the historical-biographical origin of policy 

views and the sociological-political effects of their espousal, we may 
put aside detailed consideration of the organic sub-system of action, 
which would define the fundamental "conditions" that impinge upon all 
policy questions, the personality sub-system, which would clarify the 
problem of how the ingredients of policy views come to be internalized 
within the individual, and the social system, which would provide the the
oretical framework within which to calculate the probability and the ef
fects of the widespread diffusion and institutionalization of particular 
policy recommendations. We are directly concerned only with the cultural system. --------
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major categories. We may postulate that differences in Christian re

sponses to the nuclear dilemma may be rooted in variations (l) in fun

damental theological conceptions, (2) in modes of ethical reasoning,

(3) in expressive symbols specifying the appropriate point of cathexis 

or locus of value, loyalty, identity and commitment, and (4) in defini

tions of the situation in the empirical realm of political fact and 
probability.^

Variation may have its roots in any or all of these categories. 

Each provides a potential source of differentiation; all must be treated

as systematically interrelated but independently variable. One cannot 

predict the content of any one category from knowledge of the others.

For example, two commentators may stand firmly within the same theolog

ical tradition, employ the same ethical apparatus, agree upon the locus 

of ultimate commitment, but come to diverse policy views because of vari

ations in their definition of the situation stemming from differences in 

their patterns of access to and appropriation of empirical data. Con

versely, two observers may acknowledge the same »facts,” be devoted 8

8
Parsons terminology has evolved through the various stages of the 

. °f his theory’ but the four categories we shall designate as 
•Mh*- bb(Tolo^ caJ- system,” "ethical system," "locus of commitment," and 
^efinition of the situation," are meant to correspond generally to Parsons' 
patterns of the grounding of meaning," "patterns of evaluation," "patterns 

o expressive symbolization," and "patterns of empirical existential ideas." 
For the true initiate these may be further identified as the "latent pat
tern maintenance," "integrative," "goal-attainment," and "adaptive" boxes 
° .th® Ĉ ltural sub-system of the general theory of action. See especially 
~.c ^arso®3 » "Culture snd the Social System: Introduction." Theories
o_ Society: Foundations of Modern Sociological Theory, II, Pt. IvTi 963-
993. When adjectival forms are required we shall refer to the "theolog
ical," "ethical," "cathectic," and "empirical" categories.
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the same "bearer of value," apply the same rules of ethical procedure, 

but stand opposed to one another in the realm of policy because all 

these shared ingredients are interpreted within disparate theological 

contexts. Or again, variation may have its source in disagreement con

cerning the point at which the Christian should invest his ultimate 

loyalty, the community, visible or invisible, which should serve as his 

definitive "reference group" in moments of consideration and decision. 

Finally, diversity may have its roots in dispute over the proper pro

cedure for the determination of ethical action - there may be alternative 

estimates of what factors are to be considered and what weight they are 

to be given in the process of deciding. One-, two-, or three-factored 

models of analysis are inadequate. The sources of disagreement may be 

located within any one, all, or any combination of the four major sub
categories of the cultural system.

The Possibility of Convergence

Disagreement may thus be a very complicated phenomenon. That 

which guards one from despairing over the prospect of attaining the 

measure of consensus necessary to undergird political action in a society 

that is culturally pluralistic and sociologically highly differentiated 

is the possibility of convergence. It is possible that variations that 

occur within one category may be compensated for by other differences in 

other categories. From the standpoint of policy consensus, multiple dis

agreements within several categories may be either self-cancelling or re

inforcing. A particular recommendation may be supported by persons who 

have come to converge at this one point even though they might be unable
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to find any common ground in their theological, ethical, cathectic, or 

empirical persuasions. It can be factually startling but not theoreti

cally surprising that "in politics there are strange bedfellows."

Would Theological Convergence Establish 

Policy Consensus?

Our analysis suggests a complex model of disagreement. If this 

model proves serviceable in illumining the sources of disagreement ex

pressed in Christian documents pertaining to nuclear policy we will be 

able to draw certain implications concerning the agenda for future dis

cussions among Christians.

It is frequently assumed that Christians could and should agree 

concerning salient ethical issues, that they should speak "with one 

clear voice." This judgment is generally accompanied by the supposi

tion that convergence in the realm of theology will produce or facili

tate agreement concerning the content of policy recommendations. These 

axioms lure their proponents into the search for "the Christian answer" 

to this or that question of faith and action.

"The Christian answer" is, however, a highly ambiguous term. 

Sometimes the question to which "the Christian answer" responds is a 

question of normative theological statement. "The Christian answer to 

nuclear warfare" may mean "the most adequate summation of the authorita

tive teaching of Scripture and tradition concerning the limits of the 

use of force." But at other times "the Christian answer" may be put for

ward as an immediate and specific determination of what must be done here 

and now with regard to concrete issues of public policy. The phrase may
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then mean either "the policy measures which Christians, given their un

usual sensitivities, perceive to be necessary for the avoidance of nu

clear catastrophe” or "the form of behavior which Christian believers 

must themselves exhibit in the present moment if they are to avoid the 

guilt of disobedience."

Most frequently, those who seek "the Christian answer" fail to 

distinguish between the immediate level upon which concrete issues of 

policy are to be decided and the more abstract level at which general 

questions concerning the normative form of theological statements are to 

be dealt with. They tend to assume, as does John Vincent, that the "so

lution" at the theological level of perennial riddles concerning the true 

models and norms of Christian life will "solve" dilemmas at the policy 

level by making "necessary certain specific attitudes in contemporary 

world politics." The concept of "the Christian answer" is used ambigu

ously in a manner that obscures two highly questionable assumptions.

The first is that in spite of the pluralism of Christian theological 

orientations that has persisted since the earliest era we may yet be 

able to winnow out "the Christian theological answer." The second as

sumption is that when this has been accomplished true believers will be 

able to move together directly and confidently to conclusions concerning 

"the Christian answer for policy."

We shall challenge both these assumptions. First, we shall at

tempt to demonstrate that the inevitable intermingling of three non- 

theological elements in the process of policy thought undermines confi

dence that the attainment of theological unanimity would greatly enhance
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the prospect of the Church speaking to concrete policy issues "with one 

clear voice." Secondly, we shall question whether such theological una

nimity is itself probable, possible, necessary, or desirable.

Before elaborating upon these matters we shall observe some of 

the dysfunctions of the concept of "the Christian answer" for meaningful 

dialogue concerning policy issues.

The Peril of Abstraction

The assumption that "the Christian answer to nuclear warfare" ex

ists leads, in face of the obstinate multiplicity of interpretations set 

forth by confessing Christians, to the demand to understand how and why 

Christians come to deviate from this true standard of their response. 

Forthwith the question becomes, Who is in a position to determine what 

is to be accounted as deviation? Who is the reliable custodian of "the 

Christian answer?" By what criteria could "the Christian answer" be dis

tinguished from spurious imposters?

In pursuing such questions debate which had its origin in the 

sense of practical urgency occasioned by the nuclear dilemma is evacuated 

of its specific political-ethical content and moves further and further 

into the realm of theological disputation. The focus shifts continually 

to the "prior question," to a higher level of generality. Discussion 

moves from the immediate existential question, "What ought we to do here 

and now?" to the moral query, "What ought we to do generally, anywhere, 

anytime?" and thence on to the ethical problem, "How ought we to go about 

deciding what we ought to do anywhere, anytime?" Finally, ultimate the

ological questions must be dealt with: "In what context of divine activ

ity do we stand as we contemplate how we are to think about what we are
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to do anywhere, anytime?” The question concerning “the Christian answer” 
has shifted from the policy level to the theological level.

Levels of Moral Discourse

There is a logical legitimacy in moving steadily to the higher 

level of generality. As Henry David Aiken has observed, there are sev

eral levels of discourse to which one is driven in pursuit of ethical 

solutions when a particular answer, judged adequate for one’s self, is 

challenged by another's persistent ’’Why?" One's immediate inclinations, 

when questioned, must be justified in terms of the moral rules acknowl

edged within a given community. But these rules may themselves be chal

lenged, and must then be vindicated by appeal to generalized normative 

ethical principles. Finally, these principles are themselves not immune 

to questioning. They may ultimately be legitimated only by their capacity 

to induce consent through their congruence with the system of symbols by 

which the inquirer interprets the reality in which he finds himself.

Theological conceptions may thus be conceded a logical ultimacy.

In Parsons' system they occupy the highest reaches of the "hierarchy of

See Henry, David Aiken, Reason and Conducts New Bearings in Moral 
Philosophy (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1962), especially chap. iv~"Levels
of Moral Discourse," pp . 65-87. Aiken asserts that his analysis will show 
that "while there is such a thing as 'justification' in ethics, there is no 
one form to which all the justifications occurring within moral discourse 
can be reduced . . . it will be prepared from the outset to acknowledge ir
reducible differences in meaning and irreducible differentiations of func
tion. . .its purpose is to show that there are at least four distinctive 
levels upon which such terms as 'good,' 'right' and 'ought' are employed, 
and to explain the roles of judgment on each of these levels. For purposes 
of identification I shall speak of these levels respectively as (1) the 
'expressive-evocative' level, (2) the 'moral' level, (3) the 'ethical' 
level, and (4) the 'post-ethical' or 'human' level. . . any moral argument 
which goes on at any length is likely to proceed on more than one level . . 
this means that the context of moral discussion is, or tends to be, a shift
ing context." pp. 66-67 .
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control." It is assumed that theological symbols, or crypto-theological 

symbols contained in philosophical world-views, exert pressure towards 
consistency, towards the selection of modes of action that will "make 

sense" in terms of a generalized pattern of orientation. These ultimate 

symbols are themselves reciprocally tested in terms of their adequacy in 

taking into account the "conditions" within which action must take place. 

Human behavior is purposeful; specific actions and policies must be made 

"meaningful" by their coherence within a more or less comprehensive con

ception of what is and what is going on. The content of these theologi

cal-philosophical interpretations of reality is a significant determinant 

of behavior. Choices tend to be patterned, to reflect an "elective af- 

fiftiby" for the type of act which "fits in," which is "appropriate," and 

is at least disruptive of the ordered system in terms of which it is to 

be legitimated. Likewise, norms for the behavior of individuals of col

lectivities, and conceptions of the good society itself, are spelled out, 

"specified" in relation to the system of ideas which constitutes the 
"ground of meaning."

Aiken, the moral philosopher, and Parsons, the theoretical sociol

ogist, concur in the observation that a human hunger for "meaning" de

mands that action be legitimated in terms of ever more general levels of 

discourse. But the fact that this logical ascension towards the more ab
stract and universal category ends in the statement of certain ultimate 

theological-philosophical affirmations should not be taken to imply that 

consensus concerning the propriety of particular policies or actions must 

be attained by first establishing a common system of belief at the the

ological level. Theological conceptions are logically ultimate, but they
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are not existentially determinative of the course of any actual debate.

In practice, disputants insist on operating on various "lower” levels 

of discouse. In Aiken's terms, there are those who have never been asked, 
"Why?” , or who have never admitted to the cogency of the question. As 

suggested in the quotations from Nitze,10 they may assume that the higher 

level questions have been answered in a manner adequate for all partici

pants, so that decision can be made according to the comparative validity 

of specific empirical accounts of the costs and consequences of alterna

tive courses of action. In Parsons' terms, the participants in the arms 

debate may be shown to give priority to different categories. Some men 

are theological virtuosi, but there are also those who are preoccupied 

with determining the proper procedures of ethical reflection. Moreover, 

others argue from the demands placed upon them by membership in a par

ticular commonality, whether it be "humanity," "the children of God," 

"Western civilization," or "the nations." Finally, there are the empir

ically minded who, without necessarily assuming that all ethical dis

agreement is rooted in controversy over "facts," still believe that to 

be profitable discussion should begin with precise analysis of the spe
cific situation.

We hope to be able to demonstrate that this variation of focus is 
one reason why the participants in the debate among American Christians 

concerning nuclear policy have tended to "talk past one another." They 

deal with different questions, from different starting points, on various 

levels of discourse. The Peace Churches marshal the biblical-theological

*Paul Nitze, The Recovery of Ethics, p. 10, as quoted above, pp.
124-25.
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arguments for pacifism. Paul Ramsey demonstrates the ethical bases of 

the just-war doctrine. Nuclear pacifists argue from the evident need of 

the human race to survive. And John Bennett debates with Herman Kahn 

concerning the quality of life to be expected in a post-attack environ

ment. Part of our project is to show that those who give explicit em

phasis to questions within one or two of the categories at the same time 

necessarily make implicit assumptions within other categorical domains. 

Our function is to provide a paradigm of the entire scope of relevant 

questions that may be used to prod Paul Ramsey to set forth more clearly, 

in the context of his writings on war, the biblical and the theological 

bases of his ethical reasoning, to induce nuclear pacifists to make clear 

their assumptions concerning communist intentions and capabilities, to 

encourage traditional pacifists to continue to grapple with the question 

of the ethical obligation to protect the innocent, and to encourage 

Bennett to make clear the extent to which one's particular identity as 

a member of the "people of God" imposes a schedule of priorities different 

from that of the prudent man of the world.

Each participant in the arms debate must be drawn out of his own 

bailiwick to be made to answer both the "Why's?" and the "How's?" pressed 

by his would-be interlocutors. Although we may concede the logical ulti- 

macy of theological symbols, discussion must be carried forward on all 

four levels at once. If ethical consensus is desired it must not be as

sumed that it can be deduced from theological unanimity. This is to ig

nore the independent variability of ethical, cathectic, and empirical 

categories. If agreement is to be sought procedural concessions must be
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made to those who insist upon their own starting point. Their concerns 

must be acknowledged, their questions dealt with, their insight assimi
lated .

It is to be noted that the adoption of an agenda designed to com

prehend all four categories at once has an effect upon the type of the- 

ology and ethics that may be admitted. A built-in limit upon abstraction 

is established by the inclusion of empirical and cathectic categories, 

for they are intrinsically specific, concrete, unique in their reference. 

The stubborn insistence of the empirically minded upon the particulars 

of the immediate situation drags discussion back down toward the question, 

"What ought we to do here and now in the context within which this spe

cific urgency confronts us?"^

The Significance of the •Starting-Point'

The hypothesis that this diversity of focus or variation in start- 

ing-point and level of discourse is an important cause of disappointment 

in the quest for ethical consensus among Christians is corroborated by 

the independent observation of James Gustafson. Gustafson, in suggesting 

an end to unprofitable debate among Christian ethicists based upon an 

oversimplified distinction between "contextual ethics" and "ethics of 

principles," presents an analysis of the elements of ethical discourse 

analogous to that which we have adapted from Parsons' paradigm of the 

cultural sub-system of action.

The thesis of this paper is that the discussion is no longer

1 Cf* Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Ethics, ed. Eberhard Bethge (London:
SCM Press, 1955), especially pp. 23-25, 55ff, 231-252.
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^ fruitful one for it falsifies tlie issues that are present in 

answering the question: "How does a Christian go about making

a moral judgment or decision?” In elaboration of this thesis,

I am proposing that Christian ethics can begin with any one of 

four questions, and that the other three questions will properly 

come into view in the process of ethical reflection. These four 

questions are: (1) What moral propositions in the Christian

tradition ought to guide my judgment, decision, and action?

["ethical system”] (2) What information about the given situation 

must I have to be morally responsible in my decision and action? 

["definition of the situation"] (3) What is God saying and doing 

in the time and space field of my moral responsibility? ["the

ological system"] (4) What attitudes, and characteristics of 

action express our existence in Christ? ["point of cathexis or 

loyalty"]. Beginning with any one of these questions, the Chris

tian gravitates toward the other three in the process of answer
ing the question "What ought I to do?"12

Gustafson attempts to demonstrate the tendency to "gravitate" from 

each starting point towards the other three categories. His thesis is 

that "the deliberation of the Christian ethicist might begin at any one 

of four sets of considerations, indicated by the above questions, but that 

b^ necessity he gravitates to include the other three."13 Our contention

12
James Gustafson, "Context vs. Principles: A Misplaced Debate in

Christian Ethics," p. 1 , (Mimeographed.)
13Ibid., p. 4.
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is that the necessity of which he speaks is a logical necessity, but that 

in practice the protagonists in the arms debate fail to complete the cir

cuit of the categories. As a result they present views that are skewed 

in the direction of their own starting-point. Their arguments are full 

of ellipses and elisions; there are lacunae that attest to their willing

ness to neglect or evade the problems which have had a definitive effect 

upon their adversaries' reasoning. The "gravitation" alluded to by 

Gustafson is not as powerful as his words imply. He more closely reflects 

the actual untidiness of debate when he observes that, "Where the ethicist 

begins tends to set a dominant pattern in his work and to subordinate the 

other sets of considerations."1̂

Gustafson concludes with the suggestion that due consideration be 

given to the question "What is the proper starting point for Christian 

ethics?" ". . . it is evident that the decision for the Christian about 

the good for man in time is never derived from one single and simple place. 

Discussion of this question is important, for the temptation to various 

sorts of over-simplifications is ever a clear and present danger."1 In 

exposing and rejecting over-simplification, Gustafson demonstrates the 

need for a more differentiated model of disagreement, a model more nearly 

adequate to account for the complexity evident in actual disputations con

cerning matter of public import. The acceptance of such a model should 

enhance capacity to isolate the crucial points of disagreement in the 

Christian debate concerning arms policy. In so doing it should make it 

possible to reduce the dimensions of disagreement by insuring that conver

sation be expanded to include theological, ethical, cathectic, and
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empirical considerations.

—  Theological Convergence Probable or Necessary?

We have asserted that disagreement among Christians regarding arms 

policy might be reduced by systematic utilization of a paradigm embodying 

the principal categories of concerns that occupy the various protagonists. 

Attention to such a model would help to correct the partiality of focus 

that is the consequence of reasoning from different starting points. We 

have not claimed that disagreement might be eliminated. Variation in 

starting-point is only one cause of disagreement. It may be compensated 

for by following our paradigmatic procedure. But there is no precedent 

that would encourage one to believe that if every participant dutifully 

addressed himself to the questions subsumed under each category and pa

tiently entered into dialogue with all others unanimity would be attained. 

The problem is not simply that as participants in the arms debate in which 

"religious pacifists" press for discussion of the theological statements 

that they interpret as compelling mandates for pacifism many non-pacifists 

neglect in this context to deal specifically and extensively with the bib

lical and theological issues raised. The difficulty is that if and when 

they do address themselves to these questions they are very likely to give 

answers that differ from the interpretations of the pacifists. Even when 

all the pertinent categories are held within focus, variation persists 

within the categories. Most significantly, variation penetrates to the 

very highest reaches of the hierarchy of control. There is a theological 
pluralism among Christians.
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The Plurality of '»Christian Answers"

At the Theological Level

Ernst Troeltsch has indicated the radical nature of this theologi

cal diversity. It has its roots in the mystery of the manner of men's 
original response to the person and mission of Jesus. "The worship of 

Christ constitutes the centre of the Christian organization, and it cre
ates Christian dogma. . . Within the spheres of the Church, the Sects and 

Mysticism, however, this doctrine of Christ is interpreted very differ
ently

Variation in the mode of understanding the person and mission of

Jesus is the ultimate logical source and justification of the dogmatic, 
sociological, and ethical variations that Troeltsch traces throughout 

his work, The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches. The New 

Testament account permits, indeed requires, a selective perception of 

the purpose and present implications of the act of God in Christ Jesus.17 16

1 6  ” — —

__ Troeltsch, The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches, II,994. -------

Cf. ibid., II, 994: "The Christ of the Church is the Redeemer,
who in His work of salvation has achieved Redemption, once for all; work
ing marvellously through the ministry, the word, and the sacraments in 
the Church, He imparts to individuals the benefits of His Saving Work.

"The Christ of the sect is the Lord, the example and lawgiver of Divine 
authority and dignity, who allows His elect to pass through contempt and 
misery on their earthly pilgrimage, but who will complete the real work of 
Redemption at His Return, when He will establish the Kingdom of God.

"The Christ of mysticism is an inward spiritual principle, felt in ev
ery stirring of religious feeling; present in every influence of the Di
vine Seed' and the Divine 'Spark'; this mystical Christ was Divinely in
carnate in the Christ of History, but He can only be recognized and af- 
irmed in inward spiritual experience; this principle therefore agrees in 

general with the 'hidden ground» of the Divine life in man."
"The same course of development can be traced in other doctrines. As
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There is thus a fundamental differentiation at the point of origin of 

Christian consciousness. Troeltsch demonstrates how the three major 

types of Christological perception work themselves out into distinct 

interpretations of the ideal patterns of relatedness to God and to the 

neighbor, and how the religious associations that are formed to imple

ment the particular "idea of fellowship" take on distinctive sociologi

cal forms as they organize themselves to fulfill their mission in the 

world. The church, sect, and mystical types of religious orientation* 18 

and the numerous sub-types created by the mingling of their elements, 

come to stand in different relationship to the state and to the major 

institutions of society which have their roots in non-religious interests.19

the Christ-dogma absorbed into itself Jesus’s original message of the 
Kingdom of God, so also the various transformations of the Christ-dogma 
determined the fate of this second fundamental Christian doctrine.
. . «The doctrine of Redemption undergoes an analogous process of develop
ment." pp. 994-995. Italics added.

18
"Religious orientation" expresses more accurately the scope of 

the typoiogy suggested by Troeltsch than does the more commonly used term 
religious association." His types are not simply sociological types; 

they are associational forms which are distinguished by the content of the 
theological convictions out of which they have arisen. To treat only the 
sociological aspects of the Troeltschian typology while neglecting the in
teraction of the pattern of group existence with the content of theologi
cal thought on one hand, and the pressures of non-religious institutions 
on the other hand, is to emasculate Troeltschfs analysis.

19
Troeltsch, p. 30. "For all these social groups possess independ

ent instincts of organization; all that we can do, therefore, is to try to 
discover how far the religious-sociological fundamental theory has been 
a e to penetrate into these motives, and to what extent it has been able 
to assimuiate these groups into itself. Wherever this has taken place it 
Y 1 e °yncl that the process of development has been very different with- 
n the various social groups. In particular, the economic form of ’society' 
ased on the division of labor always remains an independent phenomenon, 

with its own sociological basis, in contrast to the spirit of fellowship 
w ic is derived from religious ideas . . .  It then becomes a contrast be- 
ween the sociological group, which is organized from the viewpoint of the
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Their differences are compounded by the varying patterns of their re

sponses to the strains to which they are subjected within their particular 

social contexts. Each comes to emphasize certain virtues and vices and 

elaborates a distinctive conception of the nature of Christian responsi
bility in society.

The crucial point is that in so far as the preferred pattern of 

Christian existence in the world represents an internally consistent ex

plication of the fundamental perception of Who Christ is and what He is 

doing in the world, there is no commonly acknowledged norm or standard 

by which ethical differences among Christians may be arbitrated. The 

plurality of Christian orientations to social responsibility has its origin 

at the most profound levels of Christian existence. One cannot "get behind” 

this ultimate point of differentiation to exert leverage toward conver

gence. There is no higher norm in relation to which dissidents might be 

convicted of error. The ultimate standard of Christian faith and action 

is itself a matter of varied interpretation within the Christian community. 

Given the plurality of Christological perceptions, each of which may claim 

to have its roots in the New Testament, there is no likelihood at arriving 

at a single, definitive set of theological affirmations from which ethical 

principles and specific obligations might be deduced.

religious idea of love to God and man, and those sociological forces which 
have been organized from an entirely secular point of view . . .it is the 
distinction between an association which proceeds from a religious aim and 
cne most important associations which exist for purely temporal ends. . . 
Christian social doctrine, therefore, is a doctrine of the most important 
non-religious sociological structures which are erected upon an independent 
oundation, or to use its own language, of its relation with the most power
ful social forces of the 'world.'"
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The profundity of one source of differentiation

If all the participants in the arms debate embarked from a the
ological starting point, or if all, pressed by a relentless series of 

"Why's?", pursued their reasoning up through the hierarchy of control to 

the logically ultimate level of theological conceptualization, the vari

ety of Christian orientations would persist. For it is "built in" at

the very point that determines the general topography of the "ground of
. „20meaning."

The diversity that constitutes the main theme of our thesis is 
the contemporary manifestation of a perennial split within the ranks of 

Christians. Bainton has indicated the antiquity and the persistence of 

three alternative attitudes toward war and peace. He has, however,

One implication is that even at the theological level "the Chris
tian answer to the nuclear dilemma" does not exist. Moreover, at the eth
ical level, one cannot properly speak of "the Christian ethic." The ori
entations treated by Troeltsch under the labels of "Church, Sect, and 
Mystical Group" are so persistent and stable that each must be conceded to 
possess its own coherent ethic logically related to its ultimate Christo- 
logical conception and existentially shaped by the pattern of interaction 
with the environments within which each group has maintained its identity.

It is possible to indicate in a very tenuous manner a general correla
tion or pattern of affinity of the religious orientations isolated by 
Troeltsch to the three traditional Christian attitudes toward war and peace 
defined by Roland Bainton (Christian Attitudes Toward War and Peace TNew 
York: Abingdon Press, i960], pp. 14-16) and the types^f ^Ti^TTFienta-
tions characterized by Levine. Associations of the Church-type, along with 
the main-line" American denominations that represent the adjustment of the 
Church-type to the constitutional situation in the United States, have been 
_ e oremost champions of the just-war doctrine and a primary training ground 
tor those whom we would classify as middle marginalists. The "withdrawing 
sects" have generally maintained a distinctive pacifist emphasis and must be 
placed well along the road to anti-war systemism. The crusading zeal of the 
aggressive sects" is reflected in the anti-communist persuasion, but also 

among surviving proponents of the "Social Gospel" and others who seek to 
crusade for peace." Members of the mystical type are prone to neglect the 

specification of Christian conscience in relation to specific social-politi
cal issues, but their strongest affinity has been with the pacifist or antiwar orientation.
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somewhat underestimated the profundity of the source of their differ
entiation.

Broadly speaking, three attitudes to war and peace were to 

appear in the Christian ethic: pacifism, the just war, and

the crusade. Chronologically they emerged in just this order, .

. • These three attitudes were not rooted in different views of 

God and only to a degree in views of man, because all Christians 

recognized the depravity of man. The question was how to treat 

his depravity and the problem came to be an aspect of the re- 

lationship of the Church to the world. Pacifism has commonly 

despaired of the world and dissociated itself either from so

ciety altogether, or from political life, and especially from 

war. The advocates of the just war theory have taken the posi

tion that evil can be restrained by the coercive power of the 

state. The Church should support the state in this endeavor 

and individual Christians as citizens should fight under the 

auspices of the state. The crusade belongs to a theocratic 

view that the Church even though it be a minority, should im

pose its will upon a recalcitrant world. Pacifism is thus 

often associated with withdrawal, the just war with qualified

participation, and the crusade with dominance of the Church 
21over the world •

Bainton here obscures a central insight of Troeltsch: the conception of

the proper relationship of the church and the world that obtains within 21

21Bainton, pp. 14-15.
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a certain group is systematically related to the understanding of the na

ture of God and the manner of His activity in the world. The variation 

in Christian attitudes toward war and peace documented by Bainton does 

stem, in part, from subtle, but nevertheless significant differences in 

the doctrine of God as well as in different views of man. Whatever else 

a doctrine of God may do, it functions to shape men's understanding of 

what constitutes meaningful action, it serves to guide them to the source 

and content of the knowledge of good and evil, right and wrong, it sug

gests the general quality and dimensions of that which is incumbent and 

that which is forbidden. In analyzing variations in Christian attitudes 

it is not helpful to ignore the distinction among a God who choses to make 

his will known through the law of nature embedded in the order of creation 

that to many appears ambiguous in its struggle and strife, a God who re

veals the pattern of true obedience precisely in the person and teachings 

of Jesus Christ, and a God who guides by the inward light that illumines 

the believer's conscience. These theological differences become ampli

fied when they are spelled out in diverse styles and goals of action in 

the world by individuals and by religious associations.

Troeltsch's point is that the conception of the proper relationship 

of the Church and the world, which most significantly determines the le

gitimacy of Christian participation in warfare, is not randomly related 

to fundamental theological convictions, nor is it an epiphenomenon cast 

up as an ideological response to the socio-economic or cultural context 

of particular groups of believers. Rather, it is systematically related 

to both the "ideational” and the "existential" realms and comes to be
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defined and redefined through a complex process of interaction through

out the unique historical career of each religious association. An ob

server cannot deduce the response to the nuclear dilemma either from 

knowledge of the authoritative theological symbols or from the sociologi

cal locus of a particular group. But one can assert that theological 

factors, specifically, conceptions of the person and mission of Jesus, 

are effective elements in defining the policy preference of each individ

ual or group. They enter as one of several variables into the complex

of determining policy recommendations. Thus, the several Chris

tian attitudes toward war and peace are correlated sometimes more, and 

sometimes less directly to the several Christian understandings of the 

presence and the purpose of God in Jesus .

Two implications

Two implications need to be spelled out. First, the persistence 

and profundity of this Christological pluralism among Christians makes 

it appear unlikely that even churchmen endowed with good will and ecu

menical resolve will be able to arrive at a theological consensus con

cerning the nature of God and the mode and instrumentalities of his work 

in the world. Secondly, even if such agreement were attained policy dis
agreements would not thereby be overcome. Policy is not simply deduced 

from theological axioms. Other variables enter into the appraisal of 

conduct. We have suggested that the type of ethical theory employed, 

the prescribed locus of ultimate loyalty, and the definition of the empir

ical situation constitute intervening variables providing points of dif

ferentiation enroute from consideration of ultimate theological categories
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to the particularities of political choices. Theological agreement and 

disagreement constitute a significant, but not a determinative factor in 

the debate concerning arms policy within the Churches.

The Need for an Appropriate 

Model of Disagreement

The assumed model of disagreement, the implicit conceptions con

cerning the probability and meaning of failure to concur, plays a role 

in shaping both attitude and agenda when disputes persist within a par

ticular community. The shape of this model of disagreement, which, un

doubtedly, is seldom conceptualized or expressed, is itself significantly 

related to an understanding of how God chooses to act in the world. Our 

thesis is that a simple pyramidic model that has been most commonly as

sumed must be replaced by a more complex model that anticipates and works 

for agreement not at a pinnacle of abstraction but at the particular in

tersections at which tangential lines of thought and action may momentarily 

converge. If a visual image is desired, one may remove the model of a 

pyramid and substitute a series of hourglasses, or better yet, a thicket 

of intertwining vines, each with its own system of roots, sometimes inter

fering with its neighbor's growth, sometimes interlacing to create a power
ful cord.

Use of the pyramid model reflects the two-fold assumption that "the 

Christian answer" in the normative theological sense must exist and must be 

found and that the determination of this answer will greatly facilitate if 

not completely insure the attainment of Christian consensus at the level 

of concrete policy. It is consciously or unconsciously assumed that "the
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Christian answer” exists somewhere just above the clouds of confusion 

within which so many disputants press their claims. At the peak, just 

out of reach, is the one true pattern to which all should conform. The 

broad sides of the pyramid accommodate those who, defecting from the 

truth, have slipped further and further from the pinnacle. Their decline 

may be explained in theological terms as the consequence of sin, or, per

chance, in psycho-sociological categories - they may be affiliates of a 

”power elite” enamored and entangled by the privileges of this world. In 

any case, their deviation must be demonstrated and accounted for, and 

their restoration must be provided for through clear amplification in 

biblical, historical dogmatic, and theological terms of the ”one clear 

voice” in which the Lord is presumed to speak to this generation. The 

operational consequence of maintaining the pyramid model of disagreement 

is a continual drift into abstraction, into the realm of the general, the 

universal, eternal principles of right thought and action. But the prob

lem remains that whatever unanimity might be obtained at the pinnacle of 

abstraction is dissipated enroute back to the realm of the specific, con

crete, temporal, historical choices that confront those who contemplate 

nuclear policy. No matter how pure may be the theological or ethical 

content of calculation, actual decisions are always adulterated by the 

admixture of empirical and cathectic elements that are less able to be 

disguised as eternal verities. This inevitable particularity dilutes 22

22Cf. Bonhoeffer, Ethics, pp. 244-245: "Unlike the ethical, the
commandment of God is not a summary of all ethical propositions in the 
most general terms. It is not the universally valid and timeless in con
trast to the historical and temporal. It is not the abstract as opposed 
to the concrete, or the indefinite as opposed to the definite. If it were
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the claim to certainty and makes it impossible to determine which of 

the many voices deserves to be accredited and broadcast as the "one 

clear voice.”

Is Theological Convergence Necessary?

The impasse created by the recognition of the radical historical 

particularity of the elements of the arms policy calculus - by aware

ness of the predicament in which men are in history and history is in 

men - engenders the thought that perhaps God does not intend or is not 

willing to speak to this generation with "one clear voice." Perhaps 

"the Christian answer" is first the realization that "nowhere does there 

exist an absolute Christian ethic, which only awaits discovery"^ and 23

anything of the kind it would have ceased to be God’s commandment, for on 
each occasion it would then have been left to us to deduce the definite 
from the indefinite, the application from the principle and the temporal 
from the timeless . This would mean that precisely at the crucial junc
ture the decisive factor would no longer be the commandment, but our un
derstanding, our interpretation and application. The commandment of God 
would once again be replaced by our own choice. . . . God’s commandment 
cannot be found and known in detachment from time and place; it can only 
be heard in a local and temporal context." Also, p. 238: " . . .  ethical
discourse is subjected to a concrete limitation. Ethical discourse cannot 
be conducted in a vacuum, in the abstract, but only in a concrete context. 
Ethical discourse, therefore, is not a system of propositions which are 
correct in themselves, a system which is available for anyone to apply at 
any time and in any place, but is inseparably linked with particular per
sons, times and places."

23This quote may be considered as the summary sentence of Troeltsch's 
Social Teaching of the Christian Churches. The closing paragraphs, (II, 
1012-13) are pertinent: "If the present social situation is to be con
trolled by Christian principles, thoughts will be necessary which have not 
yet been thought, and which will correspond to this new situation as the 
older forms met the need of the social situation in earlier ages. These 
ideas will have to be evolved out of the inner impulse of Christian thought, 
and out of its vital expression at the present time, and not exclusively 
out of the New Testament, in precisely the same way as both those great 
main types of Christian-Social philosophy were evolved out of the Christian
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second, the acceptance of the risk of making choices on the basis of 

ambiguous evidence in a world created by One of whom we must confess,

"0 the depth and the riches and wisdom and knowledge of God! How un

searchable are his judgments and how inscrutable his ways! 'For who 

has known the mind of the Lord, or who has been his counselor?"'

(Romans lU33f.) When all the resources of theological scholarship and 

ecumenical dialogue among men of good will have been exhausted we may 

still be left with a wide range of Christian responses to the nuclear 

dilemma. The reality of persistent disagreement must then itself be 

viewed as a significant theological datum. It is perhaps given for 

revelation rather than lamentation.

thought of their own day, and not solely from the New Testament . . . 
but they will never fully realize their actual ideal intention within 
the sphere of our earthly struggle and conflict.

"As little as any other power in this world will they create the 
Kingdom of God upon earth as a completed social ethical organism. One 
of the most serious and important truths which emerge as a result of 
this inquiry is this: every idea is still faced by brutal facts, and
all upward movement is checked and hindered by interior and exterior 
difficulties. Nowhere does there exist an absolute Christian ethic, 
which only awaits discovery; all that we can do is to learn to control 
the world-situation in its successive phase just as the earlier Chris
tian ethic did in its own way. There is also no absolute ethical trans
formation of material nature or of human nature; all that does exist is 
a constant wrestling with the problems which they raise." Troeltsch is 
clearly a marginalist. He concludes: "Thus the Christian ethic of the
present day and of the future will also only be an adjustment to the 
world-situation, and it will only desire to achieve that which is prac
tically possible. This is the cause of that ceaseless tension which 
drives man onward yet gives him the sense that he can never realize his 
ethical ideal. Only doctrinaire idealists or religious fanatics can fail 
o recognize these facts « Faith is the source of energy in the struggle 
of life, but life still remains a battle which is continually renewed upon 
ever new fronts. For every threatening abyss which is closed, another 
yawning gulf appears." Reinhold Niebuhr had not commenced his public 
career when Troeltsch struck this theme in pre-war year of 1911.
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The Political Utility of Christian Consensus 

The persistent contradiction of Christian statements at the the

ological level and also within the other three categories of our analyti

cal paradigm raises questions that sooner or later must be dealt with in 

theological terms. Such disagreement also raises political problems. It 

may be possible to dispense with the conception of a single norm of Chris

tian life and thought, to reappropriate the appreciation that God accom

plishes his purposes through devious ways, by overruling the apparent con

tradictions occasioned by the service of those who are called to particu

lar vocations. But no matter what theological account is given, no matter 

whether one persists in the pursuit of "the Christian answer" or accepts 

a form of vocational pluralism as the way of God’s dealing with men in a 

highly differentiated society, still the fact that American Christians 

collide with one another in the realm of nuclear arms policy is a pertinent 

political reality. One can be free of theological anxiety over the fact 

of disagreement and yet lament the variation of policy recommendations 

rendered by Christian authors in so far as it constitutes a barrier to the 

achievement of political consensus necessary to undergird any action.

Even if agreement is not considered mandatory as an implication of the

ological and ethical axioms it may still be desirable as a means of at

taining political goals. Those who accept some form of theological- 

ethical pluralism as legitimate may enter into the arms debate among 

Christians with an attitude of tolerance, but their agenda must still in

clude some effort to reduce the dimensions of disagreement for the sake 

of the political consensus necessary to effect those policies they con

sider to be appropriate.
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central tVieme is ttiat if tliere is to be some degree of con

sensus among Christians it must come through the convergence of the 

several types of religious orientations rather than through some authori- 

tative deduction of ethical corollaries from theological axioms.2^ By 

its very nature such a convergence could produce only unstable, transient 

alliances. If the variables we have isolated are truly interrelated in 

a systematic manner, and if there is an ineradicable diversity within the 

theological category, in order for two orientations to coincide at the 

point of policy recommendations there must be compensatory differences 

elsewhere within the system. A change of perception and emphasis within 

any of the categories could thus bring about the dissolution of one alli

ance while simultaneously creating the possibility of new coalitions.

The model of disagreement that we have outlined is complex and dynamic; 

hopefully, it will be helpful in analyzing the intricate and mobile pat

terns of concord and discord that mark the responses of the American 
churches to the nuclear dilemma.

Our task then is to plunge into the thicket of the arms debate 

waged among American Christians. We shall attempt to unravel the numerous 

vines that are entangled, to sort out and label the separate strands and 24

24Cf. the observation of Roland Baintons ”From every theological 
position divergent ethical applications have been deduced. Theism under
girds alike pacifism and the crusade. . . . Appeal to the Bible is not 
determinative. . . .  The appeal to Christian love does not settle the 
case. . . . This is not to say that theology is irrelevant, but only that 
agreement on a given course of action may be possible on the basis of 
varying assumptions. The circumstances are not unimportant and, if~cir- 
cumstances alter, may lead to divergence. More to the point is this"] 
that theological assumptions are not so ultimate as to be solely deter

minative for ethics.” Christian Attitudes Toward War and Peace, pp 
238-239. Italics added.
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vines, but we can help to eradicate some old weeds that have sapped the 
energies of each of the plants.
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CHAPTER SIX

THE PARAD 1(31 OF INTEREST

In seeking to disentangle the strands of argument within the arms 

debate our first task is to sharpen the tools of analysis. Although our 

project is not unlike that undertaken by Levine in his dissection of the 

reasoning of secular arms strategists} we must make significant changes 

in the apparatus to be employed. These modifications are required first 

by an appreciation of certain weaknesses within Levine's approach} par

ticularly the ambiguity and opaqueness of his use of the term "value,” 

and secondly, by the dissimilarity of our sample and the difference of 
our focus.

The Need for a Preliminary Paradigm

Dur sample is not so homogeneous as Levine's.^ The utterances of

our American Christian authors writing in the years 1958-1963 cannot be

dealt with by means of Levine's "individual-to-individual model of policy 
2recommendations«" The churchmen are too diverse in their interests, 

purposes, and approaches. Their diversity demands that before we prepare

In the Introduction we have conceded that the "response" of some 
Christian groups has been to ignore the problem of nuclear armament and 
to deny or neglect the responsibility of the Church to specify the policy 
implications of Christian conscience in regards to nuclear policy. We 
have indicated that here we are dealing only with those who have attempted 
to spell out the dictates of conscience. Now we confront the problem that 
this group is itself highly diverse.

2Levine, The Arms Debate, p. 17: "This study discusses recommenda
tions on arms policy as if they were made by single individuals (writing) 
to a single individual (the President) elected to represent the ideologies 
of the voters."
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to examine the substance of their arms policy views we first elaborate 

a preliminary paradigm of interest to help us in sorting out the questions 
that are being asked.

Our analysis seeks to penetrate to a different level than Levine's. 

Levine considers "values” to be "matters of personal taste," given ele

ments not amenable to investigation or profitable discussion. While main

taining Levine's typology of policy recommendations, and his interest in 

the interaction within policy calculations of values, analyses, and mech

anisms of choice, we wish to "get behind" Levine's category of "values," 

to discover how policy preferences are related by Christian authors to the 

theological, ethical, cathectic, and empirical commitments they express. 

After we have determined the peculiarities of the contexts within which 

arms policy issues are discussed we shall need a reconstructed paradigm 

of content analogous to Levine's analytical apparatus to assist in sort

ing out the answers given to the diverse questions that are asked concern

ing the ethics of nuclear warfare.

We have set out to analyze the diversity of American Christian re

sponses to the dilemmas of nuclear arms policy. But the diversity has 

been so abundant that we have been vexed with the problem of discovering 

how we may compare such highly diverse materials . Our task has been to 

define a common set of questions on the basis of which we may compare and 

contrast the answers rendered by Christian authors. In the Introduction 

we utilized the "spectrum of responsibility for ethical specification" to 

enable us to narrow our sample to those who have attempted to make clear 

the dictates of their Christian consciences in respect to nuclear policy,
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while yet acknowledging that there are other Christians who have denied 

or neglected this responsibility. We also employed a “scale of political 

pertinence“ as a device for legitimating our selection of the most fully 

explicated examples of each major type of Christian response.

A bewildering diversity remains, however, within our narrowed 

sample of the most explicated examples of efforts to specify the rele

vance of Christian conscience to nuclear arms policy. Our authors, as

suming different functions in relation to the formulation of public policy, 

make utterances in different styles, at various levels of generality, per

taining to different aspects of the problem of nuclear warfare, seeking to 

influence b^ various techniques diverse audiences presumed to be able to 
bring about changes in policies of various scopes.

The complexity of our problem arises not simply from the fact that 

our authors disagree in the answers they give to similar questions. They 

are asking different questions. We must provide some means of systemat

ically categorizing these differences in orientation to the subject of 

arms policy itself. Obviously, the paradigm of interest designed for this 

purpose is only analytically separable from the paradigm of content. For 

example, the selection of the audience to be addressed is related most 

particularly to an empirical estimate concerning the locus of effective 

political power as well as to judgment regarding the legitimacy of speak

ing to certain groups. In analyzing particular documents we will note the 

identity of the audience-in-view within the paradigm of interest and con

sider the implicit political philosophy which guides the selection under 

the paradigm of content. The preliminary series of analytical categories
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as the paradigm of interest are intended to be serviceable by 

alerting us to look for those factors of differentiation that remind us 

that a portion of the disagreement apparent in our sample can be traced 

to the fact that our authors are not always talking about the same things. 

We will want later, with the aid of the paradigm of content, to explore 

the reasons why different topics appear to be salient to different groups. 

But for the time being our task is to perfect an apparatus able to dis

cern what types of questions pre-oecupy our authors. It may be that many 

of the seemingly conflicting recommendations suggested in our sample will 

be seen, upon close examination, as »not rival solutions of the same prob

lem, but rather solutions or would-be solutions of different problems. . 

Our authors employ many types of language to perform many different func

tions. Many of the conflicting statements may have their origins in dif

ferent domains of thought. If they are sorted out and returned to their 

appropriate categories perhaps the dimensions of disagreement will be re

duced. At least the nature of the residual disparity will be clarified.4

Gilbert Ryle, Pi lemmas (Cambridge} Cambridge University Press,
1962), p. 1.

4
Cf. Ryle, p. 9: »Terms satisfying the same interrogative are then

said to be of the same category; terms satisfying different interrogatives 
are different categories.» «The questions which belong to different do
mains of thought, differ very often not only in the kinds of subject-matter 
that they are about, but in the kinds of thinking they require. So the 
segregation of questions into their kinds demands some very delicate dis
criminations of some very unpalpable features.» p. 8. »The truth is that 
there are not just two or just ten different logical metiers open to the 
terms or concepts we employ in ordinary and technical discourse, there are 
indefinitely many such metiers and indefinitely many dimensions of these 
differences." p. 10. "There are many overlapping fields of discourse. . . 
It is in the interplay of these and kindred generalities, of whose truth, 
when considered separately, we have no general doubts, that our character
istic problems arise." p. 56. "Dilemmas derive from wrongly imputed pari
ties of reasoning." p. 67.
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Our first step, therefore, in preparing to analyze Christian re

sponses to the nuclear dilemma is to examine our documents carefully to 

detect variations in the interests and approaches of the authors. The

of interest, which might be called "the paradigm of context** or 

the ’'paradigm of approach," is intended merely to remind the analyst to 

pause in order to look for differences that may be attributed to varia

tions in the general orientation to the issue.

Variation in the Immediate Context 

The question, "What shall the United States do with the bomb?'* 

is seldom dealt with independently. The answers given by those who at

tempt to relate Christian conscience to the issue are generally embedded 

in particular contexts determined by the broader interests and intentions 

of the authors. These contexts differ. Some approach the question that 

is the center of our concern as an aspect of a general discussion of war 

and peace and the Christian faith, others provide pertinent material in 

dissertations on international law, the Berlin crisis, the Cuban missile

John Howard Yoder, a leading Mennonite scholar, comments upon the 
dearth of substantial, book-length treatments of the problem of the ethics 
of nuclear warfare: "It seems to hang together somehow with this crumbling
of our sense for the imperative, that we so seldom see a fundamental moral 
problem, such as that posed by war, dealt with as an issue in Christian 
ethics in the thoroughness of book-length treatment. We find symposia and 
preliminary study reports, courageous sermons and winsome tracts, percep
tive editorial comments and well-pointed popularizations; but practically 
never do we find a careful and complete survey of an ethical problem, done 
with the same concern for Biblical understanding, for honest and thorough 
analysis, and for consistency, which marks serious intellectual endeavour 
in any other realm of theology." John Howard Yoder, "Preface," Jean 
Lasserre, War and the Gospel, trans. Oliver Coburn (Scottdale, Pennsylvania: 
Herald Press, 1962), p. 5. Mr. Yoder has himself contributed a number of 
monographs to the arms debate.
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affair, test ban debate, civil defense, the relationship of church and 

state, democracy and communism, the United Nations, the right of con

scientious objection, the Sermon on the Mount, general ethical theory, 

eschatology, the tension of obedience and worldliness, etc. The prob

lem is so central that it may be approached from any angle. The distinc

tive history of a group or the life experience of an individual creates 

a particular awareness or sensitivity which is expressed in concern for 

a specific aspect of the total problem. The starting-point and the en

compassing context color the treatment of the central question; they help 

to account for omissions and emphases. It is therefore important to ask, 

In what context does the discussion to be analyzed occur?

Variation in the Scope of Policy 

Authors concern themselves with policies of differing scopes.

Some attempt to define the outlines of the Grand Strategy of the West. 

Others deal with the broadest dimensions of American policy. Still 

others address themselves to "lower level" choices regarding regional 

alliances or restrict their concern to a particular segment of American 

policy in relation to military or foreign affairs.

Variation in the Level of Generality 

Questions pertaining to policies of various scopes may be dealt 

with at various levels of generality. There are those who believe that 

ecclesiastical spokesmen should not address themselves directly to par

ticular matters of public policy but should operate as custodians of the 

set of cultural symbols that, at the highest level of generality, give
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meaning and legitimation to political decisions. In contrast, there are 

those who insist that the "relevance” of the Gospel to the world demands 

clear specification of Christian conscience in relation to specific, 

pending decisions of public import. The distinction of levels of gener

ality underlies the concept of "middle-axioms" formulated by J. H. Oldham 

as a means of mediating between general statements of goals affirmed by

a broad consensus and the specific, controversial decisions of the con-
6Crete determination of policy.

The classical text introducing the concept of middle axioms into 
the ecumenical literature is from W. A. Visser't Hooft and J. H. Oldham, 
The Church and Its Function in Society (London: George Allen & Unwin,
Ltd., 1937), p. 210. In the United States, the concept has been utilized 
particularly by John Bennett, who provides this observation: "A 'middle
axiom* is more concrete than a universal ethical principle and less spe
cific than a program that includes legislation and political strategy." 
John C. Bennett, Christian Ethics and Social Policy (New York: Charles
Scribners' Sons, 1953), p. 79.

Bennett's use of the concept implies a pyramidic model of disagreement 
that we would reject as an oversimplification of the impasse that exists. 
After discussing the report of The Commission on a Just and Durable Peace 
of the Federal Council of Churches as a document exemplifying the pro
gression through various levels of generality toward more specific issues, 
he observes: "Notice the progression - guiding principles about which
there could be no disagreement; a middle axiom which had behind it a sub
stantial consensus but which related Christian decision to a concrete re- 
ality, the United Nations, about which there could be considerable debate, 
especially if one belonged to a neutral or enemy nation; and finally sup
port of a particular program which was even more ambiguous and about which 
there was less agreement. Christians must move from one to three or to 
some equivalent of three, but as they do so the degree of authority that 
can be claimed in the name of Christian ethics becomes weaker with each 
step." Ibid., p. 79.

Our complaint is that the conceptual apparatus that requires one to 
conceive of "progression" downward from an abstract pinnacle of agreement 
distorts the understanding of how consensual decisions are actually to be 
made in a religiously and socially pluralistic world and nation. It re
inforces the assumption that the first priority when confronted with the 
need for consensus upon political action is to attain agreement upon 
ethical principles. One may concede that ethical convictions do contrib
ute to the direction of political choices but still insist that different 
patterns of ethical reasoning may lead to the same political choice. Con
fronted with persistent disagreement at the level of specific policies it
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The level of generality constitutes a category distinct from the 

preceding distinction regarding the scope of policy. It would be possible 

to elaborate a very general philosophy to guide policy decisions of narrow 

scope regarding, for instance, the procurement of spare parts for Atlas 

missiles. Conversely, one might deal in very specific terms of support 

or opposition for the wording of a section of a treaty of broad scope de

fining the fundamental pattern of the Western alliance.

Variation in Function Assumed

In commenting upon various aspects of nuclear policy our authors 

assume different functions in varying degrees of indirection from the 

policy-making process. Some seek to give direct advice to those in au

thority; others attempt to define the conscience of the Church; still 

others offer counsel for the guidance of individual conduct.

Among those who dispense political advice to the magistrates, some 

are primarily concerned with the definition of the proper goal and con

duct of the "true'* state. They are oriented to political philosophy as 

the source for an abstract, ideal norm of what the state and its leaders 

should be. Others are more intent upon registering the reaction of their 

conscience or constituency to specific actions or proposals. They bear 

advice concerning what the government should do.

may be necessary to discuss either more or less than ultimate ethical prin
ciples. Variation may be rooted within empirical, cathectic, ethical, or 
theological categories. The conflicts of East and West over the manner by 
which to pursue the common ethical principles of "justice," ’'peace,” 
"freedom,” and "democracy," should suggest that a more complex model of 
disagreement is required. Clearly, the cathectic attachment to particular 
national and ideological groupings is a pertinent category of differenta- 
tion.
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Likewise, among those who are pre-occupied with the task of de- 

fining the right conscience of the Church there are those who seek pri

marily to determine the general norms of the political action of the 

Church. They deal with the perennial problems posed by the dual citizen

ship of the Christian as a member of the terrestial city and the City of 

God. There are also those who are primarily concerned to determine what 

the Christian must do here and now in this particular state. Frequently, 

the nation is seen as errant or demonic. Then the discussion within the 

Church becomes more urgent. The question is raised concerning the point 

at which faithful Christians must assume a status confessionisJ

The differentiation of function is made more complex by considera

tion of the utterances of those who seek primarily to provide guidance for 

the individual believer. They may attempt to shape his attitude and con

duct in relation to the state, again giving emphasis either to the general 

problem encountered by the Christian as a citizen, or to the particular di

lemmas of a Christian caught within a demonic state bent upon mass destruc

tion. It may be that not only is the state viewed as demonic, but the 

Church is to be condemned as apostate. Then the individual must be coun

seled concerning how he is to conduct himself amid these corrupt institu
tions .

The function assumed by various commentators thus hinges upon their 

perception of the legitimacy of the conduct of those agencies to which the

For a brief outline of the discussion that took place within the 
Evangelical Kirche in Deutschland in 1958 concerning the assertion of the 
Bruderschaften that the creation of a nuclear arsenal by the NATO powers 
required Christians to assume a "status of confession" making the rejec
tion of nuclear armaments a test of fellowship, see John Howard Yoder, 
Documents on the Contemporary German Church Struggle (Washington: Church
Peace Mission, n. d.). (Mimeographed.)
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Christian must be related. A continual shift of function may be dis

cerned especially within the documents of anti-war systemists. They may 

in one paragraph instruct and exhort the President, then summons all 

churchmen to make known their opposition to present policy, and finally 

plead for a righteous remnant to come forth from among the hopelessly 

corrupt body of political leaders and church members.

Variation in Audience-in-View

The conception of the function to be performed is a primary de

terminate of the audience that is to be addressed. In examining our 

materials it is desirable to ask, Who is being addressed, and on what 

authority? As we have suggested, the selection of an audience is most 

directly influenced by theological considerations of legitimacy and 

empirical political judgments of effectiveness.

Our authors may address themselves primarily to Christians or to 

the entire civil community including non-Christians. They may speak to 

Christians in a number of rolesj as believers, as citizens, or as re

sponsible magistrates. Their utterances may be based upon the authority 

of the scriptures, upon the teaching authority of the Church, upon 

recollection of tradition or precedent, or upon commonly acknowledged 

ethical principles. In addressing fellow Christians the assumption is 

generally made that a common norm exists and that the task is to restate 

the norm, apply it to the contemporary situation, and exhort true be

lievers to conform to it.

Sometimes the audience is meant to include non-Christians. The 

Papal Encyclical, Pacem in Terris,for instance, was addressed "to all
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men of good will," and many ecumenical statements are directed "to the 

governments and peoples of all the nations In such cases a common norm 

cannot so readily be assumed, the attempt to define the authority of such 

utterances leads directly into complex theological issues pertaining to 

the capabilities of natural reason and the proper norm and function of 

the state within the fallen world. Some •sophisticated* Christian writers 

seem to ignore such questions and simply assume that "the Church must get 

to the men who actually make the decisions and press the button in our 

highly organized social life."

Variation in Style. Vocabulary, Tone, and Manner

Differences in regard to function and audience are reflected in 

wide variation in style and vocabulary. Discrepancies among authors may 

appear magnified because of their tendency to treat a common subject 

within their own universe of discourse. For instance, war may be dis

cussed in theological terms as an expression of human sinfulness or the 

judgment of God upon sinful men; in ethical language as a moral crime; 

in psychological terms as the result of hysteria; in sociological cate

gories as the consequence of inadequate mechanisms for social change; in 

political language as legitimate extension of politics by other means; 

in military terms as a complex problem in logistics and firepower; in 

philosophical terms, historical terms, etc. The selection of a particu

lar vocabulary as an appropriate vehicle of communication establishes an

g
William H. Lazareth in book review of Alden D. Kelley, Chris

tianity and Political Responsibility (Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
1961), The Christian Century, LXXIX, 9 (February 28, 1962), p. 264.
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effective limit upon the potential audience. Our paradigm is designed 

to facilitate the translation of insights into a common matrix of ques

tions and answers to that many who »don't speak the same language" may 

discover that they are not so far apart as they believed.9

Judgments concerning the proper relationship of the norms of 

Christian ethics to the process of formulating public policy in the 

United States and attitudes concerning the moral legitimacy of current 

national policy have a decisive effect upon the tone and the mode of 

speech in which our authors present their comments. If the United States 

is seen as a "Christian nation" authors tend to speak in the indicative, 

expositing the true faith and deducing its implications. But the nation 

may be seen as wayward, as a community still committed to Christian norms 

but confused and irresolute in obedience to them. In this case the task 

is to make clear, through careful exegesis, the present requirements im

posed by loyalty to traditional "national values." Greater emphasis is 

then given to the citation of historical precedents and the recollection 

of the benefits of our former fidelity.

Unnecessary hostility occasioned by differences in style and vo- 
cabularly is particularly to be noted in the reaction of many Christian 
commentators to the work of Herman Kahn and other strategists who couch 
their prescriptions in the "cold, calculating logic of mathematical game 
theory." Not infrequently religious writers will condemn such a "non- 
moral" approach to the issues of nuclear warfare without showing any ap
preciation of the fact that moral concern and content may be communicated 
apart from the use of the traditional vocabulary of western ethical phi
losophy, and that, indeed, every policy recommendation contains some im
plicit moral assumptions which, with patience, may be ferreted out and 
exposed to criticism. It seems not improbable that much pious indignation 
serves as a screen for the attempt to evade the necessity of coming to 
grips with the technical matters that have received detailed treatment 
from the military strategists.
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Some view the state as apostate, as having abandoned its true 

foundation. It must then be called back, summoned to repentance. Dis

cussions of nuclear policy here assume a "prophetic'* function, casting 

out warnings of doom, condemning, in Christian categories, the sinful 

course that may yet be reversed. Some believe, however, that it is al

ready too late. The state has become pagan and demonic and shall perish 
in the judgment fires of an atomic apocalypse.

Finally, the state may be viewed as neutral and secular in es

sence or in practice. In either case, priority may be given to a common 

search for a common norm, for a "natural law" or some surrogate for it, 

for "reason," "sanity," "love for humanity," or some other touchstone in 

relation to which "all men of good will" may evolve a consensus.

Style, vocabulary, and tone are influenced by the conviction as to 
whether the state is Christian, wayward, apostate, demonic, or secular. 

They are also affected by what we might call the manner or purpose of 

discourse. Some authors seek to promote and engage the reader in a com

mon search for a suitable policy the outlines of which they hope will be

come visible through dialogue. Others provide pastoral counsel or re

ligious or philosophical consolation. A third group seeks to mobilize 

support for specific programs that they advocate. The three distinctions 

in manner of addressing the audience mark states on an ascending scale of 

certainty concerning what is to be thought and done.

Variation in Mode of Influence

Authors may differ with regard to the mode of influence they seek



307

to have exerted. Following the analysis of Taleott Parsons,* we may 

distinguish four primary types of influence which operate either di

rectly upon the perceptions and commitments of policy makers or indi

rectly by bringing about changes in the external situation within which 

policy makers must act.

Direct Modes of Influence:

Persuasion and the Activation of Commitments

Persuasion and the Activation of Commitments are techniques ap

plied directly to the policy maker in the attempt to alter his under

standing and orientation to a particular issue. Persuasion seeks to re

shape the "definition of the situation" through the communication of in

formation that will require or enable the policy maker to see the situa

tion "in a new light." The persuader persuades by saying, in effect, 

"Please note the following aspects of the situation that we fear you have 

overlooked."

The Activation of Commitments is a more hortatory form of influence 

designed to evoke behavior considered to be more consonant with the values 

professed by the policy maker himself and by the constituency he serves.

He who seeks to activate commitments says, "Remember, in such a situation 

you have pledged yourself to realize our common values in the pursuit of 

the following goals . . ."

* Taleott Parsons, "Some Reflections on the Place of Force in 
Society." (Mimeographed.)
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Indirect Modes of Influence:

Inducement and Coercion

Inducement and Coercion work indirectly through the control of the 

external situation confronted by the maker of policy. Their effects are 

more contingent than the direct modes of influence. Inducement operates 

through the creation and application of positive sanctions that will fa

cilitate the achievement of the goals sought by the one to be influenced. 

In the economic realm, money is the most generalized medium of inducement. 

In the political realm, the offer of political support is the typical 

forra« Coercion is employed when one threatens or actually undertakes to 

manipulate the situation in a direction unfavorable to the interests of 

the party to be influenced. The "situational" modes of influence may 

vary in intensity from the communication of the conditional declaration 

of intent, "If you do so-and-so you can expect, by my agency, something 

relatively specific and tangible to happen,"11 to actual mobilization

implementation of the promised or threatened acts. Thus, for instance, 

coercion may range from the threat to withdraw political support to the 

severe negative sanction imposed by a revolutionary firing squad.12

U Ibid., p. 18.
12Parsons calls attention to a significant assymmetry in the visi

bility of positive and negative sanctions. If inducement is successful 
that which was promised in the attempt to influence must be rendered. If 
coercion is successful, however, the threatened act is not performed.
"This makes for the invisibility of the factor of coercion in the func
tioning of a social system. In areas where the expectation of compliance 
is normal, the 'threats' of negative sanctions are very often implicit ra
ther than explicit. . . . The implicit threat of negative sanctions is, 
however, always present if the functioning of order should, for any reason, 
deteriorate to a sufficient degree. This invisibility of coercion has much 
to do with ideological utopianism in this respect which, from the experience
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In dealing with our sample of Christian materials pertaining to 

nuclear arms policy it is desirable to supplement Parsons* definition 

of the four ideal types. Some of our authors are not content to activate 

the existing commitments of magistrates. They clearly seek the Conversion 

of policy makers to sets of values which neither the responsible authori

ties nor the general populace have hitherto espoused.

In examining the literature of the arms debate it will be instruc

tive to note which modes of influence are sought by various authors . The 

modes may be placed along a spectrum according to the degree of change 

considered to be necessary for the attainment of a 'right' policy. Some 

authors assume that the changes they desire can be effected by persuading 

incumbent officials to reconsider neglected aspects of the nuclear im

passe. Others, still addressing themselves directly to policy makers, 

seek to activate commitments to values such as peace, freedom, justice, 

or love, considered to be latent within the national heritage and within 

the conscience of the policy makers themselves. Those who detect a great 

discontinuity in the present situation from the past and judge that the 

highest values considered practicable in earlier periods will not suffice 

in our peril today, seek to convert leaders to "higher" goals and more 

"righteous" norms. There are those who, considering the attempt to modify

that many social systems operate successfully without the overt activation 
of coercive sanctions, overgeneralize to the realistically unwarranted con
clusion that their total removal would contribute to the still further 
stabilization of the system." Ibid., p. 5.

13
Parsons, Ibid., p. 22. "In the ordinary action process, commit

ments are assumed to be 'given' - the question of whether they should be 
changed is a different problem."
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the internal state of policy makers to be improper or futile, avail 

themselves of the privilege of political propaganda and action designed 

to induce official support of policies by promising a public willing to 

support new measures or coerce leaders into change by demonstrating the 

intent and capacity to "turn the rascals out«'* The various modes of in

fluence are not mutually exclusive - several may be employed at once.

The selection of a particular mode is related in a patterned manner with 

other choices made within the categories of the paradigm of interest.1̂

Summary

The paradigm of interest has been constructed in order to promote 

precision in the discernment of the meaning of words and phrases used in 

discourse concerning the ethical dilemmas of nuclear arms policy. It re

flects an appreciation of the linguistic analysts' proposition that be

cause words do not have standardized meanings apart from the particular 

contexts in which they are employed the careful interpreter must attempt 

to ascertain the interest and purpose of the author by attending to both

An alternative typology of forms of influence is provided by 
Robert K. Merton, Social Thteory and Social Structure (Rev. ed.j Glencoe, 
Illinois! The Free Press, 1957), pp. 419-20i "Influence may thus take 
such forms as: coercion (force, violence); domination (commands, with
out threat of force); manipulation (when the influencer's objectives are 
not made explicit); clarification (in which the setting forth of alterna
tive lines of action affects subsequent behavior); prototypes for imita
tion (in which the person exerting influence is not aware that interac
tion has resulted in modification of the others' subsequent behavior or 
attitude); advice (consisting of opinions and recommendations but not 
commands); and exchange (in which each person openly modifies the situa
tion so as to lead the other to given forms of behavior).

Albert T. Rasmussen suggests a four-fold typology which includes 
"compulsion," "intimidation," "inveiglement," and "persuasion." Albert 
T. Rasmussen, Christian Social Ethics: Exerting Christian Influence
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1956), pp. 15-16.
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the manifest and the latent functions of each utterance. Before we 

begin the "modeled decomposition of an argument into its components" 

with the aid of our four-fold paradigm of content it is useful to examine 

a document in terms of paradigm of interest in order to determine what 

the author is attempting to do with the words he employs. The function 

and meaning of key terms may be illumined by discriminating the context 

of problems in which they appear* the scope of policy they are meant to 

affect* the level of generality to which they pertain* the social role 

or function assumed by their authors, the audience to which they are ad

dressed, the style* vocabulary* tone* and manner of the writings in which 

they are contained* and the mode of influence through which they are in

tended to operate.

An outline summary of the paradigm of interest appears in 

Appendix I\T in conjunction with the outline of the paradigm of content.

y



CHAPTER SEVEN

THE PARADIGM OF CONTENT

The Paradigm of Content, like the Paradigm of Interest, is a 

heuristic device, a list of **things to look for** while scanning materi

als that deal with nuclear arms policy in terms of Christian faith and 

ethics. Its four major categories - definition of the situation, point 

of cathexis, ethical system, and theological system - indicate potential 

points of differentiation in the content offered by various authors .

As we have indicated, a significant amount of variation may be 

traced to differences in orientation detected by the Paradigm of Interest. 

Such differences in orientation are expressed in the propensity of com

mentators to accentuate the issues that fall within the categories that 

are most salient to them and to neglect explicit treatment of questions 

frequently considered highly relevant by others.

We have noted, however, that even those who proceed from the same 

starting point and devote equivalent attention to particular categories 

may still disagree. We must provide means for delineating variations 
that appear within each category.

This process of refining the categories of analysis to enable us 

to distinguish ever more subtle variations could continue almost in

definitely, particularly in relation to the theological and empirical 

categories. The process of differentiation of theological systems has 

been going on among Christians of diverse background and circumstance 

for nearly two thousand years. We have already, in Chapter Five, indi
cated three fundamental types of Christian orientation. A plethora of
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sub-types might be defined. Likewise, it is probable that no two authors 

assess the military, social and political factors in the current situa

tion in precisely the same way. It is necessary to point out once again 

that we are seeking to construct ideal types that claim only to be adequate 
to the purpose in view, which is to survey the major recurring patterns 

of American Christian response to the question, »'What shall the United 

States do with the Bomb?'* We are not presuming to present a balanced and 

exhaustive history of the discussion of arms policy within the American 

churches. We are not attempting to catalogue or to trace the development 

of the innumerable unique constellations of empirical, cathectic, ethical 
and theological elements .

The paradigm we shall construct could be adapted for use in quanti

tative content analysis. But for our purposes the effort to provide pre

cise quantitative data regarding the relative frequency of particular 

items would be extravagant. We wish to perform a "qualitative," "ideal 

typical" analysis designed to isolate the major alternative positions 

taken in respect to certain crucial issues in the arms debate in order 

that we might reconstruct the basic patterns into which they are woven 
to provide the systematic bases for policy recommendations.

n . , Bernard Berelson, "Content Analysis," Handbook of Social 
Psychology, ed. Gardner Lindzey (Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley
Publishing Co., 1954), I, 513: "But only as much precision should be
bought as is necessary to the purposes of the study."

It might be noted that several reviewers of Popular Religion: Inspira-
g£9k-s iS America, by Louis Schneider and Sanford M. Dornbusch ---

(.Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1958), which made use of a very
elaborate paradigm for analysis of the content of popular American re
ligious literature, criticized the authors' efforts to provide fastidious 
quantitative evidence as extravagant.
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In outlining the Paradigm of Content we shall begin with the 

"definition of the situation," and proceed through the "point of cathexis," 
"the ethical system," and "the theological system.”

The Definition of the Situation 

In attempting to compare and contrast the numerous and diverse 

Christian reactions to the nuclear dilemma our major problem is to ren

der the materials comparable. The construction of the comprehensive list 

of questions concerning the political-military context set forth under 

the heading of the "definition of the situation" is intended to serve two 

purposes. First, it will help us to discover which issues are evaded by 

certain authors. Secondly, when several commentators do speak to the 

same question, it will assist us in discerning how their accounts differ. 

That the existence of differing accounts of the political and military 

facts and probabilities is an important source of disagreement at the 

level of policy recommendations may be taken as "a theorem basic to the 

social sciences! »If men define situations as real, they are real in 
their consequences,»"

Our sub-paradigm of "the definition of the situation" is analogous 
to Levine's classification of "Analyses." We have made changes in nomen

clature, expanded the number of sub-categories, and prefaced the list,

werton, Social Theory and Social Structure, p. 421. The theorem, 
quoted and attributed by Merton to W. I. Thomas both here and on p . 545 
without benefit of citation of source, appears in the posthumously pub
lished compendium of Thomas’s contributions to social theory, Social

avi°* Personality, ed. Edmund H. Volkart (New York; Social Science 
esearch Council, 1951), p. 81. It should be understood that we are em

ploying the term "definition of the situation" in a much narrower, more 
explicitly cognitive sense than did Thomas.
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which includes "War in the Nuclear Age," "The Opponent," "The Strategic 

Situation," "Domestic Reality," and "Political Philosophy," with a cate

gory entitled, "The Main Threat." This heading overlaps with several 

others; it is not tidy, but it is useful. It registers, in effect, an

swers to the question, "What do you think of first when the topic of 

nuclear warfare is raised?" The answers given tend to set the tone and 

direction of the pursuant discussion.

In constructing the paradigm there has been an effort to order 

the themes so that the low numbers under each sub-heading are those most 

congruent with an anti-war systemist orientation while the high numbers 

are the responses most likely to be given by anti-communist systemists. 

In many places, however, such an arrangement is not meaningful.

The outline summary of "The Definition of the Situation" appears 

in full in Appendix IV along with summaries of the other elements of 

the Paradigm of Content and the Paradigm of Interest.^ The outline is 

an essehtial part of our apparatus.

The Point of Cathexis

A second major point of differentiation becomes evident when au

thors indicate, explicitly or implicitly, what they believe ought to be 

the context of concern within which Christians are to consider questions 

of nuclear arms policy. We might refer to this category as the "locus 

of primary commitment," "source of identity," "object of loyalty," or

See below, pp. 661-702.3
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"center of value." Its purpose is to insure formal, systematic recog

nition that every discussion of the moral status of nuclear arms policy 

"adopts as its explicit or implicit starting point some being or beings 

in relation to which good is judged to be good and evil evil, in rela

tion to which also the rightness or wrongness of its relations to other 
5beings is examined."

It is necessary to take one’s standpoint with or in some being 

accepted as the center of value if one is to construct anything like a 

consistent system of value judgments and determinations of what is
• u*. 6 right.

The selection of expressive symbols to represent the scope and 

identity of that which is to serve as "the center of value" is a signifi

cant and independent determinant of the outcome of reflection upon policy 

Our authors express their fundamental attachments or deepest concerns 

through different symbolic representations. The selection and the form

Cf. H. Richard Niebuhr, "The Center of Value," in Radical Mono
theism and Western Culture (New York: Harper and Brothers, i960), pp.
IQQ-in.i The essay was first published in Moral Principles of Action: 
^an*s Ethical Imperative, ed. Ruth Nanda Anshen ("Science of Culture 
Series," Vol. VI; New York: Harper and Brothers, 1952).

Ibid., p . 110.
g
Ibici., p. 109. Cf. p. 112: "Dogma, doubtless, there must be,

since the analysis even of value cannot begin in a void but must start 
with an act of decision for some being as value-center. But the dogma
tism of a relativism which assumes the privileged position of one 
finite reality, such as man, is so narrow that it cuts off inquiry into 
great realms of value, and tends to confine the discussion of the good 
to an arbitrarily chosen field. . ." Italics added. ---
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of expression of these various "points of cathexis"7 cannot confidently 

be predicted from the knowledge of the content of the other major cate

gories of our paradigm. The character of the object in which the strong

est cathexis is invested influences} but does not determine} the empirical} 

ethical, and theological orientations, just as each of these in turn in

fluences but does not determine the quality and prominence of the other 
major variables of our paradigm.

The concept of "cathexis" is here employed to help indicate varia

tions in patterns of expressing the motivational commitments that deter

mine the spheres in which effort and performance are meaningful to par

ticular authors. It is useful to differentiate this "material" category 

from the "formal" distinctions of our sub-paradigm of ethical systems 

which delineate different procedures or methods by which authors reason 

on behalf of" particular "centers of values." In differentiating be

tween the "point of cathexis" and "the ethical system" we are trying to 

establish a conceptual distinction within the category frequently referred

Use of the term "cathexis" should not be taken to imply full ac
ceptance of the psychoanalytic theory in which the term, and its German 
equivalent Besetzung, have been most prominently employed. The meaning 
of the term in psychoanalytic theory is suggested by the following foot
note from A General Selection from the Works of Sigmund Freud, ed . John 
Rickman (Garden City, New York: Doubleday Anchor Books, 1957), p. 180:
. . .  we may say that 'cathexis* is used on the analogy of an electric 

charge, and that it means the concentration or accumulation of mental 
energy in some particular channel. Thus, when we speak of the existence 
in someone of a libidinal cathexis of an object, or, more shortly, of an 
object-cathexis, we mean that his libidinal energy is directed towards, 
or rather infused into, the idea (Vorstellung) of some obiect in the 
outer world."
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to simply as ‘'values.” In our sense, the object cathected serves as 

the referent or content in relation to which a particular set of ethical

Cf. Clyde Kluckhohn and others, "Values and Value-Orientations 
in the Theory of Action: An Exploration in Definition and Classification,"
Toward a General Theory of Action, ed. Talcott Parsons and Edward A. Shi Is 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1951), p. 395: "Cathexis and valu
ation, though concretely interdependent in some respects, are distinguished 
in the world of experience and must therefore be distinguished conceptu
ally."

Although we concur with Kluckhohn concerning the need for conceptual 
differentiation we disagree regarding the definition of the key terms.
For Kluckhohn, "Value implies a code or a standard which has some per
sistence through time, or, more broadly put, which organizes a system of 
action." p. 395. "A value is not just a preference but is a preference 
which is felt and/or considered to be justified - 'morally' or by reason
ing or by aesthetic judgments. . . . The desirable is what is felt or 
thought proper to want." p. 396. Kluckhohn contrasts more stable defini
tions of "the desirable" from the more fleeting longings for "the desired." 
"The reason that cathexis and value seldom coincide completely is that a 
cathexis is ordinarily a short-term and narrow response, whereas value 
implies a broader and long-term view. A cathexis is an impulse; a value 
or values restrain or canalize impulses in terms of wider and more per- 
during goals." p. 399.

While conceding the psychological fact that there is frequently a 
"nonidentity of the desired and the desirable," we wish to maintain the 
distinction between "cathexis" and "ethical method" within the normative 
realm which Kluckhohn labels "valuation." Our point is that Kluckhohn's 
category of "value" itself ought to be differentiated to insure recogni
tion that the derivation of "values" involves both a selection of a par
ticular "point of cathexis" and the adoption of a particular "ethical 
*t®bhod" by which to reason on behalf of this concern. Our primary purpose 
is not to highlight the disjunction between verbalized expressions of "the 
desirable" and actual conduct in pursuit of "the desired" but to analyze 
the statements men make in support of their definitions of "desirable" 
forms of arms policy.

Paul Ramsey's commentary upon Niebuhr's essay, "The Center of Value," 
at one point brings out sharply the differentiation we wish to make. In 
confronting other forms of ethical reasoning, theocentric faith "replaces 
-°ue center by another. But once this acknowledgment has been made, the 
procedure of ethical reflection remains the same." Paul Ramsey, "Richard 
Niebuhr: Christ Transforming Relativism," chap, ii in Nine Modern
Moralists (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1962),
p. 152. Ramsey's essay was first published in Faith and Ethics: The
Theology of H. Richard Niebuhr, ed. Paul Ramsey (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1957), Our paradigm is designed on the assumption that authors 
not only have different "centers of value" but also employ different 
ethical procedures. We expect variation within each of the four major 
categories of our scheme.
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rules or procedures may be applied in this or that instance. Popular 

usage of the term "value" may obscure this important distinction.

Similar modes of ethical reasoning may be applied on behalf of differ

ent ’’goal-objects Conversely, the same fundamental concern may be

served through different styles of ethical thought.

It is important to note that in searching for the “point of 

cathexis" we are not attempting to provide a causal-genetic analysis of 

"why“ or "how“ particular authors came to advocate certain sets of ideas. 

We wish to focus not upon the biographical, social psychological deter

minants of commitments, but upon the consequences for political and moral 

discourse of various modes of conceptualizing and expressing the object 
to which primary devotion ought to be given.

There are certain clues to the presence of statements likely to 

reveal the “point of cathexis,“ We may look for cue words, such ass

“Our first concern must be . . .”
"It is most important, most incumbent upon us that we . . .“
"The ultimate loyalty of every Christian must be to . . ."
“In the final analysis, we must choose to . . .“
"At all costs we must avoid falling into . . ."
"Our ultimate test is whether . . ."
"Sacrifice is meaningful on behalf of . .

People may cathect objects that differ significantly in their 

level of concreteness, specificity, or particularity.9 One may be pri

marily committed to pursue, defend, vindicate, obey, express, serve,

Cf. Kluckhohn, p. 398: "The individual, as Henry A. Murray says,
can cathect anything from an object to a philosophical idea." H. Richard 
Niebuhr makes reference to an example of the latter, abstract point of 
cathexis: "Hartmann presents us with a kind of Epicurean faith in which
the center of value is the realm of ideal essences which have their being 
above the world of existences in self-sufficiency, yet so that only in 
relation to them anything else has value." Radical Monotheism and Western 
Culture, p. Ill.
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enhance, establish, or realize (l) a specific policy, (2) a particular 

set of empirical beliefs, (3) a system of theological concepts, (4) a 

person, (5) a definite mode of behavior, (6) a group of which one is a 

member, (7) an existing group of which one is not a member, (8) a po

tential form of community, (9) an ideal order.

Primary Concern for a Specific Policy 

The phenomenon of variation in the level of concreteness of the 

objects cathected by commentators upon nuclear arms policy is noted by 

Robert A. Levine, who observes that what he refers to as "value judgments" 
can reasonably be made at any level of concreteness. Be

cause of this it becomes unnecessary to make a sharp dis

tinction between ends and means. An individual is free, 

within the constraints of logical consistency, to attach 

intrinsic positive or negative value to a specific even 

which another individual feels has no independent interest, 

but only value derived from its being an instrumental means 
to another, more general, goal.10

Levine goes on to note the significance of this type of variation:

This sort of difference in the concreteness of 

values can become extremely important to the considera

tion of conflicts over arms policy. If, for example, 

some individuals choose to place an intrinsic value on 

disarmament, this is as rational, per se, as other

10T ,Levine, The Arms Debate, p. 20.
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value systems which would grant to disarmament the more 

general goal of keeping the peace.^

It does appear from an examination of the literature of the arms debate 

that there are those who have, in fact, become primarily devoted to the 

implementation of a particular policy. They have foreclosed further de

bate concerning the reasons for the policy and have discontinued serious 

investigation of alternatives. Levine intimates that this may be true 

of some advocates of disarmament. But the tendency to cathect a par

ticular policy is not confined to members of the anti-war schools. Anti

communists may have a similar devotion to specific policies such as the 

demolition of the Berlin Wall or the invasion of Cuba. In common par

lance, both would appear to many others to be making a means-to-an-end 

into an end-in-itself. Such a habit can generate political influence by 

focusing energy and enthusiasm upon a single, specific policy goal. It 

does so, however, at the price of flexibility in adapting to changes in 

the strategic context.

Primary Concern for a Specific Set 

of Empirical Beliefs

It is possible to be primarily motivated not to pursue a particu

lar policy recommendation or conception of what ought to be done, but to 

seek primarily to defend a particular way of describing the situation 

within the realm of "empirical fact.'*

Certain anti-communists appear to be primarily concerned to "prove"
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that the Soviets are irreconcilably hostile and dedicated to our destruc

tion by surprise attack. They could not suggest a type of evidence that 

would falsify their claims concerning Soviet intentions. Some anti-war 

commentators exhibit an equivalent fixation upon the inadequacy of fail

safe devices and the inevitability of accidental war. In either case 

contrary evidence is rejected or reinterpreted so that it is congruous 

with the particular cognitive bias that serves as the fixed point of 

policy consideration. The investment of strong cathexis in particular 

empirical beliefs thus perverts canons of evidence and establishes an 

idiosyncratic "schema of empirical proof."

Primary Concern to Sustain the Adequacy 

of a Set of Theological Concepts 

Some participants in the arms debate appear to be primarily con

cerned to vindicate the adequacy of a certain set of theological concepts 

as a vehicle able to account for the course of human behavior and the un

folding pattern of history. Since the existence of a particular religious 

grouping is grounded in a set of theological symbols that purports to con

vey insight into the mystery of human destiny, a strong imperative may 

arise to demonstrate that basic beliefs are not confounded by the realities 

of current affairs. If the "facts of life" seem to contradict theologi

cally derived expectations there is a strong inducement to ideological 

distortion through the repression of facts or exaggerated emphasis upon 
remote possibilities.

Reinhold Niebuhr, in commenting upon the reaction of the American 

churches to World War I, suggests how reflection may be distorted by de

fensive concern to preserve particular theological formulations. After



asserting that '’the war itself was a disheartening revelation of the

moral obfuscation of modern religion when dealing with the tragedies 
12of history,” he offers one reason for the "easy partnership of re

ligious sentiment with patriotic fervor.”

There is, however, yet another reason for the blindness 

of religious idealists to the horrors of war. The 

monistic orientation of modern religion made it necessary 

for the church to save religious faith by discovering the 

saving virtues in the great evil. It was therefore unable 
to view the realities in proper proportion. For a real

istic interpretation of the great tragedy modern society 
had to depend upon secular idealists who did not feel 

called upon to save either God's or man's reputation.12 13 

Donald Meyer perceives the operation of the same defensive mech

anism in the debates over intervention or isolation prior to American 

entry into World War II. The "pacifists and holy isolationists” used 

"rationalizations of last recourse, but they were not functions of mere 
illusionsw*1

Their fantasies stemmed from religious necessity. In re
fusing to fall back into isolationism pure and simple, 
they were trying to save something of their sense of the

12Reinhold Niebuhr, Does Civilization Need Religion? A Study in 
the Social Resources and Limitations of Religion in Modern Life (New York: 
The Macmillan Co., 1928), p. 208.

13Ibid.
14Meyer, The Protestant Search for Political Realism, 1919-1941,

P. 399.
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world as a realm of God’s creation. In refusing to 
accept Niebuhr's position, they were trying to save 
the only basis they had for continuing to think of 
the world as one of God's creation.

All men who feel themselves responsible for the preservation and 

transmission of a body of knowledge may share this defensive concern to 

some extent. Winston White notes that the reaction of his sample of 

"intellectuals" to the trends of American society since World War II 

cannot be explained "primarily in terms of their vested interests in 

their social status."

If we can speak of vested interests at all, it will be 
mainly in terms of the intellectuals' desire to protect 
their ideas for the sake of, themselves, not because doing 
so yields economic, political, or social advantage. . . .
Interest in ideas for their own sake is not exclusive to 
intellectuals. ... . .other groups also cling tenaciously to 
their ideas for their own sake, albeit often without re
alizing it. Indeed, many groups often seem to act as if 
they preferred sinking with their ideas intact rather 
than revising their customary way of looking at the world. ®

Intellectuals closely identified with religious associations may 

be expected to be particularly vulnerable to the desire to defend the 

adequacy of the theological symbols around which the group is consti

tuted. The religious group exists as the bearer of a system of meaning.

Ibid., p p . 399-400. Niebuhr himself was not exempt from similar 
problems. Meyer notes that "once he began to expound neo-orthodoxy,
Niebuhr has polemical commitments to which the New Deal posed exasperating 
difficulties. . . . The New Deal thus jeopardized the argument for the new 
religious Word itself." p. 266. See also p. 237: ". , .in following the 
Socialist party and using categories drawn from Marxism, Niebuhr was doing 
more than simply responding to prospects of disaster that 'the moralists, 
both religious and secular,' refused to see. He was also trying to justify 
his way of seeing the facts in the first place. This new way, this new 
perspective, was not simply political, but religious."

^Winston White, Beyond Conformity (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free
Press, 1961), p. 10.
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Parsons observes that "what I call the grounding of meaning is the pri

mary cultural component of religious collectivities."17 If this system 

of meaning is exposed as inadequate, if it cannot serve to "make sense" 

out of what is going on in the world, the life of the group is threatened. 

To forestall such a crisis, very strong defensive mechanisms may come into 

play. The beliefs themselves may be redefined or, if they are too in

flexibly held, the world outside must be retailored through various forms 

of selective perception.

Primary Devotion to a Particular Person 

Participants in the arms debate may be primarily concerned to emu

late, obey, or benefit a particular person. Those who follow a charis

matic leader exhibit a type of cathectic orientation that falls within 

this category but does not exhaust it. In reflecting upon policy one 

might be primarily concerned to protect one's own child. That which is 

categorically distinctive is that concern for a single person here be

comes the point of reference in reflection upon and discussion of policy. 

Because the character, wish, or need of a specific individual becomes the 

salient consideration, this type of orientation is highly specific and is 

vulnerable to a narrow inflexibility that can be highly dysfunctional from

Talcott Parsons, "An Approach to the Sociology of Knowledge," 
Transactions of the Fourth World Congress of Sociology (Milan and Stress,
September 8-15, 1959) (n.p.: International Sociological Association, 1959), 
IV, 28.

1BRegarding the concept of charismatic authority, see especially 
Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, trans. A. M. 
Henderson and Talcott Parsons (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1947).
PP. 358-363.
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the standpoint of a larger system forced to adapt to a changing environ-
* 19 ment.

Primary Concern for the Exhibition of 

a Particular Mode of Behavior

Action may be grounded in the desire to behave in a manner that 

can be characterized by certain adjectival expressions, such as:

One approach that seems to place strong emphasis upon devotion 
to a particular person does not properly belong within this category.
Many contemporary Christian theologians have stressed that the distinctive 
aspect of Christian ethics is the centrality of the Christianas devotion 
to the person of Jesus Christ. Presumably, devotion to this person, rather 
than to a collection of rules and legal prescriptions or abstract ethical 
principles, releases the believer from the constraint of legalism and per
mits freedom in the selection of the means by which to serve the neighbor 
in the immediate and everchanging context. Devotion to the person of 
Christ is thus conceived as liberating.

It would seem that the capacity of this reference to the person of 
Jesus to liberate from undue rigidity is a function of ignorance of bio
graphical details and adroit exegesis of the highly specific commandments 
attributed to Jesus in the New Testament. When the character and will of 
a person can be known in some detail, the actor who patterns his behavior 
upon such a model necessarily takes over the specific, historically con
ditioned, idiosyncratic elements of thought and conduct and hence becomes 
confined once again within the perspective of his model.

Those who emphasize that "the new man in Christ finds not a rigid set 
of maxims to be applied easuistieally but a living Lord to be followed 
dynamically” (Relations Between Church and State in the United States of 
America, Report adopted by the 175th General Assembly of the United Pres"- 
byterian Church in the United States of America, May, 1963 [[Philadelphia: 
Office of the General Assembly, 1963H, p. 31) in actual practice abstract 
from the biblical account of Jesus their own interpretation of the general 
orientation of Jesus to human relationships which they find to be centered 
upon realization of the 9,true humanity” of persons in community. For the 
sake of realizing this purpose anew in each new era, the specific details 
of behavior enjoined in scripture are reduced to the status of suggestive 
models. Jesus serves as the center of interest in that he is the ideal 
model of a particular style of human relatedness. It is this ideal of 
community that is the actual point of cathexis. In any given situation 
it is, in effect, left to the believer's intuition to guess how best to 
proceed toward the realization of the ideal symbolized by the conception 
of relationship of Christ to his contemporaries. That which is liberating
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"courageous," ’’patriotic," "obedient," "dutiful," "just," "non-violent," 

or "loving." Strong emphasis upon the desire to avoid killing, mentioned 

by Levine as a third ’’’peaceful' value" alongside prevention of war and 

the melioration of war, may be classified here even though no single ad

jective satisfactorily describes the desired mode of behavior, unless it 

be "innocent."

The contents implied by such words of citation, the norms to which 

one must conform in order to deserve the valued honorific, may be highly 

dissimilar from author to author.

The mode of behavior to be exhibited may be more or less clearly 

specified. For instance, several men might be motivated by the desire 

to act in a "loving" way. For one this concern might imply a broad range 

of activities, carried out with wide latitude in the choice of procedures, 

all of which could be legitimated as expressions of the general commit

ment to seek the well-being of his neighbor. For another, the mode of be

havior able to be accredited as "loving” might be highly specific, demand

ing, for example, abstention from participation in any form of violence. 

Adherence to highly specific or "legalistic" definitions of suitable con

duct generates the further problem of determining which detailed acts do 

and which do not fit the pattern of prescribed or proscribed performances. 

For example, if participation in violence is forbidden, "violence" must 

be defined and distinctions must be made between various degrees of in

volvement in the doing of violence.

is not devotion to a person, per se, but devotion to a person whose pre
cise wishes and characteristics, which might be embarrasingly specific, 
are presumed to be unknowable in detail.
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Here again, the general rule may hold that the more specific the 

point to which cathexis is attached the greater the reduction in the 

range of choices available in the realm of policy determination. There 

is a particularly close relationship, an “elective affinity," between 

the tendency to select a highly specific point of cathexis and preference

for the type of decision-making approach Levine has described as the
20 21 "Maximizing mechanism." and Max Weber refers to as "Wertrationalitat."

Primary. Concern to Conform to the Norms 

of a Reference Group of Which 

One is a Member

Theoretical origins

The next three categories in our outline of possible points of 

cathexis have been defined under the influence of reference group theory, 

or, more precisely, under the combined influence of role theory, reference 

group theory, and the sociology of knowledge.^ One's relationship to a

Levine, pp. 36-40.
21Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, pp. 115-

118.
22Cf. Peter Berger, The Precarious Vision: A Sociologist Looks at

s°cial Fictions and Christian Faith (Garden City, New York: Doubleday
and Company, Inc., 1961), p. 56: "We would contend that reference group
theory provides a useful link between the understanding of the social lo
cation of ideas on the one hand and the individual's organization of roles 

the other - that is, a link between the sociology of knowledge and role 
theory." Also, p. 58: "Role conflict is seen as related to conflict in
the choice between reference groups; these, in turn, can now be related to 
the ideological conflicts between distinctive social worlds, as understood 
by the sociology of knowledge."
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particular collectivity, actual or potential, may be taken as the primary 

point of concern in thought and action. An actor may be seeking to (l) 

gain the privilege of participating in a group, (2) be accredited by 

others as a worthy member of a group, or (3) to extend or to promote the 

welfare of a group. In any case, the identity and quality of the col

lectivity toward which behavior is referred becomes a significant influ

ence in shaping reflection upon nuclear arms policy.

Reference groups may be more or less visible. They may range from 

a readily identifiable group of which the author is a member (e.g., a

family, church, or political unit), through existing groups to which he
23does not actually belong, to collectivities that operate as points of

Robert Merton, in elaborating the thesis that the "major task" 
of reference group theory "is to search out the processes through which 
individuals relate themselves to groups to which they do not belong"
(Social Theory and Social Structure, p. 282), is forced to deal with the 
question of what it means to "belong" to a group. He suggests three cri
teria of membership. The first has to do with the frequency of inter
action: "the sociological concept of a group refers to a number of people
who interact with one another in accord with established patterns." p. 285. 
"A second criterion of a group . . .  is that the interacting persons define 
themselves as »members,' i.e., that they have patterned expectations of 
forms of interaction which are morally binding on them and on other »mem
bers,» but not on those regarded as »outside» the group. . . The correla
tive and third criterion is that the persons in interaction be defined by 
others as »belonging to the group,' these others including fellow-members 
and non-members. In the case of formal groups, these definitions tend to 
be explicit; in the case of informal groups, they are often tacit, being 
symbolized by behavior . . ." p. 286. Merton also observes that "group 
boundaries are not necessarily fixed but are dynamically changing in re
sponse to specifiable si tuational contexts. . . . There appear to be 
degrees of membership . . . This is implied in such terms . . .  as '»nomi- 
nal’ group member of »peripheral* group member." pp. 286-287.
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aspirational reference although they are at present only potentially ex- 
24istent.

The effects of allegiance to par
ticular reference groups

The idea that thought and action are shaped by the social context

in which men exist is an ancient insight explored more systematically in
25later days through the categories of the Sociology of Knowledge. * 25

Cf. ibid., p. 300s "Upon examination, then, the concept of ref
erence ’group' can be seen to include, in undifferentiated fashion, social 
formations of quite different kinds: membership and non-membership groups,
collectivities, and social categories.” We have extended the concept some
what further in response to a hint; provided by Merton himself. In a foot
note commending the volume Profiles in Courage, by John F. Kennedy, he ob
serves that "it provides valuable clinical information" on a number of 
topics pertinent to reference group theory, including "the sense in which 
posterity can in fact be taken as a significant reference group." pp. 367- 
368. We are assuming that posterity can be taken as a significant ref
erence group, as can "the Kingdom of God," "the communion of saints," etc.

25Cf. Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopias An Introduction to the 
Sociology of Knowledge, trans. Louis Wirth and Edward Shils (New York! 
Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1936): "The principal thesis of the sociology
of knowledge is that there are modes of thought which cannot be adequately 
understood as long as their social origins are obscured." p. 2. "The 
sociology of knowledge seeks to comprehend thought in the concrete setting 
of an historical-social situation out of which individually differentiated 
thought only very gradually emerges. Thus, it is not men in general who 
think, or even isolated individuals who do the thinking, but men in cer
tain groups who have developed a particular style of thought in an end
less series of responses to certain typical situations characterizing 
their common position." p. 3. "It puts an end to the fiction of the de
tachment of the individual from the group, within the matrix of which the 
individual thinks and experiences." p. 28. "Knowledge is from the very 
beginning a co-operative process of group life, in which everyone unfolds 
his knowledge within the framework of a common fate, a common activity, 
and the overcoming of common difficulties (in which, however, each has a 
different share). Accordingly, the products of the cognitive process are 
already, at least in part, differentiated because not every possible as
pect of the world comes within the purview of the members of a group, but 
only those out of which difficulties and problems for the group arise.
And even this common world (not shared by any outside groups in the same 
way) appears differently to the subordinate groups within the larger group. 
It appears differently because the subordinate groups and strata in a
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We wish to draw attention to four ways in which allegiance to a

membership group may influence the pattern of thought that underlies
2  (3policy recommendations. Membership in a particular group may influence

(l) which of the frames of reference available in the reservoir of cul

tural symbols will be assimilated through internalization, (2) where the 

boundaries of the "we group" with which the author identifies himself 

will be drawn, (3) what particular identity, function, or role will ap

pear most salient to the individual commentator, and (4) what canons of 

logic and evidence will be imposed in considering the empirical situation.

The influence of a membership group 
upon the internalization of a frame 
of reference

To attach cathexis to a particular group generally involves the 

adoption of its distinctive frame of reference. To identify oneself 

with a group is to enhance for oneself the role of that group as a medi

ator and filter of cultural values. In giving salience to membership in

a collectivity one enters into its common life which is a life of common
27memory, common language, common interpretation, and common action.

functionally differentiated society have a different experiential approach 
to the common contents of the objects of their world. In the intellectual 
mastery of life problems, each is allotted different segments with which 
each deals quite differently according to his different life-interests." 
p. 29.

2 6These effects are to be attributed not only to reference groups 
within which one is a member, but also to non-membership groups of aspira- 
tional reference and to ideal, potential groups towards which conduct may 
be referred.

27James Gustafson, Treasure in Earthen Vessels: The Church as a
Human Community , (New York: Harper and Brothers^ 1961) , p. 45: "Four —
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The identity of the reference group influences the definition of 
the context within which policies are to be considered. What dimensions 

of human experience are to be recalled as having relevance for reflection 

upon nuclear arms policy? One can anticipate a difference in the scope 

of material considered pertinent by those who take the emerging profes

sional group of highly technical military strategists as their primary 

reference group and those who might wish to remain in good standing among 

the coterie of Christian ethicists attuned to Paul Lehmann, who would 

seek to consider every ethical question in the context of reflection upon 

"what God is doing in the world to make and to keep human life human. * 28

aspects of the internalization can be designated: (l) A process of com- 
munication exists in the Church through the language and other symbols 
that give social identity to this community. The Church is a community of 
language. (2) A process of Interpretation exists through which the mean
ings of the Church's language and symbols become personal in different 
generations and cultures. The tasks of the theologian, preacher, and edu
cator in the Church are interpretive tasks. (3) A process of understand
ing and reliving the past events in the life of the Church intensifies the 
identification of persons with the community. The Church is a community 
of memory. (4) There is a self-conscious commitment, or acknowledgment of 
belief, that designates persons as members of the community. This self- 
consciousness^ is sustained and nourished by participation in the action of 
the Church. Through these processes the Church has its social unity and 
identity; they make possible its continuity in time as a community of sub
jects or persons with a common loyalty and a common ethos." We are exam
ining these factors not from the perspective of the group as they function 
to preserve its continuity (pattern-maintenance), but in light of the ef
fect they have in shaping the individual member's thought.

28Paul L. Lehmann, Ethics in a Christian Context (New York: Harper
and Row, 1963), p. 14 and passim. See especially, page 111: "With trini
tarian Christianity, a radical transvaluation of the context, meaning, and 
irection of life in this world, and accordingly of human behavior, became 

a live option. The point of departure for and the thrust of this transvalu
ation were the redemptive reality, dynamics, and direction of the activity 
of God. Contrary to Professor Cochrane's view, the trinitarian achievement 
of the church was not so much a new 'metaphysic of ordered process' as a new 
context of apprehension and behavior within which the whole process and com
plexity of human inquiry and conduct made intelligible and behavioral sense."
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The frame of reference assimilated through participation in a particular

group thus influences the perspective from which issues are to be ap- 
29praised. The selection of relevant considerations varies from group

to group in relation to the content of the fundamental beliefs around
30which the groups are constituted.

Strong identification with a membership group also goes far in

The question of the total context to be taken into consideration 
in the appraisal of policy recommendations is highlighted by the closing 
paragraph of the speech delivered by Dr. Alain C. Enthoven, Deputy Assist
ant Secretary of Defense (Systems Analysis) before the Loyola University 
Forum for National Affairs, February 10, 1963 (mimeographed copy). Dr. 
Enthoven, a Roman Catholic, ends his review of current American defense 
policy with the comment, "Tonight, I have defended our policies on the 
grounds that they make sense. Can they also be defended on the grounds 
that they are moral? Viewed with perspective, the two should be the same." 
p. 23. From what perspective is it possible to assert that "to be moral" 
is equivalent to "to make sense"? Such a statement would seem to flow from 
an extreme interpretation of traditional Catholic moral theology that would 
make a sharp distinction between the natural and the supernatural realms 
and assume that it is the established order and will of God that the af
fairs of the common life within the "natural" order should be conducted 
according to dictates derived by right reason through the natural law.
The facets of command and conduct expressed in the "hard sayings" of Jesus 
and the "theological virtues" of faith, hope, and charity, may thus be 
bracketed or excluded by the statesman as he contemplates public policy 
with the aid of natural reason. For many Protestants, this procedure of 
a dual morality reflects an undue restriction in perspective and permits 
a premature release from the tension imposed by the juxtaposition of the 
ideal demands of the Gospel and the obstinant pressures and ambiguities 
of political action.

30We shall assert below that formal reflection upon what factors 
are to be considered relevant to decision of a particular issue is the es
sential function of the "ethical system." Here we are saying that the 
elaboration of the ethical system is itself related to the internalization 
of fundamental cultural symbols transmitted by salient membership groups.
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d e term in in g  what c o n c e p ts  and language-form s w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  to  an a u 

th o r  f o r  the  com prehension and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  th a t  i s  co n 

s id e r e d  p e r t i n e n t  to  r e f l e c t i o n  upon arms p o l i c y .  By e n t e r in g  th e  o r b i t  

o f  a group w i t h  i t s  common memory and p e r s p e c t i v e  one a l s o  i s  drawn in to  

i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  realm  o f  d i s c o u r s e .  P e r c e p t i o n ,  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and com

m u n ica tio n  a re  a f f e c t e d  by th e  c a t e g o r i e s  a v a i l a b l e  in  th e  common language 

o f  a group® P a r t i c u l a r  v o c a b u la r ie s  may v a r y  w i d e ly  in  t h e i r  adequacy as 

v e h i c l e s  o f  communication r e g a rd in g  p u b l ic  events® I n s o fa r  as lan gu ages 

may ex p re ss  and en cou rage  c e r t a i n  emphases o r  s e n s i t i v i t i e s ,  th e  q u e s t io n  

o f  w hich language s h a l l  be used i n  the  p u b l i c  forum as th e  medium o f  d e 

b a te  co n cern in g  arms p o l i c y  i s  not a m a tte r  o f  t o t a l  i n d i f f e r e n c e .  When 

th e  v o c a b u la r y  in  use  w i t h i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  community does not a l lo w  f o r  

a c c u r a t e  r e c o r d in g  and r e l a t i n g  o f  th e  com plex happenings o f  th e  p u b l ic  

environm ent, o r  when th e  common language i s  su p p la n te d  by a number o f

s p e c i a l i z e d  idioms p e c u l i a r  to  su b -g ro u p s ,  th e  c o n tin u an ce  o f  the  com-

3 1m unity i s  in  jeopardy®

Louis W ir th ,  in  th e  P r e f a c e  to  Mannheira*s Id e o lo g y  and U t o p i a , 
p o in t s  to  the i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  lan guage  and though t-form s and th e  
p o l i t i c a l  c r i s i s  t h a t  can f o l lo w  from the fr a g m e n ta t io n  o f  a common c u l 
t u r e .  f,The w o rld  no lo n g e r  has a common f a i t h  and our p r o fe s s e d  1 com
munity o f  i n t e r e s t *  i s  s c a r c e l y  more than a f i g u r e  ©f speech® W ith the 
lo s s  o f  a common purpose  and common i n t e r e s t s ,  we have a l s o  been d e p r iv e d  
o f  common norms, modes o f  th o u g h t,  and c o n c e p t io n s  o f  the w o r ld .  Even 
p u b l ic  o p in io n  has turned  out to  be a s e t  o f  *phantom* p u b l i c s .  . . .  A 
s o c i e t y  i s  p o s s i b l e  in  the  l a s t  a n a l y s i s  b e cau se  th e  in d iv id u a ls  in  i t  
c a r r y  around in  t h e i r  heads some s o r t  o f  p i c t u r e  o f  th a t  s o c i e t y .  Our 
s o c i e t y ,  however, in  t h i s  p e r io d  o f  m inute d i v i s i o n  o f  la b o u r ,  o f  extrem e 
h e te r o g e n e ity  and profound c o n f l i c t  o f  i n t e r e s t s ,  has come to  a p a ss  where 
th e s e  p i c t u r e s  a re  b lu r r e d  and in c o n g ru o u s• Hence we no lo n g e r  p e r c e i v e  
the same th in g s  as r e a l ,  and c o in c id e n t  w i t h  o u r  v a n is h in g  sen se  o f  a 
common r e a l i t y  we a r e  l o s i n g  our common medium f o r  e x p r e s s in g  and communi
c a t in g  our e x p e r i e n c e s .  The w orld  has been s p l i n t e r e d  in to  c o u n t le s s
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The frame of reference internalized through membership in a group

is reinforced through participation in common action. "Action in behalf

of principles to which a group is loyal sustains identification with 
32. . •" But at the same time that the possession of a common memory, 

language, interpretation, and action serves to integrate and maintain a 

particular group it fulfills the obverse function of differentiating and 

dividing that group from other communities. The frame of reference that 

is shared must provide a basis for defining the ideal boundaries of the

fragments of atomized individuals and groups. The disruption in the 
wholeness of individual experience corresponds to the disintegration in 
culture and group solidarity, . . .  Whereas the intellectual world in 
earlier periods had at least a common frame of reference which offered 
a measure of certainty to the participants in that world and gave them 
a sense of mutual respect and trust, the contemporary intellectual world 
is no longer a cosmos but presents the spectacle of a battlefield of 
warring parties and conflicting doctrines. Not only does each of the 
conflicting factions have its own set of interests and purposes, but each 
has its picture of the world in which the same objects are accorded quite 
different meanings and values. In such a world the possibilities of in
telligible communication and a fortiori of agreement are reduced to a min
imum. The absence of a common apperception mass vitiates the possibility 
of appealing to the same criteria of relevance and truth, and since the 
world is held together to a large extent by words, when these words have 
ceased to mean the same thing to those who use them, it follows that men 
will of necessity misunderstand and talk past one another. Apart from 
this inherent inability to understand one another there exists a further 
obstacle to the achievement of consensus in the downright obstinancy of 
partisans to refuse to consider or take seriously the theories of their 
opponents simply because they belong to another intellectual or political 
camp." "Preface," Ideology and Utopia, pp. xxiii-xxiv.

32Gustafson, Treasure in Earthen Vessels, p. 98. That Gustafson 
is fully aware of the differentiating as well as the integrating function 
of common values is witnessed to by the fact that this quotation appears 
in a section entitled, "The Divisive and Unifying Consequences of Action."
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group and the appropriate manner of relating to those who remain beyond 
33the boundary.

The influence of a membership 
group upon the definition of 
a "we-group"

Paul Nitze, writing before he became Secretary of the Navy in 

President Kennedy's administration, recognized "that one of the basic 

questions of politics is that of the 'we' and the 'they.' In any par

ticular context, who is it that is considered to be 'we* and who is con- 

sidered to be the ’they'?" He also recognized the complexities occa
sioned by multiple role participation:

Any individual participates in an overlapping system of a 

number of such "we" structures. . . associated with each 

individual and with each group with which he is affiliated 

there are overlapping systems of value which are connected

It is useful to note along with Merton that "there are distinct 
and structurally different kinds of non-members of a group. Non-members 
do not constitute a single, homogeneous social category. They differ in 
their patterned relations to the group of which they are not members.
This is evidently implicit in the observation by Simmel that ’the person 
who ideally, as it were, belongs in the group but remains outside it, by 
his indifference, his non-affiliation, positively harms the group«’" 
Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure, p. 289. We should also ob
serve Merton's warning not to assume a priori "that deep allegiance to 
one group generates antipathy (or, at least, indifference) toward other 
groups . . .  that intense loyalty to a group necessarily generates hos
tility toward those outside the group." Ibid., p. 298. We wish to ac
knowledge that some groups, although not actually "complete" in the sense 
that all who are considered eligible are in fact members, do adhere to 
universalistic values that consider all men as potential or eventual mem
bers. The mode of relating to non-members may thus vary considerably in 
accordance with the different concepts of who should be included and why 
those who are not yet enrolled remain outside.

Nitze, The Recovery of Ethics, p, 23.34



337

with his purposes and the purposes and the functional
35requirements of each group. . . Not only are the value

systems associated with each ••we" group complex; we now

have over-lapping "we" groups of expanding comprehensive- 
36ness to deal with.

Nitze believes that all particularistic loyalties must be quali

fied by reference to a superior '»objective ethical framework."

Over and beyond the values of any particular array of group

ings of human beings there exists an ethical framework which 

has objective validity, of which men can aspire to have some 

degree of understanding - not perfect, but approximate - and

which can give a measure of insight and guidance to those who
. , 37seek it.

Belief in this overarching ethical framework, with its universalistic 

implications, significantly qualifies the type of action that may be 

undertaken out of loyalty to any particular collectivity. It exerts 

leverage towards the continual expansion of the scope of responsibility; 35 36 37

35Ibid., pp. 23-24.
36Ibid., p. 25. See below. "The Clash of Solidarities." nn. 

347-352. V

37Ibid., p. 24. Mr. Nitze asserts that it is possible to make a 
distinction between the values associated with the purposes and interests 

of an individual and the groups with which he is associated and the ethi
cal framework pursuant to which ethical judgments as between conflicting 
value systems are to be judged. . . the idea that it is possible to rise 
above both individual value systems and socially formed value systems and 
obtain some approximate insight as to the nature of an objective ethical 
framework over and above those value systems is obviously closely related 
to the traditional concept of natural law."
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it demands that policy calculation more and more take into consideration 

the needs of the most comprehensive community conceivable."^ Thus, the 

values or ambitions of any lesser collectivity can never be the only or 

the ultimate criteria of arms policy:

Our consideration of an ethical framework suggests that the 

values, even the most important values, associated with any 

partial group of mankind, say the United States or the U.S.S.R. 

as nation-states, must be presumed not to be ultimate. A 

course of action likely to lead to general destruction cannot, 

therefore, be justified in support of those values.^ * 39

Nitze illustrates this tendency by "looking at the problem from 
the point of view of the Secretary of State." The Secretary must somehow 
integrate his own personality and achieve some working relationship with 
other agencies within the administration and with other branches of gov
ernment, He must also deal with various "we" groups internal to the state.
Conflicts of values associated with these different groups arise daily and 

must be brought into convergence or resolved on some basis. In this con
text, the primacy of values associated with the nation can be presumed 
generally to take precedence." At the international level, "the Secretary 

has a primary obligation and responsibility to the interests of the United 
States as a nation-state; at this level the people of the United States are 
the 'we', and all other peoples are the 'they.'" But as a participant in a 
system of alliances and coalitions the Secretary "has obligations and re
sponsibilities to a much wider ’we' group of nations and peoples." Finally, 
as one concerned to build up a world system of free nations, "the values to 
be pursued by the Secretary of State include those associated with a 'we' 
group virtually coterminous with mankind as a whole." p. 25. In terms of 
Parsons’ scheme of pattern variables this description reflects the degree 
of institutionalization of "universalistic" rather than "particularistic" 
orientations.

39Ibid., p. 28. In light of such wi11ingness to admit a degree of 
qualification of "national interest" as the touchstone of policy, or at 
least the willingness to reflect critically upon what is truly to be con
sidered the "national interest," it is pertinent to recall the opposition 
Nitze confronted when the Senate was called upon to confirm his appoint
ment as Secretary of the Navy in October, 1963.
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Within the counsels of state, then, Nitze would affirm that the most com

prehensive, universalistic concern for the well being of all men is a 

fundamental and proper consideration in the formulation of American policy: 

If the thesis advanced in Section V of this paper is accepted, 

the thesis that a principal task of United States foreign policy 

is today the construction and defense of a world system of order 

to replace that shattered in two world wars, then the values to 

be pursued by the Secretary of State include those associated

with a "we" group virtually coterminous with mankind as a
. , 40whole.

Nitze's account provides a case history illustrating the inter

penetration and mutual influence of the point of cathexis with the other 

major categories in our paradigm. The type of universalistic ethical 

theory grounded in a theological-philosophical worldview espoused by 

Nitze significantly affects the way that he draws the boundary between 

the "we" and the ••they" and the manner in which he relates to those who, 

for the time being, remain beyond the boundary. Given the basic commit

ment to consider the well-being of all men, lesser loyalties become pro

visional, group boundaries become permeable. *

Ibid., p. 25. It is necessary to recall that what is here being 
considered is the dimension of the "we" group to which the Secretary of 
State himself feels some sense of belonging and responsibility. He may 
consider himself to be morally accountable for the welfare of all mankind. 
This does not mean he is politically accountable to all men or that he can 
devise means of determining and acting upon their expressed opinions con
cerning their greatest good. Such a reminder may reduce the tendency to 
register indignation over the apparent presumption of American paternalism. 
It may be that the Secretary of State's appraisal of what is in the best 
interest of humanity is severely skewed; here the pertinent fact is that 
he judges it appropriate to consider such a matter while formulating policy 
for a particular sub-unit.
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Our purpose here is not to classify Nitze according to his point 

of cathexis. We wish to employ his observations to illustrate the point 

that the values taken over from any reference group are significant de

terminants of the boundary of concern and responsibility and the mode of 

behavior to be observed in relation to those who are not included within 

the inner orbit.

Nitze illustrates the consequences of the internalization of uni- 

versalistic values. Other authors have assimilated values and attitudes 

that are highly particularistic and which serve to restrict the boundaries 

of the "we" group and engender hostility to those without. For instance, 

religious nationalists, "Christian Americans," by establishing a highly 

specific two-fold criterion of eligibility, requiring a particular brand 

of piety and patriotism, and attributing ineligibility or abstention to 

political treason and religious apostasy, confine the obligations of mu

tual concern to a small circle and establish a basis of enmity to the 

outer world. As a consequence, the goal of policy becomes "victory" over

the foe, rather than the upbuilding of a more comprehensive fellowship of
41potentially universal scope. 41

41 If one were to insist upon an "operational definition" of the 
distinction we are trying to formulate we might suggest that one attempt 
to determine how an author looks upon a citizen of the Soviet Union, Cuba, 
or some other presumptively hostile power. Is he first of all considered 
as a fellow Christian or the object of missionary concern? Or is he seen 
as an enemy, a potential soldier? Or is he viewed in the first instance 
as a fellow human being? The assumption is that orientation to him as a 
fellow Christian would indicate the salience of the Church as a reference 
group; orientation to him as a political enemy would suggest the primacy 
of the nation as a reference group; and appreciation of him as a fellow 
human being would indicate that thought and action are considered with 
reference to "humanity."



The influence of a membership group 
upon the identity and role of the 
individual

As a consequence of attaching primary cathexis to a particular 

membership group an individual assimilates not only a frame of reference 

and a conception of a basic nwew group, but also clues to his own identity 

and a set of reciprocal expectations concerning his role within the group 

and in the wider circle of relationships beyond the fringe of the group.

In relation to this function, the concreteness, the immediacy of a group 

that affords the opportunity for persistent interaction becomes crucial. 

Max Weber observes that "according to all experience there is no stronger 

means of breeding traits than through the necessity of holding one's own 

in the circle of one's associates."^2 A group member evolves an identity, 

and of particular interest to us, a sense of his proper function in rela

tion to the issue of nuclear arms policy, through interaction with signifi

cant "others." As will be suggested below, the significant "others," the 

group taken as a point of reference, need not necessarily be a group of 

which the individual is a member. But membership groups within which 

there is opportunity for frequent face to face interaction and "feedback" 

enjoy a decided advantage over less immediate reference groups in influ

encing the process of internalization and in exercising social control. 2 42 43

42Max Weber, "The Protestant Sects and the Spirit of Capitalism," 
Frorc Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, translated and edited by H. H. Gerth
and C. Wright Mills (New York: Oxford University Press, 1958), p. 320.

43 •Cf. the comment of Paul E. Pfuetze in Self, Society and Exist
ence: Human Nature and Dialogue in the Thought of George Herbert Mead and 
Martin Buber (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1954), p. Si: " . . .  the 
self-conscious, self-asserting individual needs an audience. Self-realiza
tion requires self-assertion plus recognition and reflected appraisal by
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The experience of international associations, such as churches and

labor organizations, during war time demonstrates that loyalties that 

cannot be buttressed by the immediate application of social sanctions 

are difficult to sustain when they clash with the demands of more con

crete groups.

A membership group that is salient for a participant exerts in

fluence upon his selection and style of performance in various roles, 

and upon his sense of responsibility in relationship to the formulation 

of nuclear arms policy, through its capacity to define the types of be

havior that will be judged worthy of reward or punishment, here or in 

some time to come. As Weber observes:

It is not the ethical doctrine of a religion, but the form of 

ethical conduct upon which premiums are placed that matters.

Such premiums operate through the form and the condition of 

the respective goods of salvation. And such conduct constitutes 

'one's’ specific 'ethos' in the sociological sense of the word.^

As a member of a group the individual author is the subject of a continu

ous process of socialization through which there emerges a conviction of 

what his role must be in relation to the debate concerning nuclear arms 

policy. 44

others in order to possess those values and qualities which we associate
with persons. 'Being known and, especially, knowing that one is known, is 
constitutive of self-hood."

44Max Weber, "The Protestant Sects and the Spirit of Capitalism,"
From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, p. 321. In the attached note Weber
says: "Again we should like to stress emphatically this absolutely de
cisive point of the first of these two essays. (The Protestant Ethic and 
the Spirit of Capitalism.) It has been the fundamental mistake of my critics 
not to have taken notice of this very fact." Ibid., chap, xii, n. 35, p. 459.)



The influence of a membership 
group upon empirical beliefs

The investment of primary cathexis in a membership group may in

fluence the content of an author’s empirical beliefs in three waysj 

frame of reference shared within the group may determine the 

direction of his ’’interest ,” (2) the pattern of reasoning admissible to 

the group may determine the logic of proof in relation to which ideas 

must be tested and validated; (3) interaction within the group may shape 

the actual perception of ’’facts.” Participation in a group may thus in

fluence one’s perception of the importance, validity, and content of 
empirical beliefs.

Influence upon the direction of ’»interest.” - Groups differ sig- 

nificantly in their interpretation of what is to be considered as ”a 

problem.” Hence, they differ in their attention to selected aspects of 

public policy. We have stressed the significance of the phenomenon ex

pressed by Max Weber's term Wertbeziehung; the direction of interest, 

the judgment of importance that determines the selection of questions for 

empirical investigation, is primarily a function of the ultimate frame of 

reference or conceptualization of what is and what ought to be.45 The

45Talcott Parsons states that ’’essentially what Weber said was that 
no matter how fully any given empirical propositions are validated, their 
inclusion in a body of knowledge about society is never completely inde
pendent of the value perspective from which those particular questions were 
asked to which these propositions constitute answers.” "An Approach to the 
Sociology of Knowledge,” Transactions of the Fourth World Congress of 
Sociology, IV, 34. While admitting the relativistic implications of~Weber’s 
concept Parsons is eager to preserve the possibility of "an ideal type of 
objective scientific knowledge about a society, which is subject to all the 
fundamental canons of science, but which in selectivity (as distinguished 
from distorition) of content, and in the basis of its meaning within the
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necessity for elaborating our '•Paradigm of Interest" arose out of the 

propensity of authors oriented to different reference groups to ask 

and to seek answers to different sets of questions.

Influence upon "the logic of proof«" - Groups differ also in what 

they consider to be suitable answers to the questions they pose. They 

adhere to different models of verification. Among the participants in 

the arms debate there is no single set of criteria for the validation of 

the "facts" of the situation. Groups summon their own "authorities" or 

dispense with "authorities" altogether. In this debate it seems that 

"'true' is an adjective applied to propositions that satisfy the forms of 

an accepted model of verification."^ These models are transmitted

society, is relative to the values of that society at a given time."
Ibid., p . 36.

Cf. Parsons, The Structure of Social Action (Glencoe, Illinois: The
Free Press, 1949), p. 594: "The question whether a statement of fact is
true is clearly distinguishable from that of its significance to value. . . 
Thus in spite of the relativity introduced by the concept of Wertbeziehung 
Weber maintains both, that it is possible to keep value judgments logically 
distinct from those claiming objective scientific validity, and that the 
latter judgments can be made with confidence, escaping the subjectivity 
inherent in all value judgments."

A different view of the epistemological implications is given by C. 
Wright Mills in an essay composed in 1940 entitled "Methodological Conse
quences of the Sociology of Knowledge," now available in Power, Politics, 
and People: The Collected Essays of C . Wright Mills, ed. Irving Louis
Horowitz (New York: Ballantine Books, L1963J).

46Mills, Power, Politics and People, p. 463. This statement is 
here intended as a descriptive comment upon the actual diversity that is 
evident within the literature of the arms debate. Acknowledgment that, 
at least in regard to this debate, "there is in our time no common form 
of validation to which all will submit their assertions" (ibid., p. 463) 
need not necessarily imply rejection of the idea that there are objective 
standards that may be defined in terms of consistency, prediction, and 
control. Thus Parsons, while accepting "Weber's emphasis on value- 
relevance as the primary focus of the problem of relativity of social- 
scientific knowledge," asserts that "these considerations do not seem to
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through differential association within particular groups.^7

Influence upon perception. - Membership groups effect the con

tent of the empirical beliefs held by an author by influencing his 

process of perception. Jerome Bruner observes that:

perceiving or registering on an object or an event in the en

vironment involves an act of categorization. . . . most of the 

categories into which we sort for identification are learned 

on the basis of experience, by virtue of our membership in a * 47

imply the epistemological relativism with the possibility of which 
Mannheim played. That this should be so depends on the conception of a 
fundamental unity of human culture and of the conditions of human orienta
tions to the world. This is to say that there are universal criteria of 
empirical validity, a position taken clearly, following Weber, by both 
von Schelting and Stark. Within this framework, there is certainly vari
ability, but it is not random variability, because neither human values 
nor the human situation vary at random. They vary on definable dimensions 
over limited ranges, ranges which are defined by the relations of empiri
cal knowledge to the other three dimensions of cultural systems we have 
distinguished** [institutionalized values, relations to the grounds of mean
ing, and interests of individuals in rewards; cf., ethical system, the
ological system, point of cathexisO. Parsons, "An Approach to the Soci
ology of Knowledge," p. 35. One may thus both do justice to the empirical 
diversity of existing models of verification and still maintain a commit
ment to some type of surrogate for natural law reasoning. It may be that 
there are limits to the range of variability. It may also be, however, 
that the limits are so broad that their acknowledgment is not very perti
nent to the problem of attaining political consensus. It is one thing to 
gain intellectual assent to the assertion that there are limits; it is 
something else to bring about a consensus concerning the proper location 
of such limits.

47John Godsey provides a capsule summary of William G. Pollard's 
b°°k, Physicist and Christian: ". . .he proposes the thesis that all
knowledge is really imparted through community, and that the validity of 
any knowledge can be ultimately settled only within the community in 
which it is known . . .  there is no real understanding apart from the 
vantage point of the continuing community, with its specific faith and 
its living spirit." John Godsey, Review of Physicist and Christianj by 
William G. Pollard, The Christian Century, LXXIX, 9 (February 28, 1962),
P. 262.
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culture and a linguistic community and by the nature of the 

needs we must fulfill in order to exist beyond some degraded 

level. . . .  It is no matter of idle interest that a religious 

man picks up perceptually things that are relevant to his in

terest more easily and more quickly than other things, and at 

the same time, this efficiency continues to reflect what is 

likely to occur in his surroundings. What it suggests is that 

once a society has patterned a man's interests and trained him 

to expect what is likely in that society, it has gained a great 

measure of control not only on his thought processes, but also 

on the very material on which thought works - the experienced 

data of perception.^1.

Social psychologists have lavished attention upon the general 
 ̂ 49questions of cognition and perception and the particular processes by

which groups influence the selection and interpretation of data. 50 It

48Jerome S. Bruner, "Social Psychology and Perception," Readings 
In Social Psychology, ed. Eleanor E. Maccoby, Theodore M. Newcomb, Eugene 
L. Hartley (3rd ed.; New York: Henry Holt and Co., 1958), pp. 92-94.

49See especially the two articles and the extensive bibliographies 
appended to them in the Handbook of Social Psychology, ed. Gardner 
Lindzey (2 vols.; Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1954):
Martin Scheerer, "Cognitive Theory," I, 91-142, and Jerome S. Bruner and 
Renato Tagiuri, "The Perception of People," II, 634-654.

®See especially several articles reprinted in Readings in Social 
Psychology, 3rd ed.: S. E. Asch, "Effects of Group Pressure Upon the
Modification and Distortion of Judgments," p p . 174-183; Kurt W. Back, 
"Influence through Social Communication," pp. 183-197; Muzafer Sherif, 
"Group Influences Upon the Formation of Norms and Attitudes," pp. 219- 

232; W. W. Charters, Jr. and Theodore M. Newcomb, "Some Attitudinal Ef
fects of Experimentally Increased Salience of a Membership Group," p p . 
276-281.
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is widely agreed that "the role of colleagues increases substantially in 

the relatively more ambiguous situation . . . the role of personal in

fluence is more important in the relatively more unstructured situation. 

As a group confronts a new or ambiguous situation "the majority effect 

grows stronger as the situation diminishes in clarity."* 52 53 54 We may an

ticipate that the influence of immediate associates will be particularly 

potent among those who stress the discontinuity of the present strategic 

situation. We would expect to find a high rate of interaction within 

the boundaries of the two systemist schools of arms policy as members 

seek and receive reinforcement of "radical" and unpopular ideas through 

association and extensive internal communication.

i*51

Multiple reference groups: "The
clash of solidarities"^

We have been spelling out some of the implications of the central 

insight of reference group theory that "membership in established groups 

usually involves the taking on of whole patterns of interrelated behavior

and attitudes." 54 An individual may invest cathexis in a particular group

Herbert Menzel and Elihu Katz, "Social Relations and Innovation 
in the Medical Profession: The Epidemiology of a New Drug," Readings in
Social Psychology, 3rd e d ., p. 538.

52S. E. Asch, "Effects of Group Pressure Upon the Modification and 
Distortion of Judgments," Readings rn Social Psychology, 3rd ed., p. 182.

53
The phrase is taken from Charles C. West, Communism and the 

Theologians (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1958), p. 69, where it
occurs in a section that well illustrates the tensions of conflicting 
points of identity and loyalty to be dealt with in this section.

54Theodore M. Newcomb, "Attitude Development as a Function of 
Reference Groups: The Bennington Study," Readings in Social Psychology,
3rd. ed., p. 265.
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of which he is a member and thus come to consider policy questions pri

marily with reference to that group. The identity of such groups con

stitutes a significant variable in our study because groups may influence 

an author's selection of an ultimate frame of reference, the boundaries 

of his sense of solidarity with a "we-group," his concept of his own 

identity and role, and the content of his empirical beliefs.

Commentators differ in their judgments concerning which group 

ought to serve as the primary point of reference in the consideration of 

nuclear arms policy. Any of the following groups, here arranged along a 

spectrum from the more particularistic to the more universalistic, may be 

recommended: (l) family, (2) ethnic group, (3) church, (4) informal

circle of associates, (5) professional association or vocational group

ing, (6) voluntary association, (7) state or region, (8) nation, (9) al

liance system, (10) "western society," (l1) the United Nations, (12) 

"humanity."

No matter which group is recommended to serve as the appropriate 

point of reference, the, inevitable participation of each individual with

in several groups will create a troublesome problem of conflicting loyal

ties. Merton observes that "given the fact of multiple group affiliation 

the problem becomes one of determining which of these affiliations are 

decisive in fixing perspectives, models of thought, definitions of the 

given, etc."^ We cannot pause to "consider the dynamics of selection of 55

55Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure, p. 465.
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reference groups among the individual's several membership groups ,"56 * 58 

It must be noted, however, that each individual participates in many 

different groups and at any given moment may be unable or unwilling to 

give exclusive devotion to any one. He may retain multiple reference 

groups. "It cannot be tacitly assumed that the same groups uniformly 

serve as reference groups for the same individuals in every phase of 

their behavior." Thus it may be that "different groups become rele

vant to differing spheres of behavior by individuals."58

The problem of multiple reference groups has a still more serious 

dimension: different groups may be taken as relevant to the same sphere

of behavior. Men stand simultaneously within many groups and may be 

forced to acknowledge that several of them may claim with some legitimacy 

to be the proper point of reference in reflection upon matters of public 

import. The perennial tension between devotion to the church and loyalty 

to the state exemplifies this "clash of solidarities." Troeltsch ob
serves that:

our lives are passed, from the first not in a monistic, homo

geneous circle, but in a number of circles, each of which 

has its own ethical Common Spirit. The facts of life show . . .  a

56Ibid., p. 239. See p. 233:
"Reference groups are, in principle, almost innumerable; any of the 

groups of which one is a member, and these are comparatively few, as 
well as groups of which one is not a member, and these are, of course, 
legion, can become points of reference for shaping one's attitudes, 
evaluations and behavior . . . the individual may be oriented toward any 
one or more of the various kinds of groups and statuses . . .  if multiple 
groups or statuses, with their possibly divergent or even contradictory 
norms and standards, are taken as a frame of reference by the individual, 
how are these discrepancies resolved?"

57 58Ibid.Ibid., p . 326.
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multiplicity of Common Spirits or Social Complexes, which 

have each their own intellectual foundation. 9

No matter which group or 'bircle" may be recommended by an author 

to serve as the proper point of reference in the consideration of arms 

policy questions, his readers must continue to participate in different 

groups which have different definitions of the proper role of other 

groups. There is thus a persistent "clash of solidarities," a recurring 

contest to determine which group will decisively define the context in 

which action is to be determined. In spite of the priority attributed 

to the church by most Christian authors, the believer cannot ignore the 

imperatives expressed by the "worldly" concerns of kinship, economic 

life, and political organization. Each of these "interests" finds em

bodiment and implementation through specific collectivities in which 

the Christian is a participant, willy-nilly, As Troeltsch observes:

All these social groups possess independent instincts of 
60organization. . . . It then becomes a contrast between

59„
i „ Ernst Troeltsch, Christian Thought: Its History and Application,

ed. F. yon Huegel (New York: Meridian Books, 1957), p. 136. Troeltsch
lists nine "circles" within which men move and from which they assimilate 
Common Spirits." He states that "monistic conceptions of Common Spirit 

are a fantastic delusion. . . . The truth is that there has never been any 
Common Spirit but that of a group, family, race, class, profession, school, 

SfC^ * * * * PP • 135-136. "All of this is not a curse and special fate 
of the present day, though its growth of population, its social and in
tellectual differentiation, and its break with tradition and authority have 
intensified and deepened the plurality. . . .  Yet in the religious and 
metaphysical sphere we may certainly trace a rapidly increasing anarchy, 
and this is what has to be faced." p. 138.

6()
,1T Troeltsch, The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches, p. 30.
In particular, the economic form of "Society" based on the division of 

labour always remains an independent phenomenon, with its own sociological 
asis, in contrast to the spirit of fellowship which is derived from re
ligious ideas." Ibid.
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the sociological group, which is organized from the viewpoint 

of the religious idea of love to God and man, and those soci

ological forces which have been organized from an entirely 

secular point of view. . . . The difference is not that which 

exists between the "natural" and the "supernatural"; it is the 

distinction between an association which proceeds from a re

ligious aim and the most important associations which exist 

for purely temporal ends. *

The most comprehensive association established on behalf of 

"worldly" interests is the state, which, in the status attributed to it 

in modern nationalism, has emerged as the most severe rival of the church 

as the dominant reference group for Christians as they reflect upon public 

conduct. The necessity for delimiting and reconciling the claims to loy

alty lodged by church and state is the most persistent and vexing problem 

created for the Christian by his dual membership within the religiously 

oriented group and the politically organized community. The nuclear di

lemma, in which raisons d'etat seem to clash sharply with the dictates 

of Christian conscience, has heightened the perennial tension, and has 

made discussion of the relationship between church and state the most 

evident context in which to demonstrate the relevance of the category of 

variation referred to as the "point of cathexis ." Christians may take 

any one of an indefinite number of groups to serve as their primary point 

of reference. In actual practice, however, the most frequent contestants

Ibid., p. 31. The church serves as the proper locus of cathexis 
in the "koinonia ethic" of Paul Lehmann. See Appendix II, pp. 642-45.
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are the church and the nation-state. 62

Primary Concern for a Reference Group 

of Which One is Not a Member

We have suggested that in considering the complexities of nuclear 

arms policy an author may take as his primary reference point a specific 

policy, a set of empirical beliefs, a system of theological concepts, a 

person, a mode of behavior, or, as is most frequent, a group of which 

he is a member. Men may also formulate their thought in reference to 

existing groups of which they are not members. Merton observes that ref

erence group theory goes beyond the "old focus in sociology, which has 

always been centered on the group determination of behavior."

That men act in a social frame of reference yielded by the

Concern for the contest between the claims of the church and the 
state to serve as the primary reference groups in the consideration of 
arms policy questions is most acute among members of the more extreme 
anti-war schools who feel that the American nation, in positing its de
fense upon the concept of nuclear deterrence, has overstepped the bound
aries of its legitimate authority. A document issued by the Church Peace 
Mission, an organization of anti-war systemist orientation, makes exten
sive use of a paper prepared by John Smylie, who is himself not a system
ist. Smylie asserts that the nation has usurped the central role of the 
church as the dominant reference group for many Christians. "The Amer
ican nation has assumed some of the functions of the Church: (l) The na
tion has become for many Christians the primary agent of God's meaning
ful activity in history, assuming thus a catholicity of importance which 
theology attributes only to the Church universal; (2) The nation replaces 
the Church as the primary society within which Christians find their pri
mary identity; and (3) In the absence of vitality and discipline within 
the churches, the nation became also the community of sanctification." 
Smylie's paper is thus summarized by Paul Peachy, A Summary: Toward
Recovery (Washington: Church Peace Mission, 1962), p. 1. (Mimeographed.)

Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure, p. 234.63
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groups of which they are a part is a notion undoubtedly ancient 

and probably sound. . . .There is, however, the further fact 

that men frequently orient themselves to groups other than their

own shaping their behavior and evaluations, and it is the 

problems centered about this fact of orientation to non-member-

ship groups that constitute the distinctive concern of reference
, 64group theory.

We may assume that non-membership groups, although they lack, with 

respect to non-members, the means of initiating and implementing direct 

sanctions against deviance, may perform virtually the same functions 
ascribed to membership groups * ^

Ibid., p. 234. •'Ultimately, of course, the theory must be 
generalized to the point where it can account for both membership- and 
non-membership-group orientations, but immediately its major task is to 
search out the processes through which individuals relate themselves to 
groups to which they do not belong." p. 234. "In actual fact . . .  the 
great bulk of work in this field continues to focus on the determinants 
and consequences of taking the norms and values of membership groups as 
frames of normative and comparative reference. In part, this remains 
the focus of inquiry because of the generally acknowledged fact that it 
is the groups of which one is a member that most often and most promi
nently affect one's behavior. In smaller part, this focus results from 
the still pervasive and substantial difficulty of devising suitable re
search tools which will adequately identify the influence of groups upon 
those who are not members of them." p. 307.

See above, pp. 328-347. As reference groups, non-membership 
groups first may influence the selection and internalization of basic 
cultural symbols and "values," providing an interpretive framework of 
common memory and language. Second, they can shape the dimensions of 
the "we-group," the more or less visible collectivity that describes the 
limits of the author's sense of immediate concern and responsibility, and 
set the tone of relationships with those who considered beyond the bound
ary of the "we-group." Third, non-membership groups may provide an author 
with a sense of identity, function, or role. And fourth, they may affect 
is judgments concerning the importance, validity and content of particu
lar bodies of knowledge through directing his interest, imposing logical 
schemas of empirical proof, and influencing perception.
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Non-membership groups may operate as negative reference groups. 

Certain attitudes, policies, or beliefs may be rejected and combatted be

cause of their identification with an unpopular source. The history of

negotiations in the Cold War should provide ample evidence of "negative
... „66prestige."

Non-membership reference groups, understood to be existing, iden

tifiable entities with which an author is not in direct or persistent 

interaction, might include kinship or ethnic groups, ecclesiastical 

bodies, assorted voluntary associations, various levels of politically 

organized communities. Perhaps the most pertinent non-membership refer

ence group is a loosely defined professional contingent obliquely repre

sented by such terms as "those who are expert in such matters," "well- 

informed opinion," etc. In short, many commentators wish their work to 

bear the scrutiny and win the approbation of particular groups of schol

ars and critics. The significant fact is that different authors address 

themselves to different coteries of experts.

Ibid., p. 301: "Inquiry could profitably take off from the the
oretically significant fact that certain attitudes, values and knowledge 
which are personally and socially functional may be repudiated simply be
cause they are identified with a negative reference group. Such inquiry 
would advance our understanding of the basic problem of conditions under 
which individuals and groups continue to engage in behavior which is dys
functional to them." That such behavior is characteristic of Soviet- 
American relations in the Cold War is a central tenet of anti-war margin- 
alists such as Charles Osgood and Amitai Etzioni . Membership groups may 
also function as negative reference groups. This is usually a prelude 
to defection. As Merton observes, "allegiance to the contrasting mores 
of another group means defection from the mores of the in-group." p. 266. 
*'Yet one group's renegade may be another group’s convert." p. 269.
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Primary Concern for the Realization 

of a Potential Community

Thought and action can be shaped not only by reference to existing 

groups of which one is or is not a member, but also by the anticipation 

that one’s conduct will contribute to the creation of a collectivity that 

does not yet exist or to the fulfillment of one that exists only in nucleo. 

Or again, one may be concerned to stand approved in the judgment of mem

bers of a generation that is to come. Through the ’’selection of remoter 

relations” an author may create an effective reference group sustained by 

his capacity to look beyond or through the relationships that surround 

him here and now. Charles H. Cooley states, and overstates, this human 

capacity to project and strive for a pattern of community as yet unreal

ized. He observes that although an individual appears to be entangled 

in a web of obvious and commonplace relationships, it may be that 

his most vivid life is not with those about him at all, but with 

the masters he has known through books, or perhaps seen and heard 

about for a few moments.

Environment, in the sense of social influence actually at 

work, is far from the definite and obvious thing it is often 

assumed to be. Our real environment consists of those images 

which are most present to our thoughts, and in the case of a 

vigorous, growing mind, these are likely to be quite different 

from what is most present to our senses. The group to which 

we give allegiance, and to whose standards we try to conform, 

is determined by our own selective affinity, choosing among
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all the personal influences accessible to u s . ?

Cooley's observations apply with particular relevance to behavior 

that is determined within a religious context. It is commonly considered 

appropriate for the Christian to act through the "selection of remoter 

relations." Theological awareness entails a radical expansion of the 

pertinent context of decision. He properly must consider not only the 

positive "facts" of any situation, but also the reality and direction of 

the activity of the living God. His conduct is, in a sense, a form of 

"anticipatory socialization" within the more perfect fellowship that is 

to come, whether it be expected soon or late, on earth or in heaven, in 

time or beyond history, by man's cooperation or God's consummation.68

In the current literature of the arms debate one finds, particularly

Charles H. Cooley, Human Nature and the Social Order (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1902), p p . 301-302. Cooley's volume was re
printed by The Free Press, Glencoe, Illinois, 1956. The passage is cited 
by Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure, p. 358. Merton objects to 
the extreme subjectivism and idealism implied in the inference that the 
real environment consists of nothing but images of other men and standards.

68The style of action flowing from allegiance to a potential collec
tivity may be distinguished from the following category of devotion to an 
ideal order only by a tenuous test of concreteness and immediacy. The 
proposed difference is that a potential collectivity must be seen as a 
possibility to be realized through patterns and instrumentalities of action 
now at hand, whereas reference to an ideal order provides a goal to be pur
sued, but no specific means of its realization.

An awkward but illustrative test case is provided by consideration of 
the function of the concept of the Kingdom of God among proponents of the 
"social gospel." Those who tended to identify the Kingdom of God with a 
christianized social order to be realized by bringing social institutions 
under the law of Christ through the example of love and the power of pro
phetic politics would be classified among those who have invested primary 
cathexis in a potential community. In contrast, those for whom the con
cept of the Kingdom of God operates not as a goal of policy but as an ulti
mate norm of all activity would be classified elsewhere.
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among members of the anti-war schools, evidence of the investment of pri

mary cathexis in a potential collectivity described as a stable community 

of nations secure in the protection of an international police force. 

Commitment to this future society is the "fixed point" of policy calcu

lation, its potential realization gives direction and meaning to action, 

its requirements function as correctives and guides to present policies. 

Many writers have noted that in the communist worldview the vision of the 

classless society serves as a secularized surrogate for the Christian 

concept of the Kingdom of God. A similar functional equivalence may be 

attributed to the image of the community of nations prospering in stable 

equilibrium, policed by an international force, governed by international 

law.

Primary Devotion to a Vision of an Ideal Order 

There are those who invest their primary cathexis in a vision of 

the way things ought to be. They are differentiated from those included 

under the previous category by the relative abstraction and elusiveness

of their goal and their inability to specify procedures for its realiza-
. , 69tion.

A compilation of sub-types might distinguish between an abstract

In reviewing the contributions of A. J. Muste to the debates 
concerning intervention in the years just prior to World War II Donald 
Meyer speaks of "the controlling need served by his Logic." "For Muste, 
politics could not be contained by the visible future; for pacifism, the 
ideal future alone could serve as a reference, and we see what it was: 
a perpetual present, a perpetually present moment of absolute possibili
ties. In Muste, we see in one of its striking forms what politics looks 
like when it is eternal." The Protestant Search for Political Realism, 
1919-1941i p p. 368-369. Italics added.
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Utopian orientation thht is prone to take a doctrinaire approach to 

policy in terms of slogans and a more pragmatic orientation that holds 

fast to the vision of the ideal order but employs it to gain leverage 

towards proximate realizations of the ideal. When combined in various 

patterns with elements of the theological, ethical and empirical cate

gories of our paradigm, these two sub-types may be aspects of widely 

divergent policy orientations. Yet they are here formally comparable 

because in each case that which grasps the author most firmly is his 

vision of an ideal order.

Conceptions of the ideal order that are reflected in the litera

ture of the arms debate differ widely. By some the ideal is conceived 

as "a world without war.'* Others pursue the vision of a world in which 

the "American way of life" rules supreme. Most frequently the ideal 

order is characterized by the reign among men and nations of "love," 

"justice," "brotherhood," "freedom," or "law." In any case, the vision 

exercises its influence as an ideal goal and not as the specific and im

mediate object of particular policies.

Summary

In isolating and giving extended treatment to the category of ca- 

thexis we have attempted to build into our analytical paradigm the oper

ational directive to search for the fixed point, the nub, the central 

concern, the starting point, in relation to which, and even, for the sake 

of which, authors are inclined to select and marshal their facts and the

ories. Men think and act with reference to these fundamental attachments 

or "interests." The character or content of these interests are strikingly
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dissimilar from case to case. Our hypothesis is that these variations 

in points of cathexis cannot be predicted from knowledge of an author's 

theological* ethical* or empirical beliefs* and yet are significant de

terminants of the final pattern of policy thought. The point of cathexis 

thus must be considered as an independent variable.

The nine sub-categories are arranged according to a rough scale 

of their concreteness* specificity* or particularity. They range from 

highly specific concern for a particular policy* belief* system of the

ological concepts* or person, through the desire to act out a mode of be

havior or remain in good standing within a membership group, to the more 

generalized focus upon accommodating one's self to a non-membership group* 

realizing a potential collectivity* or pursuing an ideal order. It may 

be objected that here we have mixed dissimilar items* that the latter 

categories express what have traditionally been referred to as "goals," 

^hile the former indicate something other. Our claim is precisely that 

any one of these points of cathexis may operate as a "goal." Some may* 

in a manner that appears irrational to others* be primarily concerned to 

vindicate a certain set of empirical beliefs* implement a particular 

policy* realize an ideal community* etc. Yet* for them this "interest" 

a formative role in the elaboration of policy. No matter how im

mediate or how remote the "goal" may seem in regard to the time of its 

realization* it enters immediately, here and now* into the process of 

policy formulation. The point of cathexis is often betrayed by an author 

only unwittingly. It is, nevertheless, an important and independently 

variable factor in the determination of arms policy viewpoints.
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The Ethical System 

Introduction

A disclaimer

Presentation of the paradigm for the analysis of ethical systems 

must be prefaced with a disclaimer so obvious that it might be overlooked. 

We are not pretending here to provide a comprehensive history of ethical 

thought nor even a survey of every type of ethical reflection that con

ceivably might be employed by authors concerned with nuclear arms policy. 

Our task is more modest and specific. Our apparatus is not intended to 

be timeless or exhaustive. It may or may not prove applicable at other 

moments in relation to other issues . It has been constructed to perform 

a very particular purpose; that is, to provide, within the context of the 

four-fold paradigm of cognitive, cathectic, ethical, and theological vari

ables, a means of analyzing the style of ethical thought employed by a 

limited group of American Christian authors who, between 1958 and 1963, 

have delivered more or less explicit counsel concerning nuclear arms 

policy. The one criterion appropriate for the evaluation of the paradigm 

of the ethical system is its utility in the analysis of arguments put 

forth within this segment of the arms debate.

Variations in the extent of dis- 
cussion of ethical questions

Authors differ in the starting point and focus of their discussions 

of arms policy. Some commentators treat the topic in theological terms. 

Others dwell upon empirical matters of political or military fact. A
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third category lays stress upon the determination of the primary loy

alty that is to command allegiance and service* Only one sub-group be

gins discussion and persistently focuses upon questions that might tech

nically be defined as "ethical." It is not surprising, therefore, that 

t-h^re is great variation in the extent to which ethical considerations 

a^s directly discussed within the literature. Some commentators, such 

as Paul Ramsey and many Roman Catholics, lavish attention upon the elab

oration of procedures for the formation of right moral judgment. Others, 

more akin to the analytical middle marginalists , are pre-occupied with 

empirical questions and may deal with policy questions at length with 

only occasional use of such ethical terms as "immoral," "wrong," "right," 

"shameful," "discreditable," "shocking," "excellent," "good," "bad," 

"wicked," "sinful," or "unjustifiable."70

Although the attention of many authors may be directed predomi

nantly to the empirical, cathectic, or theological segments of the para- 

digm, the ethical quandrant, in a sense, is never truly "empty," Every

one does have moral attitudes and preferences. Some choose to express 

them in this particular context, others do not.

The non-existence of the 
"non-moral" approach

Variations in the extent of discussion of ethical matters are 

evident not because some of our authors do have moral convictions while

7CL,The list of terms is from Richard B. Brandt, Ethical Theory:
The Problems of Normative and Critical Ethics (Englewood Cliffs, New 
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1959), p. 4.
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others do not, but only because some consider it highly relevant to ex

plicate moral concepts in this context while others do not. We wish to 

insist that there is no "non-moral" approach to the discussion of nuclear 

war. All our authors act upon moral assumptions; all employ an ethical 

apparatus that is sometimes more and sometimes less implicit. The as

sumptions and the apparatus are never absent. They are, however, fre

quently different. That is the problem. 1

In Chapter One attention is called to the unannounced adjustments

Critics who rail at the typical .middle marginalists for their 
"non-moral" approach mistake abstinence from the use of terminology ap
propriate to the universe of discourse the critics themselves have tra
ditionally labelled "moral" for the absence of any norms of action.
Those who neglect to amplify their implicit ethical orientations may, 
in fact, be operating with an unsystematic array of specific, proximate 
"values" uncritically assimilated from a salient reference group, or, 
after lengthy study and agonizing reappraisal they may have come to 
possess a sophisticated and precise set of rules for the determination 
of choices and the adjudication of conflicts between values. Their 
ethical convictions may remain forever implicit and even unconscious, 
or they may be clearly expressed in another context in which a "non- 
moral" author may employ ethical reasoning to justify the detached, 
"objective" approach derided by certain critics.

The debate concerning the propriety of "moral" and "non-moral" ap
proaches to the question of nuclear war is misplaced. The disagreement 
hinges upon prior assumptions regarding the causes of the failure to 
"solve" the problem, the deficiency to be overcome, and the style of 
vocabulary most likely to move men to take whatever action is needed.
Those who feel that we face primarily a crisis in values and volition 
tend to emphasize ethical categories and make extensive use of persuasive 
ethical terms. Others may assume that the critical questions of the age 
concern matters that must be dealt with as technical problems by the cool, 
detached expertise of the strategic analyst. "Non-moral" discourse upon 
nuclear war may itself be an expression of a strong moral commitment to 
a particular vocation as a competent analyst of the things that make for 
peace. Variations in the extent of moral discussion may most profitably 
be traeed back to differences in biographical facts such as vocation and 
discipline, and to factors indicated in previous sections of our para
digms such as political diagnosis and audience.
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in methodology Levine must make to compensate for his ambiguous use of 

the term "value." We must confront a similar difficulty. We assume 
that all our authors operate in accordance with certain more or less 

consistent ethical procedures. Those who do discuss their ethical ori

entation at some length provide us with materials for direct analysis.

Those who do not make their ethical assumptions explicit require us to 

indulge in a more risky indirect process of extrapolation and recon

struction. If an author does not divulge the pattern of his ethical 

reflection and is also silent about one or more of the other elements 

within the total paradigm it may be virtually impossible to isolate the 

ethical component from the theological, cathectic, and empirical ingredi

ents of his policy thought. Where only the ethical quadrant is neglected 

it may be possible to reconstruct the procedures followed by the author.

It should be clear, however, that we will then be engaged in a different 

and less reliable process of teasing out the "latent" ethical premises 

rather than reanalysing views explicated directly by the author himself.72

The scope of the paradigm 
of the ethical system

Words are tools with which people do things. We wish to determine 

what our authors are trying to do with the ethical words they employ.

The words with which moral philosophers have especially to do, 

which are usually called ’value-words*, play many different 

parts. They are used to express decisions and choices, to

72It must also be admitted that even in the simpler case in which 
we are dealing with authors who discuss ethical procedures at some length 
there is a possible discrepancy between the theoretical formulations set 
forth and the actual procedures followed. Where there is suspicion that 
such a gap exists, even these authors must be treated by the indirect method 
employed for their silent colleagues.
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criticize, grade, and evaluate, to advise, admonish, warn, per

suade and dissuade, to praise, encourage and reprove, to pro

mulgate and draw attention to rules; and doubtless for other 

purposes also. These activities form the complex web of moral 

discourse.. . . What a man is doing with a particular value word

at a particular time can only be discovered by examining what he
73says in its context . . .

Ethical words may perform several jobs at once. Authors use ethical 

terms in delivering policy recommendation. In constructing the Paradigm 

of Interest we have attempted to give due recognition to the importance 

of the context for the determination of the nuances of discussions of 
policy.

Ethical terms are also used to perform more technical functions.

We are particularly interested in three uses to which they are put with

in the arms debate; (l) to express moral evaluations of policy; (2) to 

give directives concerning the proper starting point and priorities to 

be observed by policy makers in the process of formulating policy; and

(3) to provide reasons for these two forms of normative ethical state

ments made by Christians concerning nuclear warfare.

When ethical terms are employed for any of these more technical 

ethical purposes knowledge of their context is once again essential. 

Similar words and forms of expression may be used to convey different 

meanings. Or the same meaning may be communicated by different words 

and phrases. Ethical words used in the arms debate cannot be adequately 73

73
P. H. Nowell-Smith, Ethics (London; Penguin Books, 1959), p. 98.
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understood apart from awareness of the contents of the theological, ca- 

thectic, and empirical quadrants of the total paradigm of analysis. Con

versely, some acquaintance with the ethical element is necessary for full 

appreciation of any of the other categories. What we refer to as "ethi

cal activity" cannot be replaced by or reduced to any other activity.

In proceeding toward action decisions that are distinctively ethical de

cisions must be made, either implicitly or explicitly. Men differ in 

the E£pcedures they employ in reaching these ethical decisions, in the 

advice they give to others concerning the procedures they should employ, 

in the evaluations they make concerning the outcome of decision-making 

processes, and in the reasons given to support these evaluations and 

procedures. The quality of these differences cannot be predicted con

fidently from knowledge of theological, cathectic, or empirical orienta

tions. The ethical realm is an independent source of differentiation in 

policy thought. The ethical factor operates within the total system of 

thought concerning nuclear war as an independent variable.

In order to get a better understanding of how Christians differ in 

their responses to the nuclear dilemma we must examine questions such as 
these:

1. What level of ethical discourse is employed?

2. What style is used in expressing ethical evaluations?

3. What directives are given concerning the proper starting- 

point and priorities of policy discussion?

4. What is considered to be a good reason for arriving at a

particular evaluation or directive?



5. What disciplines are most relied upon in the considera

tion of specific issues?

6. What faculty or source of knowledge is considered most 

indispensable in ethical reflection?

7. How is disagreement interpreted and dealt with?

8. How specific are the prescriptions for conduct that 

emerge from ethical reflection?

9. Are there recurring patterns or types of ethical theory 

evident in the relevant literature?

10. What relation is there between the type of ethical

method employed and the content of policy recommendations?

Elements of the Paradigm of the Ethical System 

The level of moral discourse^

Among those commentators who do make extended use of ethical terms 

some merely express their own moral sentiments without indicating the 

grounds of their convictions. Other authors feel obliged to legitimate 

their views in terms of the common moral sense of a particular community. 

A third group is aware that the common moral sense of a particular com

munity might itself be challenged as ethically inadequate. They are com

pelled to undertake the task of explicating and legitimating a coherent 

set of fundamental ethical principles in light of which particular lower 

order moral rules and policy choices may be justified. Finally, there

Cf. Henry David Aiken, "Levels of 
Reason and Conduct: New Bearings in Moral
A. Knopf, 1962), p p . 65-87.

Moral Discourse," chap, iv, 
Philosophy (New York: Alfred
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are those who, when it becomes evident that argumentation will not 

further reduce disagreement, transfer the vocabulary of ethical dis

course to a homiletical context. In such an impasse there is nothing to 

do but to "bear witness," to appeal directly to passions and interests 

in a manner that carries ethical terms beyond the more technical, imper

sonal, and ceremonial significance appropriate to them at lower levels.^5

Cf. ibid., p. 67. Aiken speaks of the "expressive-evocative 
level,” the "moral” level, the "ethical” level, and the "post-ethical” ■ 
or "human” level. He points out that "on its second and third levels 
morality is a limited sphere of discourse with its own distinctive cri
teria of relevance and validity. One can question the morality of an act 
and answer the question by appeal to a moral rule; that rule in turn may 
be questioned in relation to some more ultimate principle. But at last 
one reaches a point at which no further ethical question can be raised.
The only possible way of validly answering the question ’Why should I ap
prove x?’ is to invoke some rule which itself enunciates and delimits the 
sphere of moral action.” p. 84. "The autonomy which, as social beings, we 
normally grant to moral rules can itself be transcended by the raising of 
questions which require the whole enterprise of morality to justify itself 
before some other court of appeal. . . .  Man is more if also less than a 
moral, being. And, as such, he may have questions to ask of morality which 
it itself is unable to answer." p. 84-85. Aiken concludes that ultimately, 
Decision is king.” "I am ’satisfied’ and the question is ’answered’ not 

when some objective conditions have been met but when my practical inde- 
cision or doubt has been removed - when, that is to say, I have been pro
vided with an adequate motive for playing the moral game. Here the only 
sort of justification possible is of the subjective sort which provides an 
exciting occasion' capable of motivating the will.” p. 86.
What will suffice to provide an "adequate motive" or an "exciting oc

casion” remains a mystery. It is here that the ethical quadrant inter
sects with the cathectic and theological. Aiken is clear that there is 
no single answer, nor is there any criterion save interest itself which 

can determine when an answer to the question is satisfactory.” p. 86. 
"Interest itself" must be understood as primarily a function of the locus 
or one s primary attachment. The importance and the mystery of the se- 
ection of this "central value" is indicated by Ernst Troeltsch: "The

value of what we thus choose as the central value and thus make the pivot 
° organization can only be based on a personal impression of the claims
«<-i,rea and °f °Ur °wn conscience. The manner and method in which the 
other values are connected with the central value thus attained is similarly, 
in the last resort, an act in a personal life, which can only afterwards be 
expressed as a system and justify itself by its results." Christian Thought: 
~cs History and Application, pp. 118-119. ~  ----“—
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We shall modify somewhat the usage of Aiken and refer to the '»emotive,« 

"moral,« "ethical," and "homiletical" levels of moral discourse.

Several major types of ethical thought recur throughout our liter

ature. Representatives of each of these types may be found to operate 

at each of the four levels of moral discourse.

The style of expression of 
ethical evaluations

In what terms do our authors express commendation or condemnation 
of the present nuclear arms policy of the United States?

Examination of that portion of our sample that does contain more 

or less clear expressions of approval or disapproval suggests that evalu

ations are rendered in four major styles. The style of evaluation is 

"neutral" in the sense that a particular style may be employed to express 

either a positive or a negative verdict. The style of evaluation is one 

ethical ingredient in a train of reasoning in which various empirical, 

cathectic, and theological ingredients also interact. The content of the 
evaluation cannot be deduced from its style.

It is perilous to assign titles to the four styles of expression 

of ethical evaluations because our categories may then assimilate connota

tions attached to the labels in other contexts. For the sake of con

venience, however, we shall refer the "revelational-authoritative," "regu- 
76

I**»" "situational," and "teleological" styles of expression of evalua

tions. The pattern of reasoning that lies behind each is suggested by

"Regular" is used to indicate that emphasis is here placed upon 
£U—eSj that ethics is "constituted, conducted, or done in conformity with 
established or prescribed usages, rules, or discipline." Webster's Seventh 
p S f f lle^iat£ DiCtionary (Springfield, Mass., G. & C. Merriam Co., 1963),
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the f o l lo w in g  s e t  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  completions o f  the se ntence ,  "The 

present  p o l i c y  o f  the United S t a t e s  r e ga rd in g  the p o s s e s s i o n  and use 

o f  n u c le a r  weapons i s  to  be considered . . .•»

1 .  R e v e l a t i o n a l - a u t h o r i t a t i v e :

a)  i l l e g i t i m a t e  because i t  does not conform to the revealed  
W i l l  o f  God.

b) l e g i t i m a t e  because i t  i s  precedented by the s t r u g g l e  of
the people  o f  God to uphold h is  o rd er  and j u s t i c e  in  the 
e a r t h .

2 .  Regular:

a)  i l l e g i t i m a t e  because i t  v i o l a t e s  c e r t a i n  reasonable  r u l e s  
o f  r i g h t  conduc t.

b) l e g i t i m a t e  because i t  provides  f o r  the m i l i t a r y - p o l i t i c a l  
implementation o f  e t h i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s  .

3.  S i t u a t i o n a l :

a)  i l l e g i t i m a t e  because in  l i g h t  o f  our r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  
w i t h i n  the t o t a l  s i t u a t i o n  i t  i s  u n f i t t i n g  and obnoxious 
to good moral s e n s e .

b) l e g i t i m a t e  because in  l i g h t  o f  our r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  w i t h i n  
the t o t a l  s i t u a t i o n  i t  may be seen to be f i t t i n g  and a p 
p r o p r i a t e .

4 .  T e l e o l o g i c a l :

a)  i l l e g i t i m a t e  because i t  w i l l  e v e n tu a te  in  d is a s t r o u s  con
sequences .

b) l e g i t i m a t e  because i t  i s  the n e c e s s a r y  means o f  o b ta in i n g  
a s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  considered d e s i r a b l e  by the r e l a t i v e  
consensus of  o p i n io n .

D i r e c t i v e s  concern ing the proper 
s t a r t i n g - p o i n t  and p r i o r i t i e s  of  
p o l i c y  d i s c u s s i o n

The fo u r  s t y l e s  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  suggested  above are  employed by com

mentators in  e x p r e s s i n g  t h e i r  own judgments concerning nucle a r  arms p o l i c y .
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The authors upon whom we are focusing attention are among those who not 

only ventilate their own opinions but seek also to give counsel concern

ing how public authorities ought to think and act in respect to certain 

military and political matters. They use ethical terms not only to ex

press their moral sentiments but also to indicate what they consider to 

be the right procedures for the determination of the obligations and ac

tions incumbent upon the leaders of a nation possessed of nuclear weapons.

Ethical language is here used to specify a preferred set of oper

ations. It serves to “put one in mind” of certain factors and to indicate 

the order in which each factor ought to be considered and the weight to 

be assigned to it. These procedural directives function in a manner that 

helps to determine what •'facts1* are to be considered relevant to a par

ticular question of policy.

In terms of our total paradigm, commentators are here indicating 

the proper precedence and balance to be established among the four major 

categories of empirical, cathectic, ethical, and theological concerns.

They are saying to those who exercise authority in the realm of arms 

policy, "When you sit down at the conference table to consider matters 

of nuclear arras policy we wish you to be most mindful of the following 

considerations . . ."

One group would say, in effect, "We want you first of all to be 

acquainted with the facts, to exploit the most competent sources of in

formation avai lable , and to calculate the relative probabilities of 

achieving by alternative means the closest possible approximation to our
common goals."
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A second groups might say* "We wish you to be most conscious of 
your responsibilities as leaders of this communal fellowship of human 

beings (e.g., "the United States," "the nations that bear western values," 
"humanity"). In light of these obligations you must select the course of 
conduct that appears most fitting in the circumstances."

A third set of directives might be given in this manner: "You
must first of all be mindful of the rules of right conduct embedded in 

the ethical tradition of the West and reconfirmed in this hour by rigorous 
application of practical reason. You must consider and select only from 

among those policies that have met the requirements imposed by the prin
ciples of justice and right conduct."

Finally, there are those who would direct policy-makers to some 

authoritative source. They might say,"ln conferring upon these matters 
you must not forget the law and the love of Him who is the Judge and Ruler 

of all men and nations. Seek out His purpose and strive to do His will as 
it has been made known . . .  in the scriptures . . .  or, . . .  in the teach
ing authority of the Church."

Reasons given in support of 
Normative evaluations and 
directives

What type of reasons, if any, do our authors provide in support of 
their evaluations and directives? What reasons appear to be convincing to 
them and what reasons do they believe ought to be convincing to others?

Stephen Toulmin poses a similar question:

'Which kinds of reason are required in order to show that some- 
thing is right (i.e. the thing to do, to encourage others to
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do, etc.) - (i) that it is an instance of a rule of action,

or (ii) that it is the alternative likely to have the best
9 ,77results

This particular formulation oversimplifies the question we are asking in 

two ways.

First, to be "right" is of great interest only to one sub-group 

within our sample, namely, those who occupy themselves primarily with 

ethical matters. Those who lay stress upon other categories think about 

conduct and the evaluation of conduct in different terms. They have 

their own honorifics. They wish their policies and their evaluations of 

policies to be "good," "feasible" and "the best possible," or "appropri

ate and fitting," or "faithful" and "obedient." These terms stand as 

surrogates for the ethicists' category of "right." They operate as func

tional equivalents indicating what constitutes a proper reason for se

lecting, commending, or recommending a particular program of action.

Second, there are more than two alternative answers to the ques

tion. For those who employ the "regular" pattern of reasoning, the 

judgment that a certain act conforms to a given rule of. action may con

stitute a "good reason." The advocate of the "teleological" approach 

may be satisfied by the assertion that a suggested procedure offers the 

best possible results. But he who uses the "revelational-authoritative" 

Procedure can be given no "good reason" apart from the sanction of his ac

credited source. The practitioner of the "situational" method, if unso

phisticated, will dismiss the request for reasons with the observation

Stephen Toulmin, An Examination of the Place of Reason in Ethics 
(Cambridge: The University Press, i960), p. i5 4. -
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that it feels right.” If more sophisticated, he will appeal to the com

mon moral sense, the existence of self-evident truths, or speak of the 

necessity for preserving the moral integrity of the actor . 78

If we ask, "What reasons convince you that your evaluations and 

directives are 'right' ('faithful,' 'fitting,' or 'feasible')?" answers 

will come back to us as echoes and elaborations of themes encountered in 

our description of styles used for the expression of evaluations. The 

policies commented upon are "choosable" or "choiceworthy" because they

(l) "are the best possible," (2 ) "are fitting," (3 )"conform to proper 

rules," (4 ) "are expressions of obedience to God."

If we press on to inquire, "Why do you consider it commendable to 

prefer 'the best possible,' 'the fitting,' 'the right,' or 'the obedient'?" 

we will be asking questions that all but a few of our authors have not 

dealt with in the context of their discussions of nuclear arms policy.

The failure to come to grips with such inquiries suggests that most of our 

authors have not exhausted the possibilities for thought and criticism at 

what Aiken refers to as "the ethical level." There is little indication 

that they have wrestled with the question why their reasons ought to be 

accredited by others as good reasons. The result is a certain ethical 

naivete and a restriction of the circle within which ethical debate may 

contribute to the reduction of disagreement over policy recommendations. 

Practitioners of other ethical methods persist in remaining unconvinced by 

the reasons adduced by rival theorists. The literature is full of admoni

tions and attempts to account for such "incompetence," "blindness," "lack

7 8
Cf. Paul Tillich, Morality and Beyond (New York: Harper and Row,

2), p . 69. The unity and consistency of the moral personality are more 
important than its subjection to a truth that endangers this unity."



375

of intellectual rigor," or "perversity." But few have been driven by the 

fact of persistent disagreement to give serious critical attention to the 

possible limitations of the function and validity of their own procedures. 

Commentators on nuclear arms policy bring a great number of disciplines 

to bear in their exchanges, but meta-ethical theory is not frequently em

ployed .

In defense of our disputants it must be observed that the question, 

"Why do you consider it commendable to prefer 'the best possible,' 'the 

fitting,' 'the right,' or 'the obedient'?" comes perilously close to the 

boundary between the ethical and the post-ethical levels of discourse. It 

is akin to the question, "Why should I be moral?" The conditions of "being 

moral" are described in our literature in four modes. When asked to ex

plain why one ought to consider action in any one of these modes to be 

"moral" our authors can do little more than respond, "Because that is simply 

what it means 'to be moral.'" If this response proves unconvincing they 

may have recourse only to the homiletical level. They have then been driven 

beyond the boundaries of the realm of ethics. For Christian authors dis

agreement sooner or later becomes not only an ethical but also a "human," 

and finally, a theological problem. The inconclusiveness of the arms de

bate becomes not merely a "problem to be solved" but also "a situation to 

be understood•"

Supplemental disciplines considered 
Post relevant in the discussion of 
Policy questions

In making decisions men need information. There are significant 

differences, however, in the type and field of information that is considered
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to be most relevant for decision upon matters of ethical concern.

If one is attempting to calculate the best possible future outcome 

offered by a series of alternative policies a premium is placed upon the 

type of predictive knowledge sought by social and political scientists.

The humanistic disciplines are best suited to induce a sensitivity 

for the "fitting response."

Moral philosophy and the history of Christian thought provide the 

essential background for those who seek to define right conduct by its 

conformity to the traditional and abiding rules of reason.

Biblical, theological, and ecclesiological studies are indispensible 

resources for those who employ revelational-authoritative procedures in 

ethical reflection.

We do not mean to infer that those who follow a particular ethical 

procedure will be totally ignorant or contemptuous of a discipline here 

associated with an alternative ethical method. We simply predict that ex

amination of the background and writings of those employing a certain ethi

cal approach will reveal that the authors tend to be drawn from and to draw 

upon the ascribed disciplines .

Faculty and source of knowledge 
considered most indispensable for 
reflection upon the ethical quality 
of policy

Authors differ in the faculty or source of knowledge they rely upon 

&nd commend in consideration of the bases for moral judgment upon nuclear 

arms policy.

Those who view the problem of decision-making as a process of
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selecting the "best possible" outcome place priority upon techniques of 

predictive calculation. They have a strong requirement for "information" 

gathered by empirical processes and predictive generalizations drawn from 

critical political analysis.

The discernment of the policy that is most "fitting" requires ulti

mately an act of intuition. Intuition may or may not be informed by a

vigorous effort to determine the precise nature of the facts of the situ

ation .

Proponents of the "regular" approach place their reliance upon reason, 

upon the capacity for rigorous exercise of logic, generally buttressed by 

philosophical and historical thought.

The revelational-authoritative approach demands knowledge of the 

scriptures and/or thorough acquaintance with official ecclesiastical in

structions. Patient pedantry is helpful. As awareness of disagreement in

creases some reason for the defection of others and the particular wisdom 

of the few must be provided. Under this pressure the transcription from 

ethical authority to ethical action becomes less mechanical and the epis

temological role ojf "faith" receives greater emphasis.

Procedures for interpreting and 
dispelling.disagreement

Adherents of the revelational-authoritative method generally pro

claim that God is One and that His Truth has been revealed to men through 

His appointed instruments. Disagreement is an index to disobedience and 

faithlessness. It is a function of the sinful disregard of God's own 

testimonies. The dispelling of disagreement is contingent upon the true 

conversion of those who have deflected from the revealed truth.
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Proponents of the "regular” method typically agree with the reve- 

lational-authoritative school in the certainty that there is one moral 

truth. Explanations why all men do not comprehend and consent to that 

truth are diverse, but the procedures for the dispelling of disagreement 

are more uniform. They generally involve an effort to move gradually 

towards higher levels of generality until the point is reached at which 

all men agree upon the formulation of an abstract principle. The regular 

method thus has affinity for what we have called "the pyramid model of 

disagreement". The appearance of agreement is gained by evacuating moral 

judgment of their contents.

Interpretations of the causes of disagreement are even more diverse 

among practitioners of the situational method. Some may consider "good

ness" to be a property to be intuited directly. They must attribute failure 

to perceive the appropriateness of certain forms of conduct to moral blind

ness, indifference, or bad faith.. Other-s may consider ethical truth to be 

indemonstrable or multiform. They may affirm that the capacity or propen

sity to perceive ethical responsibilities is decisively shaped by the com

munity in which one is rooted, by the context, koinonia, or reference group 

that is most salient. Disagreement can then be overcome only by reconsti

tuting these groups, by reshaping the consciousness they have formed, by 

evolving a "common ethos." Emphasis thus comes to be placed upon "ethics 

as formation."

Those who follow the teleological approach are inclined to interpret 

disagreement as a function of alternative perceptions of the facts . They 

may provide sophisticated psychological and sociological accounts of the
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origins of discrepancies in perception and judgment. Their first move in 

the attempt to dispel disagreement is to insist upon review of the perti

nent empirical evidence. They are inclined to ignore or actually doubt 

the possibility that men may ultimately differ in their choice of the 

non-moral goods that determine the definition of "the best possible" out- 

c ome.

Men respond differently to the challenge of persistent disagreement 

concerning arms policy. They may consult their authorities and work for 

the conversion of dissidents} promote dialogue and call upon men to reason 

more diligently} seek to build a common ethos within an expanded fellow

ship} or launch an inquiry into the facts of the situation.

Level of specificity of prescriptions

A most significant difference exists in the level of specificity 

of the prescription of ends and means arrived at through the four ethical 

methods. As one moves from the revelational-authoritative towards the 

teleological one gains a wider choice of actions that may be accredited 

as morally legitimate} one becomes increasingly more free from minute 

prescription of behavior.

The revelational-authoritative approach tends to result in the de

tailed prescription and proscription of acts specified by codes of conduct.

The "regular" procedure provides more general principles of behavior. 

It submits the form of the act to ethical scrutiny. It imposes constraints 

upon the scope of potential courses of action by insisting that certain acts 

may be ruled out} regardless of their consequences} because of their failure 

to meet prior criteria of just conduct.
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Prescriptions derived through the situational method are still less

specific. Here the style of the act is submitted to judgment by the common
79moral sense of the relevant community. In the selection of patterns of 

behavior; wide freedom is available as long as action may be judged in

79It would be neat if we could claim that the situational approach 
places emphasis upon the motive of the act. It would then be easier to make 
our analysis accord more perfectly with traditional typologies that have de
fined methods by their tendencies to stress motive, the form of the act, or 
consequences. See, for instance, Harold Ofstad, "The Ethics of Resistance 
to Tyranny: An Attempt to Formulate Some of the Issues Involved," chap,
xxiii , pp . 409-423, The Ethic of Power: The Interplay of Religion, Philos-
ophy, and Politics, ed. Harold D. Lasswell and Harlan Cleveland (Mew York: 
Harper and Bros., i962) . Ofstad suggests that the Christian tradition pro
vides the foundation for all three approaches. "Love thy neighbor" sug
gests. the central significance of motive. "Thou shalt not kill" indicates 
that certain acts may be absolutely forbidden because in their particular 
form they are defined as evil in ipse. Injunctions such as "Comfort the 
afflicted" or "Give justice to the oppressed" may be taken as the basis for 
primary concern for consequences.

In asking whether a particular act is "true to the ethos of the commun
ity," or, in the Case of the Christian community, whether it is "in the 
spirit of Christ," the situational approach appears to be inquiring con
cerning the motive of the action. The "style" of the act includes, however, 
more than its "motive." It is concerned not only with intention but with 
the overall fittingness of the act within the broadest context that can be 
held in view. Sub-types of situational ethics might be defined according 
to their definition of the context in which it is considered appropriate to 
consider acts appropriate.

It may be noted that in matters of national policy, in which highly com
plex social and political issues are involved, it is difficult to find au
thors who evaluate actions in this social dimension by the consideration of 
individual motives. The more complex the social context of action the less 
emphasis is placed upon motive. The traditional formulations of the just- 
war doctrine do include the insistence that war must be waged with just in
tentions, free from vengefulness. But this is not the sole, nor even the 
most significant basis of evaluating an action. It is one criterion among 
several by which a critic may determine the conformity of an action with the 
rules defining justifiable warfare. Some concern for the motive of an ac
tion does here appear, but it is assimilated as one element in a larger 
scheme in which the emphasis is placed elsewhere.
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a c c o r d  w i t h  t h e  " s p i r i t  o f  C h r i s t , "  " t h e  e t h o s  o f  t h e  community,"  o r  " t h e  

demands o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , "  There  a r e  l i m i t s  upon a c c e p t a b l e  a c t i o n ,  b u t  

t h e y  a r e  l i m i t s  imposed n o t  by a code d e r i v e d  from an a u t h o r i t a t i v e  s o u r c e  

o r  a s e t  o f  r a t i o n a l l y  deduced r u l e s ,  b u t  by  t h e  l i v i n g  s e n s e  o f  a  p a r 

t i c u l a r  community t h a t  s e r v e s  a s  a dominant r e f e r e n c e  group i n  t h e  fo rm a 

t i o n  o f  e t h i c a l  s e n t i m e n t .

A c c o r d i n g  to  t h e  t e l e o l o g i c a l  method,  t h e  c r i t e r i o n  of  t h e  a c t  i s  

t h e  non-moral  v a l u e  b r o u g h t  i n t o  e x i s t e n c e .  A c t i o n  i s  o r i e n t e d  t o  t h e  

a t t a i n m e n t  o f  c e r t a i n  g o a l s  and i s  e v a l u a t e d  by i t s  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  i n  a t 

t a i n i n g  th o s e  g o a l s  • Judgment by t h e  s t a n d a r d  o f  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  p e r m i t s  

t h e  b r o a d e s t  c h o i c e  o f  p r o c e d u r e s ,  th e  g r e a t e s t  d e g r e e  o f  freedom from 

t h e  p r e s c r i p t i o n  o f  s p e c i f i c  modes of  a c t i v i t y .

The v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  l e v e l  o f  s p e c i f i c i t y  o f  p r e s c r i p t i o n  i s  s i g 

n i f i c a n t  i n  two w a y s .  F i r s t ,  i t  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which  a d h e r e n t s  

o f  e ach  method a r e  f r e e  t o  respond to  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r i t i e s  o f  unique  s i t u 

a t i o n s .  The l e s s  s p e c i f i c  t h e  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  t h e  w i d e r  t h e  range  o f  t h e  

r e s p o n s e s  t h a t  may be  c o n s i d e r e d  and implemented i n  e a c h  new c o n t i n g e n c y .  

S e c o n d ,  i t  d e t e r m i n e s  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  w h ic h  d e t a i l e d  f a c t u a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  

c o n s i d e r e d  r e l e v a n t  and i s  t a k e n  i n t o  a c c o u n t  i n  t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  p o l i c y .  

The l e s s  s p e c i f i c  t h e  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  th e  more r e l i a n c e  i s  p l a c e d  upon i n 

f o r m a t i o n  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r i t i e s  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  Where s p e c i f i c  

forms o f  a c t i o n  a r e  p r e s c r i b e d  i t  tend s  t o  be t r u e  t h a t  " t h e  f a c t s  d o n ' t

itm a t t e r .
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Four major patterns of ethical re
flections strengths and weaknesses

We have been piecing together the elements of four major patterns 

of ethical reflection that recur within the literature dealing with Chris

tian ethics and nuclear arms policy. Innumerable sub-types appear, some

times through the author's attempt to overcome the weaknesses of the "pure" 

types, sometimes apparently through confusion and uncritical eleeticism.

The determination of the type of ethical reasoning being employed 

is made more difficult by the propensity, of most Christian authors to 

utilize in a ceremonial way the type of theological language most appropriate 

to the revelational-authoritative method. If one attended only to the the

ological "whereases" that preface most denominational pronouncements he

would conclude that all Christians employed the revelational-authoritative
80procedure. Everyone is for discerning and doing the will of God.

There are, however, at least four different expectations concerning 

the type of action the will of God is likely to prescribe. If there is 

agreement that we must "test the spirits to see whether they are of God"

(I John 4 :1 , RSV), there is a four-fold disagreement concerning the type of 

test by which one may eliminate patterns of action that falsely claim to be 

consonant with the will of God.

Each ethical method has advantages and disadvantages. 80

80Cf . Paul Lehmann, Ethics in a Christian Context, p. 76: "The
truth is that the more ethically sensitive a person is, the more likely he 
is to know (l) that a simple admonition to do the will of God is so remote 
from the actualities of the ethical situation as to amount to a frivolous 
platitude, and/or (2 ) that even if he is .prepared to acknowledge that he 
is to do the will of God, he comes thereby only to a still more troublesome 
perplexity, namely, what is the will of God which he admits he is to do?"
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The revelational-authoritative pattern

The revela,tional-authoritative procedure has the advantage of ap

parent simplicity. Its most unsophisticated proponents try to provide 

universal prescriptions through means that are virtually mechanical.

The functions of ’’ethical reasoning” are performed by literal 

exegesis. The disadvantage of the revelational-authoritative method is 

the strain it places upon that which adherents call "faith” and critics 

refer to as "credulity.” The procedure transfers the perplexity encoun

tered in reflection upon conduct to a different realm of belief in which 

it is necessary to establish and maintain confidence in the infallibility 

of the source of revelation and authority. Relative equanimity at the 

ethical level is thus purchased at the price of increased vulnerability 

at the theological level. Moreover} the outcome of the revelational- 

authoritative approach is likely to be an unsystematic multitude of pre

scriptions that will prove to be conflicting in practice. Action in more 

complex environments seems to require a simpler set of general principles 

that may be applied to specific cases.

The regular pattern

The "regular" approach presumes to provide such a set of general 

principles. It simplifies the ethical situation by focusing attention 

upon the recurring elements and defining rules for the determination of 

choices. These rules may be considered to be (l) divinely revealed;

(2) deducible from metaphysics; (3 ) arbitrarily decided upon} or (4) self-
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evident. But the rules are designed to simplify decision-making by iso

lating the relevant factors and indicating their relative precedence and 

weight. When fully evolved, the regular method permits one to portray a 

hierarchy of values within which order is sustained and conflict contained 

by the enforcement of rules of precedence and exception.

One benefit claimed by proponents of the regular method is its 

capacity to provide criteria for evaluation that are not dependent upon

knowledge of the consequences of action. Consequences are frequently in- 
82calculable. Therefore, it is necessary to have independent bases of 

judgment. Paul Ramsey insists that: 8 82

8lCf. William K. Frankena, Ethics, p. 24. Also, Ernst Troeltsch, 
Christian Thought: Its History and Application, p. 114: "All these at
tempts”^  a deduction of the system of values, be they based on the nature 
of Reason, or on that of the Community, or on the World-process, or on the 
religious goal, are helpless in the face of the fullness and vigor, and 
also of the tensions and cross-purposes, of cultural values in real life."
The fourfold pattern of emphases is here repeated at another level.

82The locus clasSicus of this argument in the arms debate is the 
article by George Kennan which first appeared in The Atlantic Monthly, May, 
1959, and frequently has been reprinted elsewhere under the title, "Foreign 
Policy and Christian Conscience." See Therefore Choose Life: Essays on
the Nuclear Crisis (London: The International Fellowship of Reconciliation,
l96l), pp. 8-9: "I should like to say at the outset that questions of
method in foreign policy seem to me to be generally a much more fitting sub
ject for Christian concern than questions of purpose. . . .  If there is any 
one thing that is plain about international statesmanship, it is the extreme 
difficulty of establishing in advance the relationship between cause and 
effect - of gauging the likely results of one's own acts. . . .  I can test
ify from personal experience that not only can one never know, when one 
takes a far-reaching decision in foreign policy, precisely what the conse
quences are going to be, but almost never do these consequences fully co
incide with what one intended or expected. This does not absolve the states
man of his responsibility for trying to find the measures most suitable to 
his purpose, but it does mean that he is best off when he is guided by firm 
and sound principle instead of depending exclusively on his own farsighted
ness and powers of calculation. And if he himself finds it hard to judge 
the consequences of his acts, how can the individual Christian onlooker 
judge them?

All this is quite different when we come to method. Here, in a sense,
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Not every action that is licit is therefore to be done; what

love permits, it does not without more ado require. For sound

judgment to be made that a certain conduct is commanded, the

Christian must, of course, also consult the consequences to

see as.best he can that the good outweighs the evil . . . The

good or the best or the lesser evil among the goals of action

is to be chosen, yet by action that is not intrinsically and
83“from the beginning wrong in itself.

One disadvantage of this approach rests in its polemical ineffectiveness. 

Those who utilize the situational or the teleological approaches, while 

operating within their own premises, cannot conceive of an act that is 

"intrinsically and from the beginning wrong in itself." They persist in 

asking, "What is if that makes this act wrong in itself? How can you 

establish that category without recourse to some anterior authority, ap

peal to common moral consciousness, or examination of the consequences for 

some key value?"

A second disadvantage pointed out by critics of the regular method 

is that by eliminating certain policy choices by application of its in

dependent judgments upon "means," it may so constrict action that every 

"permissable" course will also be ineffective, with the result that the

one can hardly go wrong. The government cannot fully know what it is do
ing, but it can always know how it is doing it, and it can be as sure that 
good methods will be in some way useful as that bad ones will be in some 
way pernicious." The last sentence seems to express an extravagant trust 
in the moral consistency of the historical order. See also Robert Batch- 
elder, The Irreversible Decision, 1939-1950, pp. 263-26 7, p. i69.

83Paul Ramsey, War and the Christian Conscience (Durham, North
Carolina: Duke University Press, l961), p. 4.
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actual consequences will be intolerable to every type of moral sense.

A third criticism of the regular method challenges the possibility 

of establishing a stable and unexceptionable hierarchy of values. It may 

be that there is "a plurality of basic ethical principles" that will ac

count for ethical tragedy in which there is "a fundamental and inescapable
S3conflict of ethical principles, both of which are 'right.'" To many 

people the nuclear dilemma appears to be a case of such ethical tragedy. 

"Peace" collides with "freedom," "innocence" with "responsibility," "non- 

combatant immunity" with "defense of the victims of unjust aggression."

Batchelder, The Irreversible Decision, 1939-1950: "Again, let it
be assumed, for the sake of argument, that Truman's estimate of the alterna
tives before him was accurate: it was a choice between dropping the atomic
bomb on Hiroshima and proceeding with the invasion of Japan. A formalist 
would be compelled to judge the atomic bombing of Hiroshima as impermissible, 
and therefore to recommend the invasion, which would be justifiable since it 
would proceed by conventional and discriminate attack on the military forces 
of the enemy. Having accepted as justifiable the killing of 31 7,000 Japanese 
soldiers in the Philippines campaign, and the killing of 107,000 of the total 
garrison of 120,000 on Okinawa, the Roman Catholic position would now forbid 
the killing of ll0,000 civilians with the atomic bomb but condone a conven
tional invasion even though the preliminaries and the invasion itself took 
the lives of ten times that number of Japanese and Allied soldiers in Man
churia, China, and the Japanese home islands. In addition it would reluc
tantly 'permit' the death of many civilians and the destruction of many cities 
from battle causes, the freezing and starvation of refugee children during 
the approaching winter, and the complete breakdown and disruption of the 
fabric of Japanese civil life - provided only that all these evils were unin
tended and unavoidable effects of the direct attack of the invaders upon the 
defenders." p p . 2l7-2l8. "It would appear, then, that just as a purely cal- 
culative approach to ethics has no inner principle to prevent the final bank
ruptcy of justifying an atrocity as 'the lesser evil,' so an ethical approach 
concerned exclusively with conformity to laws or norms, to the neglect of 
consequences, has its own peculiar form of bankruptcy. To: forbid an atomic 
attack upon a city because of its indiscriminateness but complacently to 
recommend an invasion which, by 'legitimate' means, would produce massive 
evil, death, and suffering borders on hypocrisy, or at least callousness." 
pp. 218-219.

Aiken, Reas on and Conduct, p. 80.83
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The trouble now is that it is not at all clear how, under con

ditions of modern warfare, it is possible simultaneously to re

pulse the enemy attackers and to spare the innocent .P <

A final complaint is that the regular method is excessively abstract 

and static and thus obscures the dynamic nature of God's activity and con

stricts the range of man's response to that activity. Where it is used 

"everything will be reduced to universal principles, that is to say, sim

plified; interest in principle will largely take the place of interest in
8 7the real processes of life with all their various levels of meaning."

The fact is that the dynamics of the divine behavior in the 

world exclude both an abstract and a preceptual apprehension 

of the will of God. There is no formal principle of Christian 

behavior because Christian behavior cannot be generalized. And

Christian behavior cannot be generalized because the will of God
, ,. , 88cannot be generalized.

Robert M. Palter, "The Ethics of Extermination," Ethics, LXXIV,
No. 3 (April, 1964), 211. See also The Era of Atomic Power (London: British 
Council of Churches, 1946) . The study commission appointed by the British 
Council of Churches reported that "we have no solution of the dilemma to of
fer." Each horn of the dilemma "is the expression of loyalty to one side of 
Christian obligation. . . .  The one is a response to the claims of what pre
sents itself as a moral absolute, and to an instinctive conviction that the 
future of the Church as the Body of Christ cannot be staked in a conflict in 
which there is no place left for mercy and the individual person counts for 
nothing at all . . . The other decision is an attempt to discharge in the 
most desperate of situations the obligation which by God's appointment men owe 
to the temporal order; for those who make it the greatness of the crisis is a 
crowning reason why citizenship should be affirmed." p p . 56-57.

87Bonhoeffer, Ethics, p. 235.
88Lehmann, Ethics in a Christian Context, p . 77. See also p . 1 2 6 . 

Joseph Sittler, who, like Lehmann, would be classified in our scheme as a 
proponent of situational ethics, makes the following critique of tendencies
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The situational pattern

The main strength of the situational approach is its presumed capacity 

to allow free and flexible response to the activity of God and fellow men 

within the ever changing contexts of behavior. In reaction to the allegedly 

static and abstract nature of the regular method the situational procedure 

claims to be dynamic and concrete. Stress is placed upon "involvement," 

"interaction," and "responsibility."

In a "situational ethic" the stress is upon the social and re

lational character of principles of conduct . . . men cannot 

talk in a meaningful way about ultimate ends and natural law 

prior to actual involvement in a concrete moral decision. We 

come to know what men mean by the principles they profess 

through their specific acts. In the moral act, men confront, not 

laws, objectives, values as such, but other persons confronting 

them with conflicting needs, and bringing to bear their faith 

and experience in problems they face. Men cannot carry into 

a political situation an ideal model or an infallible law to

present in both the revelational-authoritative and the regular approach: 
"Concerning the persistent desire to set forth the meaning of Christian 
ethics in terms of the 'principles of Jesus,' two things must be said. In 
the first place, the methodology which works with principles subtly belies 
the very nature of the truth of Christianity. The truth of Christianity is 
neither abstract nor propositional; it is the truth of God incarnate in a 
person. 'Grace and truth carnè by Jesus Christ1 - 'I am the way, the truth, 
and the life . . .' Truth thus acted out and bestowed in historical existence 
is intrinsically incapable of transmission in terms of 'principles.' And in 
the second place, the desire, to extrude principles from the Christ-life may 
be a form of man's hidden longing to cool into palpable ingots of duty the 
living stuff of love, and so dismiss 'the Holy One with whom we have to do' .
. ." The Structure of Christian Ethics (Baton Rouge, La.: Louisiana State
University Press, 1958), p. 49.



indicate the will of God for a particular situation.

There are sub-types within the situational approach. They are dif

ferentiated by their answers to "the great question of the total context

in which we respond and by means of which we interpret all the specific 
90actions upon us t James Gustafson suggests that the context may be de

fined in-four different ways: "Of what context is one speaking? The con

text of empirical data? The context of divine activity? The context of 

traditional historically used principles of conduct? The context of

Kenneth Underwood, Protestant and Catholic: Religious and Social
Interaction in an Industrial Community (Boston: Beacon Press, l957), p.
317 .

H. Richard Niebuhr, in the posthumously published volume, The Respon- 
sible Self: An Essay in Christian Moral Philosophy (New York: Harper and
Row, 1963/, presents a three-fold typology of ethical motifs in which three 
of our four types are approximated. The purposiveness of the "man-as-maker" 
is characteristic of our teleological approach. The deontological motif of 
"man-as-citizen" is expressed in our regular method. The cathekontic ethics 
of "the responsible self" we take to be a sub-type of the situational orien
tation. Vie have added a fourth, revelational-authoritative, type because 
this style of reasoning, which may seem to represent the actual abdication 
of ethics, actually appears within the arms debate. Niebuhr summarizes cer
tain of the differences between the types: " . . .  purposiveness seeks to
answer the question: 'What shall I do?' by raising as prior the question:
'What is my goal, ideal, or telos?' Deontology tries to answer the moral 
query by asking, first of all: 'What is the law and what is the first law
of my life?' Responsibility, however, proceeds in every moment of decision 
and choice to inquire: 'What is going on?' If we use value terms then the 
differences among the three approaches may be indicated by the terms, the 
good, the right, and the fitting; for teleology is concerned always with 
the highest good to which it subordinates the right; consistent deontology 
is concerned with the right, no matter what may happen to our goods; but 
for the ethics of responsibility the fitting action, the one that fits into 
a total interaction as response and as anticipation of further response, is 
alone conducive to the good and alone is right." p. 60-6l. We have added 
the terms "the obedient" or "the faithful" as that which is sought by reve
lational-authoritative ethics.

90Niebuhr, The Responsible Self, p. 98.
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personal existence in Christ?" Here, within the situational type there 

is a recapitulation of the four major alternative patterns of emphasis we 

have encountered at the level of the total paradigm of empirical, cathectic, 

ethical and theological variables and at the level of the sub-paradigm of 

the several types of ethical orientation.

Among those who represent the situational approach, Kenneth Under

wood is one who defines the context in terms of the scope of available empir

ical data. To be concerned for the "context” here means to attempt "to ap

propriate the information and ideas of the policy sciences and the behavioral

sciences as means for making the action of Christians more effective and
92realistic with reference to actual conditions in the world."

Paul Lehmann focuses attention upon the definition of the proper 

point of cathexis, the "determination of the reference group that ought to 

be most salient for the Christian as he attempts to determine what is the 

will of God. "Context" here refers to that fellowship or set of relation

ships within which one may come to a clear understanding of what God is 

doing and intending to be done by his people.

In our thinking about Christian ethics everything depends upon 

the point of departure. This is really what makes Christian 

thinking about ethics different from the ethical thinking of 

other religious traditions and different from philosophical 

ethics. It is the point of departure which also fundamentally

91Gustafson, "Context vs. Principles: A Misplaced Debate in Christian
Ethics," p . 4.

92Ibid ., p . 1 .

91
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differentiates one interpretation of Christian ethics from 

another . . . the starting point for Christian thinking about 

ethics is the fact and the nature of the Christian Church. . . .

It is this reality of the koinonia, whatever the word for it 

may be, which denotes the concrete result of God's specifi

cally purposed activity in the world in Jesus Christ. We 

might, therefore, say that Christian ethics is koinonia ethics.

This means that it is from, and in, the koinonia that we get

the answer to the question: What am I as a believer in Jesus
93Christ and as a member of his ehurch, to do?

H. Richard Niebuhr may be taken as representing the "ethical" sub- 

type of situational ethics. He defines the situation in the most universal, 

most generalized human terms. The "context" here is the "human situation," 

the conditions of life that all men must cope with and conquer.

The object of the inquiry is not, as in the case of Christian 

ethics, simply the Christian life but rather human moral life 

i 94m  general.

The outcome of ethical inquiry is the reassertion of the most universal 

values.

The responsible self is driven as it were by the movement of

the social process to respond and be accountable in nothing
, 95less than a universal community.

93Lehmann, Ethics in a Christian Context, p .■ 45, p . 4/.
94H. R. Niebuhr, The Responsible Self , p . 45 .
95Ibid ., p . 88 .
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The c o n t e x t  i s  d e f i n e d  i n  t h e o l o g i c a l  terms by J osep h S i t t l e r  who

a s s e r t s  t h a t  " e t h i c s  i s  a f u n c t i o n  o f  f a i t h ;  t h a t  e t h i c s  i s  f a i t h - d o i n g »

The C h r i s t i a n  l i f e  i s  h e r e  u n d e rsto o d  as a r e - e n a c t m e n t  from

b e lo w  on t h e  p a r t  o f  men o f  th e  sh ape o f  t h e  r e v e l a t o r y  drama

, 97
o f  God’ s h o l y  w i l l  i n  J e s u s  C h r i s t »

There  a r e  th u s  v a r i a t i o n s  w i t h i n  t h e  s i t u a t i o n a l  t y p e  of  e t h i c a l

method a r i s i n g  from d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  th e  manner i n  w h ic h  t h e  " s i t u a t i o n "  or

" c o n t e x t "  i s  d e f i n e d »  But a l l  t h o s e  who u s e  t h e  s i t u a t i o n a l  a p p ro a c h  would

c o n c u r  i n  t h e  a s s e r t i o n  o f  S i t t l e r  t h a t  " t h e  c o n t e n t  of  C h r i s t i a n  e t h i c s  i s

d i s c l o s e d  i n  e v e r  new and f r e s h  ways as men’ s a c t u a l  s i t u a t i o n s  a r e  con-

,,98
f r o n t e d  by God’ s r e v e l a t i o n  i n  C h r i s t »

In  s e e k i n g  t o  p r e s e r v e  t h e  freedom and s p o n t a n e i t y  o f  t h e  C h r i s t i a n ’ s 

r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  u n iq u e  c o n t e x t  c r e a t e d  b y  t h e  a c t i v i t y  of  God and n e i g h b o r  

t h e  s i t u a t i o n a l i s t s  make t h e m s e l v e s  v u l n e r a b l e  t o  c r i t i c i s m s »  They s e e k  

t o  r e d u c e  r e l i a n c e  upon r u l e s »  But r u l e s  a r e  r e q u i r e d  b o t h  f o r  economy and 

f o r  mora l  e d u c a t i o n »  M o re o ve r ;  i f  one c a n n o t  a p p e a l  t o  an a u t h o r i t a t i v e  

s o u r c e  o f  p r e s c r i p t i o n s ;  a  s e t  o f  p r i n c i p l e s ;  or  t o  s i m p l e  c a l c u l a t i o n  o f  

t h e  b e s t  p o s s i b l e  r e s u l t ;  r e l i a n c e  must be p l a c e d  upon o n e ’ s own i n t u i t i v e  

p e r c e p t i o n  o f  t h a t  w h ic h  i s  f i t t i n g »  But i n t u i t i o n s ;  as  w e l l  as  p r i n c i p l e s ;  

may seem t o  c o n f l i c t »  One’ s " f e e l i n g "  o r  " i n s i g h t "  may be d i s t o r t e d  by a 

v a r i e t y  o f  c i r c u m s t a n c e s .  I f  t h e r e  a r e  no a b i d i n g  c r i t e r i a ,  no g e n e r a l  

p r i n c i p l e s  to  c o n s u l t  t h e r e  a r e  no s a f e g u a r d s  a g a i n s t  t h e  c o r r u p t i o n s  of

^ S i t t l e r ,  The S t r u c t u r e  o f  C h r i s t i a n  E t h i c s , p p • l 4 - l 5 »

97
I b i d . ,  p • 36 .

98t u . ,  , qI b i d » ,  p» 69 .

96
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moral consciousness that may be effected by sin. The'formation of the 

capacity to perceive that which is fitting is intimately linked to identi

fication with and participation in particular reference groups. But the 

quality of the life of such groups is highly variable through time. The 

situational approach sacrifices some of the power of criticism that can be 

applied to pathological collectivities by appeal to norms considered to be 

universal and transcendent. The situational approach expresses keen aware

ness of .the social origins of thought and action and it generates a strong 

thrust toward association. But it is not able to define any "objective" 

norms by which the common life may be ordered and, corrected.

This is not the only "political" disadvantage of the situational ap

proach. It is equally handicapped in the effort to specify the moral bases 

and norms for the type of broadly based» cooperative action involving per

sons of diverse origins and viewpoints that is necessary to implement po

litical goals judged to be imperative by application of the situational 

method. The situational approach might lead one by a circuitous route to 

rejoin the search for universal principles. One might reason as follows:

"My perception of the common moral sense of the Church demands that I must 

love my neighbor. This is to seek the fullest possible fulfillment of his 

personality. In this day and age this requires the maintenance of peace. 

Peace can be preserved only through concerted political action to offset 

nationalistic hysteria. Such action is contingent upon the creation of a

99C f . Gustafson, "Context vs. Principles," p. 3: "And man in Christ
remains both under sin and under grace, and thus needs critical self-aware
ness and guidance in the determination of his freedom. He cannot rely simply 

upon the sanctification of his capacities for intuitive response."
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broad political consensus • In a nation characterized by cultural pluralism 
we cannot rely upon appeal to the common moral sense of Christian citizens 
alone• We must appeal to those who do not share our explicit theological 
and ethical heritage. Therefore , we must find common principles that will 
convince and constrain all types of men.” It is thus possible to suggest 

that the narrow theological, philosophical and sociological base of certain 
types of situational ethics is incompatible with the exercise of the type 
of social responsibility so persistently extolled and demanded by situa
tional ethicists•

In actual practice, when applied to specific political choices of 
a complex nature, the situational approach frequently becomes virtually 
undistinguishable from the teleological method. Sittler states that:

In this situation, in politics as in every other sphere, Chris
tian ethics is given its content as it makes pragmatic selec
tions among available alternatives to enhance and serve the 
common good, approximates ever more sensitively the demands 
of justice, and finds methods to allay tensions and curb in-

BEM . 100ordinate desires.
The difference seems to rest in the situationalists1 confidence that in the 
moment of choice the well-formed intuition will bring a more sensitive ap
preciation of dimensions of the situation hidden from others and will as
sign an appropriate weight to these nuances of meaning.

The teleological pattern
The teleological procedure has the advantage of providing the

^■^Sittler, The Structure of Christian Ethics, p. 8l.



broadest freedom and flexibility in the selection of policies. Proposed 

actions must meet the single requirement that they be calculated to pro

duce as great a balance of good over evil as any available alternative. 

Action here is instrumental, future directed, purposive, ordered towards 

the realization of specific goals defined as "the good." The teleological 

approach enjoys the common sense virtue of utilizing to the fullest degree 

all of the information available for the sake of prediction and adjustment. 

Cognitive concerns are primary. But the effort to put the technique into 

practice raises two questions that require attention to ethical and ca- 

thectic concerns. Sooner or later the user of the teleological method must 

respond to the questions, "What is the nature of the good that is to be 

sought?" and "Whose good is to be sought?"

The method of legitimating conduct by reasoning backwards from its 

anticipated consequences may be employed on behalf of any conception of 

"the good." But one must be able to identify the "good results" and, if 

questioned, be able to give some account for the claim that they are to be 

considered desirable. The proponent of the teleologieal method must, at 

this point, engage in a mode of discourse that is explicitly ethical. If 

his arguments are unconvincing he may only have recourse to the "post- 

ethical" or homiletical level.

All that he or anyone can do in the end is to reiterate the 

intrinsic desirability of the end which he believes to be the 

proper goal of moral action. And if someone should stubbornly 

ask, "Why should I accept that as intrinsically desirable?" he
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has and can have no answer.1®^

Defining the nature of the good involves the teleologist in ethical 

debate. The determination of whose good is to be attained demands that he 

consider the question of the proper locus of cathexis . If freedom is the 

dominant goal of arms policy, whose freedom? That of the United States?

The Atlantic community? The neutral nations? The "captive nations behind 

the Iron Curtain?" All men? The content of policy arrived at with the 

use of the teleological method is significantly different according to the 

definition of the recipients of the good that is to be bestowed.

In the arms debate, those who employ the teleological method are 

wont to define "the good" roughly in terms of "the national interest."

The hidden complexities of their ethical procedure are exposed by opponents 

who ask the ethical question whether the national interest is an appropri

ate goal, the empirical question concerning which policies will bring con

sequences that are truly in the national interest (or, are in the true na

tional interest), and the cathectic question regarding the propriety of re

stricting the scope of our concern to the national interest.

Those who consider policy questions according to the teleological 

procedure are frequently confronted by the challenge that "the ends do not 

justify the means." Debates set off by such a remark generally lead to 

mutual frustration and exasperation, for both sides employ for their own 

purposes the same basic assertion that ultimately one cannot so neatly 

separate ends and means , Action is continuous and can only be evaluated 

by abstracting arbitrary segments. The non-teleological critic is inclined 101

101Aiken, Reason and Conduct, p. 83.
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to isolate either very small or very large segments and subject them to 

ethical scrutiny. The teleologist will wish to slice out a middle-sized 

portion of subsequent history to stand as the "consequences*1 by which an 

action is to be evaluated. The strongest argument for either approach is 

to insist that ends and means interpenetrate. One will insist that im

proper means corrupt good ends. The other may retort that bad consequences 

cast moral suspicion upon "permissible" but ineffectual means. Ultimately,, 

the teleologist may be inclined to suggest that the distinction of ends and 

means is not possible - we must take an act as a whole, and if the whole 

act, in which means and ends are interwoven, produces a more desirable state 

than any other available alternative it may be considered to be morally 

legitimate. To this it may be replied that any particular definition of 

the boundaries of a "whole act" is arbitrary. There is no end to the con

sequences of action. Given this impasse, the situationalist is likely to 

reap the reward of.the debate; the interlocutors may be driven to confess 

that in the last analysis one must "do the best he can" with the materials 

at hand, trusting in his intuitive response to the situation and, finally, 

perhaps, easting himself upon thé grace of God.

In the arms debate waged among Christians the shortcomings of the 

teleological method have been most vociferously expressed by commentators 

who criticize those who would permit or require Christians to cooperate in 

warfare when it may be viewed as "the lesser evil." Although theological, 

cathectic, and empirical elements clearly enter into the construction of 

policy recommendations, much discussion has centered upon the attempt to 

undermine the ethical foundations of this view which poses as the "common
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sense” approach to policy decisions. Anti-war critics of middle marginal

ism may challenge the empirical, theological, or cathectic orientations of 

incumbent policy makers, but they are most likely to focus their attack 

upon the teleological ethical method that is assumed to predominate in 

such circles. Hence, a simplified synopsis of a characteristic ethical 

system has come into popular usage as a title for the broad approach to 

policy that vindicates the choice of "the lesser evil." Anti-war polemics 

are frequently-aimed directly at this style of ethical reasoning which is 

but one element in middle marginalist policy thought.

The relation of the ethical methods 
to patterns of thought concerning war

In spite of the tendency to describe and to attack various patterns

of thought concerning war according to their most prominent and vulnerable
10?ethical, theological, cathectic, or empirical characteristics, . it is 

not possible to ascribe a particular orientation within any of these four 

major variables to a definite pattern of policy recommendations. For in

stance , discernment of the ethical method employed by an author does not 

permit one to predict with confidence the content of his policy recommenda- 

t i ons.

As indicated above, the middle marginalist orientation is fre
quently referred to as "the lesser evil approach" and is attacked at the 
point of its ethical method. By contrast, "utopian pacificism" is gener
ally criticized on theological grounds for its optimistic view of human 
nature and history. The "nationalistic approach," with its parochial range 
of human concern, is discredited because of its narrow focus of cathexis. 
"Naive pacifism" is condemned for empirical reasons reflected in its gull
ible acceptance of communist professions of innocence. In the general de
bate each viewpoint is popularly labeled by some characteristic orientation 
that serves as the most frequent point of attack by opponents.
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Application of the regular method has generally lead to some v a r i 

ant of the just-war doctrine that purports to specify the conditions under 

which it may be permissible for the Christian to participate in warfare 

without incurring moral guilt. Policy recommendation derived through p a t 

terns of thought informed by the just-war doctrine have stressed control 

and moderation in the application of violence. Today, in the new military 

and political context of massive nuclear weapons and the threat of escala

tion, the just-war apparatus is employed by some to establish "nuclear 

pacifist" conclusions . By others it is used to legitimate the continua

tion of the nuclear deterrent and the waging of limited nuclear war if 

deterrence fails . Those who utilize the regular method and the derivative

just-war doctrine may be deployed across the spectrum from anti-war sys-
. ,. 103temism to anti-communist marginalism.

The teleological method is frequently condemned by anti-war critics 

as the way of ,,accommodation,, and E x p e d i e n c y ." Yet it is not infrequently 

employed by anti-war systemists who, using Levi n e ’s "maximizing mechanism," 

take peace as the one supreme good and evaluate all proposed courses of 

action by their anticipated effects upon the probability of avoiding armed 

hostilities. Obversely, anti-communist systemists employ a maximizing 

form of the teleological method to justify extreme measures in defense of 

their principal value of "freedom.” Teleological arguments also appear 

within marginalist commentaries in a more moderate, "optimizing" form.

Some type of teleological approach may be used to buttress views ranging 

from one end of the arms policy spectrum to the other.

103See below, chap. ix.
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The outcome of arguments using the situational approach are only 

slightly less variable. Christians who insist that one's actions must

be done in the "spirit of Christ" and must be consonant with "an ethos 

of love" may decide that involvement in modern warfare is impermissible 

for the believer. But similar arguments may be used to legitimate re

luctant cooperation in warfare if emphasis is placed upon the responsibility 

to express one's self-sacrificial love by offering up one's self in the de 

fense of the innocent victims of aggression. A broad range of policy 

recommendations may be supported by the situational method.

The revelational-authoritative approach may permit one to extract 

proof-texts from scripture or ecclesiastical sources to bolster any view

point, although, in practice the nature of most of the available sources 

make it somewhat more difficult to provide sanction for more extreme anti

communist views which court a high risk of war.

We may conclude discussion of the sub-paradigm of the ethical sys

tem with a reminder of the complexity of the arguments of the arms debate: 

there are innumerable routes to any particular policy viewpoint. The anti

war systemist school, for example, harbors those who have arrived via the 

regular approach and the application of the criteria of the just-war doc

trine to the presumed circumstances of modern warfare. They share certain 

policy views with traditional religious pacifists who may base their argu

ments upon either the situational approach or the revelational-authoritative 

method. They may be joined by teleologists who have concluded that modern 

warfare is so hideous in its consequences that it could never qualify as



the "lesser evil." Unraveling these various lines of argument and dis

covering how they are tied to empirical; theological; and cathectic ori

entations is a necessary preliminary to reasonable dialogue.
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The Theological System 

Introduction

The limited intent of the 
theological paradigm

In light of the immense scope and history of theological studies it 

is prudent to make another disclaimer. We are not presuming to provide a 

suprey of the history of theology; nor a compendium of theologians' ideas 

concerning warfare; nor a constructive theological "solution" to the prob

lem of nuclear warfare. We are performing a descriptive, analytical task 

in relation to a relatively small sample of authors. Some of these writers 

do, others do not dwell at length upon theological topics. We will pro

ceed inductively by focusing attention upon theological doctrines that are 

alluded to in the arms debate. Other doctrines, considered central by cer

tain theologians, may receive little notice. Presumably such omissions may 

be attributed to the theological peculiarities of our authors and not to 

lack of analytical diligence.

While certain doctrines may be left out of the theological sub

paradigm it is clear that the theological sub-paradigm cannot be left out 

of the total analytical apparatus. The manner in which men view and ex

press their reactions to that which they consider to be ultimately real 

and abiding has an effect upon the content of policy recommendations con

cerning nuclear arms. The theological ingredient cannot be reduced to any 

other element in our paradigm. But neither can it be permitted to swallow 

up other variables. >1̂  It influences policy statements and decisions

^^Inadequate differentiation of elements is evident in this passage 
by Edward Leroy Long; "We are interested in that dialectic of Christian
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Once again we encounter the problem that some authors fail to ex

plicate the assumptions, in this case the theological assumptions, which 

underlie their discussions of arms policy. At best we are provided only 

with fragments. !,0ne could say that in each fragment a system is implied 

which is not yet explicated."'*'  ̂ The fragments sometimes contain substan

tial clues to the pattern of the implicit theological system. Other times 

they do not. Some authors may have grasped an expedient argument which, 

if pursued, would be incompatible with the major elements of their thought.

In some cases authors may not provide material adequate to permit the re

construction of an implicit pattern of theological thought.

Since the explicit attention given to theological factors in the con

text of the arms debate is spotty and the potential combinations of doctrines

through interaction with the empirical, eathectic, and ethical ingredients

that are inevitably present.

experience by which a person comes to terms with the Christian imperative on 
the one hand and the situation in which he lives on the other." Conscience 
and Compromises An Approach to Protestant Casuistry (Philadelphias The 
Westminster Press, 1954), p. 15. Here, "the Christian imperative" represents 
the amalgamation of theological, cathectic, and ethical categories.

*”̂ Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1951), I, 58. "A fragment is an implicit, system; a system is an ex
plicit fragment." See also page 11: "The doctrine of the theological circle
has a methodological consequence: neither the introduction nor any other
part of the theological system is the logical basis for the other parts.
Every part is dependent on every other part. The introduction presupposes 
the Christology and the doctrine of the church and vice versa. The arrange
ment is only a matter of expediency." Also, p. vii: "It always has been
impossible for me to think theologically in any other than a systematic way. 
The smallest problem, if taken seriously and radically, drove me to all other 
problems and to the anticipation of a whole in which they could find their 
solution. . . .It has been impossible to deal with all the traditional prob
lems of a theological system. Those which are not decisive for the structure 
of the system have had to be omitted. . . ."
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are innumerable we will not be able to list in detail the alternative in

terpretations of each relevant doctrine. We can only point to broad doc

trinal areas that are alluded to most frequently by the authors themselves . 

We shall try to impose some order by devising a basic framework that re

lates theological answers to ethical questions. We shall try to reconstruct 

a systematized scheme for the examination of theological fragments.

Ethical dilemmas demand theological 
reflection

We have seen that those who reflect upon the ethical bases of be

havior are driven by persistent inquiry into the reasons for right conduct 

through the emotive to the moral level of discourse; and thence to the 

ethical level. But even when ethical categories have been explicated with 

philosophical exactitude it is possible for one to ask, "Why ought I to be 

moral?” This question often is posed near the end of a debate on nuclear 

warfare in the slightly^different form,”Why ought I to consider your ex

pressions of ethical judgment and your pattern of ethical reasoning to be 

convincing?” Christians may agree that all men ought ”to be moral." But 

we have distinguished four modes of "being moral." In order to adjudicate

Here again, with respect to the theological system, we observe 
that the selection of a starting point tends to skew an entire presenta
tion. Henry P. Van Dusen observes that "it is an accepted premise of 
Christian thought that all the major beliefs of its faith are mutually in
volved and interdependent. It should be possible and legitimate to make 
one's start from any one of them and approach all the others through it." 
Spirit, Son and Father : Christian Faith in the Light of the Holy Spirit,
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1958J7 p. 3. Quoted in John Macquarrie,
"How is Theology Possible?" New Theology, No. 1_, ed. Martin E. Marty and 
Dean G. Peerman (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1964), p. 23. In actual 
fact, however, after selecting a doctrinal emphasis as a starting-point com
mentators do not "approach all the others through it."
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and choose between the teleological, situational, regular, and revela- 

tional-authoritative methods at the ethical level it is necessary to pro

ceed to the post-ethical or homiletical level« Here, theological cate

gories become primary. The necessity for choice, and the desire to counsel 

others in their choosing, drives men ultimately to reflect upon their most 

fundamental ideas concerning God, man, history, and whatever is behind and 

beyond history. Ethical travail casts up theological puzzles.

Christians enjoy apparent agreement on the point that men must 

strive to do the will of God. We have examined four different interpreta

tions of what doing the will of God may entail. All four interpretations 

share a two-fold problem. In order to do the will of God one must know 

the will of God and have power to do i_t. All forms of Christian ethics 

share this need for mediation of knowledge of the will of God and media

tion of the power to do that will. This double prerequisite of Christian 

conduct suggests a pattern of analysis to aid us in discerning the ethical 

relevance of theological doctrines.

Reflection upon the moral dilemma of nuclear war raises four crit

ical ethical questions that must find their answers in the theological 
realm.

1 • There is the question of the source or ground of obiigation.

Why ought I be moral? Why ought I to do the will of God? Who am I? What 

is my status in relation to all that is about me? How does my life fit in 

to the life of the world and the history of the race?

2. There is the question of the content of obligation. What is re

quired of me? What are the specifics of the conduct I am to perform? What 

model is there for emulation?
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3. There is the question of the source of power to accomplish that 

which is obligatory or desirable. How can I will that which I acknowledge 

to be incumbent upon me?

4. Finally, there is the question of the channel or means through 

which this power may become effective. How may I accomplish that which I 

know and will? What helps are available? Through what structures may I 

work?

When analysis of theological statements follows this ethical agenda 

a pattern emerges in which the doctrine of the Trinity and the doctrine of 

the Church stand as the major points of reference.

Reflection upon God the Father, the Creator and Ruler of heaven and 

earth, exposes the ground of obligation.

The content of obligation is made known in Jesus Christ.

The Holy Spirit is the source of the power to will as He wills us 

to wi1 1 .
The Church is the .channel through which this power becomes effective.

We shall arrange the theological topics dealt with most frequently 

in the arms debate under these four general headings. We can do little 

more than suggest "what to look for." But the placement itself provides 

some clue to what our authors are trying to do with theological symbols. 

Theological concepts are employed to answer questions that arise in the 

orders of being, knowing, willing, and doing. They help men to deal with 

problems of existence, truth, capacity, and action.

The Ground of Obligation

Christians display a deceptive agreement concerning the answer to
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the question, "What am I, as a believer in Jesus Christ and as a member of 

his church, to do?"'*'^ Clearly, the Christian is to "do the will of God."

There are significant differences regarding the procedures and tests by 

which one determines which actions are likely to be within the will of God.

When, however, the further question is posed, "Why should I do the 

will of God?" there seems once again to be agreement among all Christians 

who stand within the broad mainstreams of Christian thought. A common, 

fundamental ethical premise is expressed in the theological assertion, "I 

must do the will of God because the creature ought to be obedient to his 

creator."

The form of the obedience incumbent upon the creature may differ 

according to variations in knowledge of the creator and the content of his 

commands. But the doctrine of creation in every case stands at the end of 

the line of ethical reasoning as an act of faith that precludes an infinite 

regression. The doctrine of creation contains the hidden ethical premise 

which provides the link between "is" and "ought," "fact" and "value," 

"indicative" and "imperative."

The manner in which the doctrine of God the Greator is elaborated 

and the degree to which it is stressed in contrast to doctrines pertaining 

to Christ, the Spirit, and the church, has a significant effect upon other 

aspects of the theological system and upon the total pattern theological re

flection. The conception of God's intention in creation, the portrayal of 

the purpose and quality of life before the fall, strongly influences the concept 

of "how things ought to be." This vision, in turn, provides an index to the

107Lehmann, Ethics in a Christian Context, p. 25.
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intensity of the feeling of discrepancy that is experienced in viewing 

’’the way things are," and is the starting-point of "the problem of mean-
ffing."

In relation to the problem of meaning three areas of doctrine con

cerning God the Father have become most salient. In examining the litera

ture of the arms debate we must search for clues to the authors’ under

standing; of (1) the purpose of God, (2) the manner of his providential 

rule in history, and (3) the solution to the problem of evil. This con

stellation of questions has become the focus of considerable attention in 

response to a new awareness that man may possess the technological capabil

ity to put an end to the history of his globe. The problem of theodicy is 

thus sharpened. But there has also been a renewal of interest in reflec

tion upon the locus of the fulfillment of God's purpose, the scope of his 

governance in space and in time. History and eschatology have become cen

tral points of theological concern to many of the theologically articulate 

participants in the arms debate.

The doctrine of creation may be taken, in spite of the Christocen- 

trism of some theological schools, as a starting»pditit-f or the description 

of Christian anthropologies. The ground of obligation is most frequently 

conveyed in the formula, "Man ought to be what he was created to be." The 

first intimation of an author's belief concerning what man was meant to be, 

what he is and what he shall be is most frequently disclosed in discussion 

of creation.

Anthropological ideas rooted in the doctrine of creation also serve 

as the standard by which the effects of the fall upon man's capacity to
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know and to will are measured. Christians agree that sin has corrupted 

human nature and has created a discrepancy between what man is and what 

he ought to be. But estimates of the effects of sin upon the capacity 

to know and to will vary widely, and the variation has significance for 

the process of reflection upon arms policy.

Some consider man's reason to be a trustworthy organ of knowledge 

and a true guide and effective restrainer of action. Reason may-be judged 

competent to discern the natural law embedded in creation. Others ques

tion man's capacity to obtain, through his own devices, true knowledge of 

God, of his world, or of his fellow men and the mechanisms of their common 

life. Fundamental issues in the arms debate hinge upon the estimate of

the residual capacities of human reason in both the theoretical and the
' , . 108practical realms.

Of equal importance is an author's assessment of the freedom and 

the scope of man's will. These matters have become particularly salient 

with the expansion of the capacity of human agency to influence the course 

of history through the combination of the vast destructive power by nuclear 

weapons and the sociological and political concentration of decision-making 

power. The degree to which human motives and actions can intervene, and 

redirect the massive movements of history is the issue that most sharply 

distinguishes systemists from marginalists. Marginalists tend to see the

Denial of the prospects for natural theology or natural science 
may have indirect consequences for political affairs, but doubt concerning 
the possibilities of the political and social sciences may involve the more 
radical denial of the capacity of human communities to govern themselves 
peaceably apart from spiritual regeneration or the investiture of govern
mental power in the hands of the elect who command more accurate knowledge 
of the conditions of stable communal life.
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prospects for willful intervention, and influence in history as available 

yet minimal. They are likely to concur with Reinhold Niebuhr's observa

tion that "the possibilities of evil grow with the possibilities of good,

and that human history is therefore . . . the story of an ever increasing
. . „109 „cosmos, creating ever increasing possibilities of chaos. Systemists

are vulnerable either to concepts of extravagant freedom that lead to 

utopian idealism or to fatalistic despair leading to nihilistic withdrawal 

or pugnacity.

The doctrine of creation, the notion that a single God created all 

human kind, provides the most firm foundation for universalistic political 

values. The continual reassertion of the concept of universal humanity 

thrusts men towards the political realization of broader community and more 

equal justice and opportunity for all men. In analyzing the literature of 

the arms debate it is important to discern the extent to which universal

istic values are emphasized and to determine how they are grounded.

Two foundations for universalistic concern are suggested in the 

literature. One grounds concern for the distant neighbor in the doctrine 

of redemption or upon the specific commandments of Jesus. We must be con

cerned even for the prospective enemy because he also is one for whom Christ 

died a.nd the Lord has commanded us to "Love thy neighbor." This reasoning 

may have strong impact within Christian groups which share common commit

ments and commandments. It is less forceful in the broad public arena in 

which many actors do not share the particularistic symbols of Christian ex

pression. The second emphasis provides a broader point of contact. The

109Reinhold Niebuhr, An Interpretation of Christian Ethics (New York! 
Harper and Bros., 1935), p p . 97-98.
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basis of universalistic concern is rooted in the creation itself which 

bestows a common humanity upon all men. In the very order of things 

each man is bound up in the life of each of his fellows and bears an 

imperative to seek his good. This universalistic imperative need not 

be added by special commandments that apply only to particularistic

groups. It cannot be evaded by any segment of humanity and can serve 
as a point of contact between those who profess diverse creeds and be

long to disparate groups.^

The hidden ethical premise that establishes the ground of

That universalistic concern is properly grounded in the crea
tion that bestows a common humanity upon us all rather than in the spe
cific commandements of Christ is asserted strongly by Calvin in comment
ing upon the phrase, "Love your enemies" in M t . 5:43-46: " . . .  when
God spoke of our neighbor, he meant to include the whole of the human 
species . . .  God testifies that any man whoever he may be is our neigh
bor, in order to keep us in the bond of brotherly love with which we are 
bound one to another by our common nature; for it is necessary that when
ever I see another man, who is my own flesh and bone, I see my own self. 
Even though most men, most often, break away from this holy society, their 
depravity does not remove the order of nature; for we must remember that 
God himself is the maker of this union. It follows that the precept of 
the law which commands us to love our neighbor applies to all men . . . 
Christ does not make new laws; he rectifies the wrong interpretations of 
the scribes which had vitiated the purity of the law of God, Calvin goes 
on to criticize the false exegesis of those who would take the commandment 
as a counsel of perfection applicable only to a religious elite. Calvin: 
Commentaries, ed, Joseph Haroutunian ("Library of Christian Classics,"
Vol. XXIII; Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1958), p. 331. The em
phasis upon our common humanity recurs frequently, For example, in com
menting upon "the duty of all magistrates to guard particularly against 
giving vent to their passions” in punishing wrongdoers, Calvin says, "Let 
them also (as Augustine says) have pity on the common nature in the one 
whose special fault they are punishing," Calvin, Institutes of the Chris
tian Religion, ed. John T. McNeill, trans. F. L. Battles (2 voTs7P"The 
Library of Christian Classics," Vols. XX and XXI; Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1960), II, 1500.
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obligation, is supplied by the doctrine of creation: "I must do the will

of God because the creature ought to obey the creator." The doctrine of 

creation provides the starting-point for reflection upon providence, the

odicy, history, and anthropology. Under each of these theological rubrics 

’’answers” are given to ethical questions raised in the arms debate.

The Content of Obligation

As authors seek to discover and explicate the content of obliga

tion their emphases may vary. Some may place stress upon the action of 

God the Father whose purposes may be discerned by reason in considering 

his creation. Others place emphasis upon Jesus Christ, the Son, known 

through Scripture, A third group points to the activity of the Holy 

Spirit working within the heart of the believer to reveal the will of 

the living God.

Each of these emphases may be expressed in corporate or in individ

ualistic forms. The corporate body of the church may be considered to be 

indispensable as the guardian of right reason, the source of true exegesis, 

or the context of trustworthy spiritual apprehension. Or, the individual 

believer may be seen as privileged or required to exercise his independent 

rational capacities, interpret the scriptures, or respond to the internal 

testimony of the Spirit.

No matter where the major emphasis may be placed all Christians 

must confront the central figure of Jesus Christ and come to some under

standing of the nature of his person, the effect of his work, the rela

tion of his gospel to law, and the authority of his specific utterances.
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The elements of Christological thought are so numerous and the forms of 

their combination are so complex that we cannot indulge in detailed 

analysis of sub-types. For the sake of our broad task we require an 

easily recognizable clue to an author's general orientation to the as

pects of Christology which are most relevant to decisions upon political 

issues. This clue must be given in relation to questions so central 

that they cannot easily be avoided in a reasonably competent commentary 

upon Christian ethics and nuclear arms policy.

The significance of the interpre
tation of the Sermon on the Mount

Such a clue is provided by a writer's interpretation of the Sermon 

on the Mount. The Sermon (Mt, 5 j1-7j29) contains many "hard sayings" 

which, if taken at face value, seem to be subversive of the conventions 

of common life and the instruments of domestic and international order. 

Certain sayings, such as Matthew 5t39, "Do not resist one who is evil," 

cause particular difficulty by their apparent incompatibility with do

mestic police power, a forteriori with the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. 

It is difficult for an author to evade some consideration of such passages 

since they convey words attributed directly to Jesus and are contained in 

the canonical scriptures that cannot be simply dismissed because they pro

vide the very charter for Christianity.

Since these hard sayings cannot be totally ignored, and, apparently, 

cannot readily be implemented in the present world, they must be inter

preted. The mode of interpretation supplies a clue to the manner in which 

an author correlates theological answers to ethical questions in order to
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derive the content of ethical obligation*

We cannot deduce from such evidence how an author would treat 

technical Christological problems concerning the two natures of Christ, 

his sinlessness, the nature of the Atonement, etc. These questions are 

not without ethical relevance. Our authors do not discuss them at 

length, however, and our apparatus would become unwieldy if we undertook 

detailed analysis of every potentially relevant topic* Examination of 

the mode of interpretation of the Sermon on the Mount does help us pre

dict whether an author will deny, neglect, or attempt to specify the im

plications of the Christian faith for nuclear arms policy and, when the 

attempt is made, provides a clue to the direction and structure of the 

argument«

We assume, along with Max Weber, that there is a basic "drive 

toward meaning," a fundamental desire to see things whole, to have the 

fragments of experience "fit in" and "make sense" within a broad frame 

of reference. And we would agree with Weber's "fundamental position 

that, regardless of the particular content of the normative order, a 

major element of discrepancy is i n e v i t a b l e ^ ^  We wish to use the mode 

of interpreting the Sermon on the Mount as a clue to the construction of 

the normative order that indicates the content of obligation. As the 

religious-ethical norm of conduct is interpreted differently the level 

of discrepancy that is felt in contrasting the necessities of nuclear 

arms policy with the true norm of conduct varies. As the consciousness

Talcott Parsons, "Introduction," The Sociology of Religion, by 
Max Weber, trans. Ephraim Fischoff (Boston: Beacon Press, 1963), p.
xlvi i .
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of discrepancy becomes more intense so does the "need for salvation," 

that is, the quest for a religious solution to the problem of meaning 

and a legitimation of one's performance within the less-than-ideal con

text within which life must be led.

Ethical problems may thus be transferred to the theological 

level. Parsons observes that the classical theodicies resolve the prob

lem of discrepancy by carrying it to a ground where the "moral issue" 

can no longer be relevant. This seems to be a special case of the general

fact that logical systems must always rest on primitive postulates which
112cannot themselves be "proved." When this device is employed attention 

must then be given to the task of maintaining the credibility of the the

ological formulation put forth as a "solution" to the ethical dilemma. 

Thus, if one decides ethical questions by appeal to the literal word of 

scripture the task is then to sustain belief that the will of God may de

pendably be known in this manner.

Variations in the manner of interpretation of the Sermon on the 

Mount provide a clue to differences in the formulation of both ethical 

and theological problems. If the Sermon is understood as presenting ab

solute norms to be realized by all men in every time and place the sense 

of discrepancy will be sharp, the problem of ethical conduct within the 

present world will be intense, and the need for the religious resources 

of forgiveness, justification, and sanctifying grace will be strong. If 

the "hard sayings" are explained away by some hermeneutical coup the per

ception of discrepancy will be less and the ethical and religious questions
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will be less overwhelming. Where the sense of discrepancy persists men
113must act to explain it, overcome it, or abide it.

For heuristic purposes we shall employ a classification of basic 

approaches to the interpretation of the Sermon on the Mount suggested by 

Harvey K. McArthur in his volume Understanding the Sermon on the Mount. ̂  

McArthur points out that "the twelve views considered are not mutually 

exclusive; an individual cited as a representative of one view may, in 

a different context, have advocated also other approaches This is

not disastrous for our purposes. We shall preserve McArthur's sometimes

Weber suggests two basic reactions to the tension created by 
the discrepancy between "what ought to be" and "what is.” "These two 
generalized solutions are, stated clearly and simply, resolution of ten
sion by escape from the conflicts of worldly existence, and resolution by 
active agency attempting to bring the state of the "world" in this sense 
into accord with the normative requirements of a radical religious ethic. 
. . .  Both resignedness and mastery are strategies to maintain or enhance 
personal dignity within the frame of reference. The path of mastery Weber 
calls asceticism, that of resignedness - or "adjustment" . . .  he calls 
mysticism. Both paths are orientations to the human condition as a whole, 
available to societies as well as to individuals. Parsons, "Introduction," 
The Sociology of Religion, by Max Weber, p p . 1 and li. Although we will 
not make extensive use of Weber's four-fold schema of other-worldly mysti
cism and asceticism and this-worldly asceticism and mysticism, we do wish 
to pursue the question that was central to him by asking ourselves as we 
review alternative interpretations of the Sermon on the Mount, which of 
them are likely to stimulate concern for political and military specifics 
and provide leverage for attempts to modify national policy. We will, in 
effect, apply to a survey of the variations among types of Christian ethics 
some of the major categories constructed by Weber for comparison of the 
ethical systems of the major world religions.

114 ,Harvey K. McArthur, Understanding the Sermon on the Mount (New
Yorkt Harper and Bros., 1960). See especially chaps, iv and v.

115Ibid., p. 106.
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inelegant titles while rearranging his types into a more servicable order. 

We shall try to list first those types that are most likely to induce a 
strong sense of ethical discrepancy and religious need.

In examining Christian literature pertaining to the arms debate it 

will be useful to discern whether the author employs one of the following 

approaches to the understanding of the Sermon on the Mount!

A. Approaches That Preserve the Literal Sense of the Sayings of Jesus

1. The Absolutist Approach

2. The Unconditioned Divine Will Interpretation

3. The Repentance View

B. Approaches That Restrict Application of the Sayings to Limited 
Contexts

4. The Double Standard Approach

5. The Two Realms Interpretation

6. Attitudes-not-Acts

C. Approaches That Displace in Time the Context for Application

7. The Interim Ethic

8 . The Modern Dispensationalist View

D. Approaches That Reinterpret the Sayings in Accord with a 
Hermeneutical Principle

9. The Analogy of Scripture View

10. The General Principles Approach

11. The Hyperbole Interpretation

12. The Modification View

An explanation of each of these approaches is provided in Appendix III.
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The equivocal uses of "love*1

In the determination of the content of Christian obligation a 

sharp point of differentiation in the literature is evident in the under

standing of the political implications of Christian love. No one denies 

that love is to be a distinguishing mark of Christian conduct, a basic 

virtue of the Christian man. But there is severe and significant dis

agreement concerning how love is to be expressed in complex multilateral 

situations.

The sharpest issue is over allocation of priority in determining 

who are to be the objects of loving concern and action. Many pacifists 

accentuate the universalism of love to argue that even the unjust aggressor 

must be the recipient of loving, and therefore, non-violent action. Just- 

war theorists assert that a true expression of the same virtue of love de

mands the sacrifice of one's self in the defense of the innocent victims 

of unjust attack.

"Love” is a prominent category in most Christian discussions of the 

ethics of nuclear warfare. But the term is not univocal. It means dif

ferent things, it performs different functions, stimulates and legitimates 

different forms of behavior when used by different authors in various con

texts. In analyzing the literature it is necessary to be alert to the

pivotal issue whether the defense of the innocent in the nuclear age can
116be regarded as an act of love.

Il6_rC f , ibid., p. 136, where McArthur summarizes the key problem of 
the defense of the innocents "If only A and B are involved, and A threatens 
the security, property, or life of B, then according to Matt. 5:38ff. there 
is an obligation upon B to submit rather than to destroy or even to resist
A. But what if A threatens C? Is B under the same obligation? Or does the
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The Source of Power

We have outlined different interpretations of how knowledge of 

the will of God is mediated to Christians. When we consider the prob

lem of the mediation of the power to do God’s will once again we find 

a pattern of agreement and disagreement among Christian authors. The 

Holy Spirit is conceded to be the source of power to do that which God 

commands. The work of the Holy Spirit is understood in different ways, 

however.

demand of love - which must be directed toward both A and C - call for a 
different policy? To push the issue still farther, suppose A threatens 
the life of C, D, E, . . . Z? What then is the obligation of B? Whatever 
answer is given, it is immediately apparent that the addition of parties 
other than A and B radically modifies the ethical problem, even though the 
law of love remains obligatory upon B in all these situations." McArthur 
goes on to note that Luther and others were "right in feeling that the 
focus of attention in Jesus’ thought was on the individual A-to-B relation
ship. Jesus does not appear to have dealt with the more complicated prob
lems created by group relations . . . these more complex situations pose 
questions with which he did not deal.” p. 137.

The difficulty encountered in specifying the political implications of 
love is one of the consequences of the apparent failure of Jesus to deal 
in an extended way with the distinctively political dimensions of human 
existence. Roger Shinn notes that "Jesus never prescribes an ethic for 
government, nor does he suggest that he expects the state to adopt his 
ethic. The time came, however, when Christian faith claimed men with po
litical power. They could use that power with faith in Christ; they could 
not find in Christ's teaching any direct instruction on how to make politi
cal decisions." The Ethic of Power: The Interplay of Religion, Philosophy
and Politics, Symposium XVI, Pt. 2, Conference on Science, Philosophy and 
Religion in Their Relation to the Democratic Way of Life, ed. Harlan 
Cleveland and Harold D. Lasswell (New York; Harper and Bros., 1962), p. 
144.

Another set of issues thus emerges; Did Jesus intend the injunctions 
of the Sermon on the Mount to apply only to diadic relations? Is the lack 
of guidance for political conduct only apparent? Or must it be explained 
as a purposeful omission, an oversight, a result of selective perception 
by an audience to whom political affairs were distant, or to Jesus' own 
eschatological belief? The thirteen basic approaches to the Sermon on the 
Mount must indicate the direction in which answers to these questions may 
be found.
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Christians agree that the power of the Spirit is needed because 

man cannot save himself* But they disagree concerning (1) what man is 

to be saved from and (2) what he may expect to accomplish when grace has 

been mediated to him.

From what must we be saved?

In examining documents of the arms debate it will be helpful to 

discern what it is that our authors believe man must be saved from. Most 

commentators agree that the nuclear dilemma sharpens the basic problem 

of human existence. But what is this basic problem? For some it is the 

threat of meaninglessness, the occurrence of events that do not "fit in" 

to any scheme designed to assist in the ordering of thought and action. 

The possibility for purposeful action, for creative, obedient use of the 

powers bestowed in creation is undermined by recognition of "patches of 

meaninglessness," by the unsolved riddle of theodicy. Salvation must 

have a cognitive dimension. Men must be equipped to understand and to 

bear the ambiguity of action in an imperfect world.

For others, the problem of human existence is the tyranny of the 

flesh over the spirit. Salvation brings the release of the higher powers 

through the subjection of that which is more base.

From a third perspective moral guilt is the most grevious problem 

of life. Some dwell upon the need for the absolution of particular sins. 

Others ascribe to the grace of God the power to overcome the state of 

sinfulness that is the natural condition of fallen man. Salvation is 

found in the acceptance of forgiveness, justification, and regeneration.



Finally, for some the problem of existence is existence itself.

Salvation brings release from life and reabsorption into the Godhead 

that is the beginning and the end of all things.

The effects of God* s grace: 
sanctification and justification

Christians disagree concerning the problem that occasions the 

need for the power of the grace of God. They also disagree concerning 

the effects of God's grace working through his Spirit.

In order to help us account for variations in policy recommenda

tions we may note two alternative interpretations of the grace of God. 

One views grace as the power of righteousness, the other as the source 

of the assurance of God's mercy and forgiveness. The first places em

phasis upon sanctification. Grace heals the sinful heart so that men 

may be able actually to fulfill the law of love and thus enjoy moral 

peace. The second emphasizes justification. Sin persists, its effects 

continue to confound the efforts of men to realize their moral ideals.

But they may receive in this life the assurance of God's forgiveness
. fcl_ . .. . 117and thus enjoy religious peace.

^  Reinhold Niebuhr, "Why the Christian Church is Not Pacifist," 
chap, i, Christianity and Power Politics (New York: Charles Scribner's
Sons, 1952), pp. 18-20.

This difference in the understanding of what the Spirit accomplishes 
in relation to the actual facts of human conduct is a factor that contrib
utes to the distinction between marginalists and systemists. In combina
tion with other ingredients of the paradigm it shapes the perception of 
what men may be expected to accomplish in history and what they may be 
held accountable for not accomplishing. The feeling that Christians might 
and therefore ought to do more than accept forgiveness for submitting to 
the "necessities" imposed upon them in worldly affairs is expressed sharply 
by Robert L. Calhoun in explaining his abstention from signing a report 
issued by a special commission of the Federal Council of Churches:
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The Channel of Power

No portion of the theological paradigm is more significant in the 

determination of positions within the arms debate than the section that 

treats of the doctrine of the church. The concept of the mission of the 

church is itself derived from the perception of what God is doing in the 

world through his creation and providential rule, his special revelation 

in Jesus Christ, and his witness through the Holy Spirit. The church is 

to be his instrument in his continuing work. Following Troeltsch, we have 

seen that the nature of God's work is perceived in three distinct ways.

It follows that the church, which is to carry on this work, is assigned 

three different tasks, and forms itself in three different orders to carry 

out its appointed function.

Each of these interpretations of what God is seeking to accomplish 

through his church can claim scriptural sanction. Each selects for em

phasis a particular strand of biblical thought reflected in a series of 

texts. Each works itself out into a pattern of church order designed to 

protect the channels of God's grace and to facilitate the realization of 

the ideal of fellowship to which he has called his people.

The church-, the sect-, and the mystical types of religious associ

ation all maintain, to varying degrees, a sense of tension with "the world."

". . . beyond ruling out wanton destruction, Christian conscience in wartime 
seems to have chiefly the effect (certainly important but scarcely decisive) 
of making Christians do reluctantly what military necessity requires."
Robert L. Calhoun, in note appended to The Christian Consclence and Weapons 
of Mass Destruction, Report of a Special Commission (New York: The Federal
Council of the Churches of Christ in America, Department of International 
Justice and Goodwill, 1950), p. 23.
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This tension is grounded in the gospel's radical demand that religious 

interests be given primacy over all other human concerns. The New 

Testament is a religious document. Religious associations that take 

their charter from the New Testament stand amid the institutions of the 

world as expressions and as bearers of distinctively religious interests 

which are to be nurtured within the church, a fellowship of believers ex

isting independently of the "natural" ties of economic, social, political, 

or familial relationships.

This tension, created by the antinomy between the Christian's de

sire to emulate One whose interests were purely "religious" and his need 

to live in a world in which "extra-religious" concerns demand attention, 

finds expression on two levels. First, in the legal and political sphere, 

the church, as the institutional embodiment of religious interests, may 

collide with the state, which stands foremost among the institutions that 

express mundane interests. Secondly, in the sphere of culture, in the 

heart and mind and will of every believer, there is a conflict of loyalties. 

The Christian knows himself to be a citizen of two realms - the oncoming 

Kingdom of God and the present political jurisdiction. Tension is exper

ienced both in the narrower domain of institutional relationships between 

"church" and "state" and also in the broader sphere in which the relation 

between "Christ" and "culture" must be defined.

The manner in which an author treats the pivotal problem of the 

dual citizenship of the Christian provides an excellent clue to his general 

orientation to other aspects of our paradigm. In order to assess his in

terpretation of the relation of "Christ" and "culture" we may look for
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nuances in the use of various images and metaphors which express the ten

sion in which the Christian must live. Temporal metaphors describe the 

Christian as living "between the times," suspended between "this age" and 

"the age to come." Political metaphors present the believer as a citizen 

of two cities, the city of God and the earthly city, or a resident of "two 

kingdoms." Categories drawn from philosophical anthropology portray the 

situation in terms of the dual nature of man as "spiritual" and "physical," 

"transcendent" and "natural." Spatial images impose a distinction of a 

lower "natural" realm and a higher "supernatural" realm. Social metaphors 

encourage us to think of man as a "stranger" and "pilgrim," as one who is 

"in the world but not of it."

No matter which type of metaphor is employed the crucial question 

in the formulation of attitudes concerning arms policy is the conception 

of the manner in which the two realms in which the Christian must exist 

are to be related. What attitude is the believer to have toward "the 

children of this age?" What responsibility or task does he bear for "the 

earthly city?" The perception of what God is doing in Christ shapes the 

understanding of the nature and mission of the church. This in turn, de

termines the nature and extent of the Christian's legitimate involvement
i 13in the affairs of the world.

An author's interpretation of the proper relationship of "Christ" 

and "culture" is a primary determinant of his position on the "Spectrum

1 lBCf. Bryan R. Wilson, "An Analysis of Sect Development," American 
Sociological Review, XXIV, 1 (February, 1959), 3-15.
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of Responsibility for Ethical Specification." Furthermore, the de

rivative concept of the proper institutional relationships between 

"church" and "state" serves as the primary determinant of the audience- 

in-view and the mode of influence exerted.

Those whose theological formulations approach the pattern typical 

of the church-type will seek to infiltrate, dominate, and transform the 

"natural" institutions of society, Confident that they serve as the 

custodians of that which is truth and righteousness for all men, they 

have that which in their terms appears to be a legitimate basis from 

which to dispense counsel to civil magistrates. It is appropriate for 

the church-type to address the citizenry and its magistrates concerning 

the specific demands of Christian conscience in respect to the nuclear 

dilemma. They may perform or they may fail this responsibility, but it 

is most likely to be seen as a valid demand.

Members of associations of the sect-type either withdraw or at

tempt the forceful reformation of "the world." The withdrawing sect 

seeks to observe within its own fellowship a standard of conduct that 

transcends that which is attainable by those beyond its boundaries. It 

takes the political detachment of the early church as a permanent ideal 

and seeks to maintain freedom from interference within a neutral state. 

The aggressive sect, by contrast, may seek to impose its rigorous ethic 

upon the state through the rule of an elite. Members of associations 

that are heirs to the traditions of withdrawing sects may find it diffi

cult to establish the theological basis of Christian witness to the state

Cf. above, "Introduction," pp. 32-33 and chap, vi.

119

119
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concerning the propriety or impropriety of specific policies. They may 

be prone to deny responsibility for ethical specification or be forced 

to attempt it surreptitiously.

In relation to political affairs, members of mystical groups are

prone to indifference, transcendence, or resignation. Mystical piety

does not generate the impetus or the sanction for an attempt to change

political-military policies. Adherents of mystical groups most frequently

neglect the opportunity to define the implications of their religious com-
120mitments for nuclear arms policy.

The objection is sometimes made that the three-fold typology of 
religious associations may have been suitable for Troeltsch's analysis of 
the religious situation in Europe up to the end of the nineteenth century 
but that it is now outdated and has no power to illumine the American scene 
where constitutional provisions have frustrated the establishment of a pure 
church-type and a new chureh-form, the denomination, has evolved.

This criticism ignores Troeltsch's fundamental contribution. His ty
pology is not simply a listing of sociological traits that becomes outmoded 
as new traits appear. The typology has theological and exegetical dimen
sions as well as sociological. Troeltsch discerned the interrelationship 
of theological concepts, sociological forms, and directions of social- 
political concern. He traced patterns of reciprocal influence. He saw 
that theological ideas become incarnate in specific forms of church order, 
and that, conversely, patterns of ecclesiastical organization do not evolve 
at random, but are sociological expressions of specific theological convic
tions .

Troeltsch's analysis suggests that the New Testament contains only a 
limited stock of theological orientations that would be capable of coherent 
translation into sociological forms. Taken together, the church, sect, and 
mystical interpretations of Christian life and thought exhaust the number 
of internally consistent patterns that can convincingly be derived from the 
New Testament.

This is to suggest that the "denomination'' is a misbegotten form of 
church life, derived from either church- or sect-type parentage, and prone 
to revert to the language and thought forms of its pure ancestral forbears. 
If this is true, Troeltsch's description of the major types of religious 
association should continue to provide a helpful paradigm for the analysis 
the theological orientations that are expressed in distinctive modes of re
lation to social and political structures. Analysis will reveal that in 
actual practice much of the material produced by members of denominations
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The church is the channel through which the power of the grace of 

God is made available to believers, and through them to all men. There 

are innumerable differences among Christians concerning the doctrine of 

the church. That which is most important for our task is to determine how

does indeed present a confused mixture of church-, sect-, or mystical-type 
elements. The point is that this mixture is a confusion; when placed under 
the severe pressure of debate upon the nuclear dilemma authors will be 
driven back to positions more representative of one or another of the pure 
types. Sooner or later denominational spokesmen must confront a choice be
tween sectarian ’'integrity” and church-type "influence." In order to imple
ment any recommendation concerning arms policy in a complex and pluralistic 
society a consensus must be created on a broad base. An appeal must be made 
to men who do not share distinctively Christian commitments, and the effort 
must be made to influence them and cooperate with them. This practical ne
cessity encountered in the attempt to carry out the imperatives of Chris
tian conscience creates the following dilemmat If, in the effort to main
tain the discipline they keep their standards high, they may become too ex
clusive and narrow and hence forfeit the capacity to build a consensus and 
modify policy beyond their own boundaries. But, if emphasis is placed upon 
the desire to influence the course of public affairs, they may gain pene
trating power but sacrifice the distinctive qualities they seek to preserve 
and instill.

Most major American denominations are split. They have those who seek, 
in the manner of the church-type, to specify the implications of Christian 
faith for policy in order to guide believers who are active in worldly af
fairs and to establish a point of leverage from which to exert influence 
upon public policy. But they also contain others who, in the sectarian tra
dition, deny the responsibility or the right to specify the implications of 
Christian faith for the conduct of the state and resist the institution of 
programs of "social education and action." When driven to defend their 
alternative interpretations of what the "denomination" should do the argu
ments adduced by the two sides are strikingly reminiscent of the contentions 
ascribed by Troeltsch to the church-type and to the sect.

We can use the main categories of Troeltsch's scheme. If any author 
indicates what he believes concerning the sacraments, the Lordship of Christ, 
the Kingdom of God, right discipline in the church, etc., we should note 
this bonus with gratitude. But that which we must look for most intensively 
is any clue to the interpretation of the nature and mission of the church, 
for this is the element that decisively determines the attitude toward the 
relationship of "Christ and culture" and "church and state."
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our authors differ in their understanding of the role the church ought 

to play in the process of formulating public policy. While keeping in 

mind the intricate doctrinal interrelationships revealed by Troeltsch's 

analysis* we may search the literature for statements that divulge whether 

an author considers the proper function of the church to bej

1. To suffer and to witness to the absolute law of love.

2. To set an example of attachment to religious values through 
detachment from political affairs.

3. To provide a model of Christian conduct through the performance 
of good deeds.

4. To preach and observe the sacraments.

5. To function as the conscience of the nation by criticizing 
actions that are intolerable to Christian conscience.

6. To suggest specific programs or policies that may advance 
the common good.

7. To activate its membership in support of specific programs 
or policies .

8. To mobilize public opinion in support of particular programs 
and policies.

9. To intervene directly in the policy process by invoking 
ecclesiastical sanctions upon members responsible for 
decisions .121

It is important to observe that persons who are "concerned" 
about the question of nuclear warfare may abstain from the formulation of 
policy recommendations because of theological convictions concerning the 
role appropriate to the church. They may appear within our typology as 
"deniers" or "neglecters" who do not attempt to specify the implications 
of Christian faith for arms policy. They may* however, express their sen
sitivity and commitment in diverse forms of alternative* indirect action 
that appears to them to be both consonant with Christian conscience and ef
fective in the quest for peace. It would be a prejudicial imposition of 
church-type attitudes to imply that "true Christians" must make their faith 
"relevant" by the explication of highly specific policy recommendations.
No one seeks to be "irrelevant." The debate is concerning what form of
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Conclusion

It is impossible to account for the variation of Christian re

sponses to the nuclear dilemma without examining basic theological be

liefs. We have tried to suggest which beliefs* among those that are 

likely to he expressed in the context of the arms debate* have the 

strongest influence upon the total pattern of thought in which theologi

cal, ethical* cathectic, and empirical convictions combine to provide the 

basis for policy recommendations.

An outline of the entire paradigm of content is given in Appendix

IV. We have now completed the construction of our analytical paradigm 

and may proceed in Part Three to a demonstration of its utility.

action open to the Christian is "truly relevant” to this age. The demand 
for policy recommendations as a basis of categorization arises from 
methodological necessities and not from theological prejudices.







CHAPTER eight

THE SELECTION OF SUBJECTS FOR ANALYSIS 

The Need for Selectivity

The survey in Part One of the arms debate as waged among secular 

experts and the elaboration of an analytical paradigm in Part Two have 

been designed to help us determine "what to look for" in the examination 

of documents produced by Christian authors between 1958 and 1963 dealing 

with the relationship of Christian faith to the nuclear dilemma. Now 

we must see what we can see.

Obviously, we cannot apply every category of our paradigm to every 

document that has been produced within our period. Space forbids the 

performance of such a task; modesty forbids an attempt. Although, as 

the length of the bibliography will attest, we have made a diligent effort 

search for and to examine relevant materials, we cannot claim to have 

uncovered every pertinent item. Innumerable sermons, reports, pamphlets, 

and perhaps some major statements have escaped our dragnet. But we are 

not writing an exhaustive historical survey of Christian comment.

Rather, we are attempting to provide a guide to future analysis that 

will help the reader become a knowledgable critic and effective partici

pant in a continuing and broadening discussion.

Moreover, we cannot attempt to survey either the historical and 

biographical origins or the total pattern of thought that lies behind 

the opinions regarding nuclear policy that are expressed by the individ

uals and groups whom we shall cite. It would be informative, for example,
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to trace the history of Methodist thought and action in relation to war 

and to outline the scope of present Methodist endeavors on behalf of 

peace. But we shall be forced to select particular documents, wrench 

them out of their historical and organizational contexts, and submit 

them to analysis in terms of our paradigm. This must be the case also 

in respect to individual authors.

Those Who Do Not Attempt to Specify 

the Relevance of Their Faith 

for Arms Policy Matters

In accordance with the categories of "The Spectrum of Responsi

bility for Ethical Specification" outlined in the Introduction, we shall 

eliminate from consideration Christian groups and individuals that have 

not attempted to specify the implications of their faith for nuclear arms 

policy. Among those who do not attempt this process of specification 

there are first those who deny that it is a responsibility and secondly, 

those who simply neglect to fulfill the obligation.

For instance; if we were to make an extended analysis of the work 
of Paul Ramsey we would point out that, in the context of his writings 
pertaining to nuclear arms policy matters, he gives decided, almost ex
clusive, emphasis to the ethical quadrant of our paradigm. It is well 
known that Ramsey has read large portions of Barth and at times performs 
in the role of the theologian. But our immediate point is that this the
ologizing takes place elsewhere. We wish to ask, "What do the authors 
consider relevant in this particular context? What would the reader who 
consults them on this one subject discover?" It is helpful to know of 
Ramsey's broader interestsj the cognoscendi are able to draw more subtle 
contextual implications. But we cannot build into our scheme a require
ment to know so much about so many authors . The reader may be tempted 
to respond to a criticism of an author's omissions with the comment, "He 
knows all that." To this we can only reply, "He did not see fit to men
tion it here."



Those who deny the need for ethical 
specification as unnecessary, useless, 
or inappropriate for the church

Those who explicitly reject the responsibility or even the right 

of Christians to advise the civil authorities concerning political issues 

generally provide theological reasons for, their denial. These reasons 

may vary. Some, in affirming the power of Christian teaching and preach

ing, express an optimistic confidence that the civic effects of the re

ception of God's grace will be predictable, beneficial, and adequate.

A letter from the^Education Secretary of the Christian and Missionary 

Alliance suggests that the Church ought to invest its resources in the 

fulfillment of its particular calling "to preach the Gospel to men every

where ."

Although we recognize the social implications of the Gospel 

and would encourage our people to assume their proper re

sponsibilities as good citizens, our. Society stresses the 

great spiritual truths of the Bible which we believe furnish 

the power to produce right relations with God and our fellow 

man. Thus, it is that our major emphasis is to preach the

Gospel to men everywhere, that they might know the truth
■ 2 that sets men free.

Others cite pessimistic convictions concerning man and his pros

pects in this age. The Research Secretary of the General Council of 

the Assemblies of God writes:

2Letter from Gilbert H. Johnson, Education Secretary, The Chris
tian and Missionary Alliance, July 8, 1964.



. . . our church is evangelical and premillennial in nature 

and therefore would not hold as its major emphases social 

and moral reforms as such. Our answer to the moral decay 

and materialistic and militaristic trends in the world today 

would be in revival where men and women turn to God and re

pent of their sins. A fundamental belief in the total de

pravity of man precludes our accepting or advocating social 

reforms alone as a means of lifting the world out of its 

present-day dilemmas«^

The primacy of religious concerns and the propriety of rigid

separation of the functions of the church and of the state are cited

frequently. A letter from an official of the Wisconsin Evangelical
4Lutheran Synod develops these themes at some length.

The truth of the matter is that our Synod has taken no of

ficial position on any of these issues of which you speak.

The reason certainly is not that we are not interested in 

the problems of our great nation, the problems of state. 

Individually, we are all deeply concerned and involved in 

these matters. Every Christian citizen ought to be very 

much aware of the fact that the problems of state are our 

own personal problems.

The question is, upon whom has God placed the responsi

bility of Solving the problem of state which you have

Letter from Grace Carroll, Research Secretary, General Council 
of the Assemblies of God, July 15, 1964.

Letter from Paul R. Hanke, Secretary, Wisconsin Evangelical
Lutheran Synod, October 10, 1963.



mentioned? Our Synod holds to the Biblical principle of 

complete separation of church and state. Jesus said:

"Render therefore unto Caesar the things which are Caesar's; 

and unto God the things that are God's" (Matt. 22, 21).

The Lord has given to his Church one glorious call, but 

only one in number: "Preach the Gospel" (Mark 16, 15) .

Bringing souls to the Lord Jesus Christ is a difficult and 

full time job. The government is also "the ordinance of 

God" (Romans 13,2), whose sacred responsibility it is to 

solve the problems of state. If both the Church and the 

state will meet their God-given responsibilities in the fear 

of the Lord, each honoring the above mentioned principle 

laid down so clearly by our Lord, both will enjoy his boun

tiful blessings .

As the symbol on your letterhead^ TEACH CHRIST clearly 

indicates, we will agree wholeheartedly, this is our "Father's 

business" (Luke 2,49) and the business of the Church. The 

Cuban crisis, the Test Ban Treaty, etc., are the business of 

the state. Let us as Christian citizens be satisfied to pray 

that the Lord will give our statesmen the wisdom to solve

Mr* Hanke gives no hint of how one determines when the church 
and the state are not meeting "their God-given responsibilities" nor 
any clue concerning what steps the Christian might take when confronted 
with a state that had failed or flaunted its task.

^The reference is to the letterhead of the Board of Christian 
Education of the United Presbyterian Church in the United States of 
America.



these problems in a truly God-pleasing way.

Christians may deny that they have a responsibility to specify 

the implications of their faith for national policy because they con

sider it to be unnecessary, useless, or somebody else’s assignment.

The dominant theme is that such an enterprise would be a distraction 

from the distinctively religious preoccupations of the Church.

Those who neglect the need for 
ethical specification

Among those who neglect to specify the implications of their be

lief for questions of military policy there are also sub-categories. 

Some, when asked, seem never to have considered the possibility. They 

admit the propriety of the undertaking and attribute their derilection 

to oversight. Others indicate they have been intending to consider the 

issue; their failure to date is more a matter of procrastination or 

happenstance

A similar view is expressed by another Lutheran, W. C, Gullixson, 
Secretary, Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Iowa, in a personal letter: "As
a Synod and church body the Evangelical Lutheran Synod is devoted to bring
ing and keeping sinners in the fellowship of Jesus Christ, and holds that 
its task is spiritual. So then pronouncements as a church body regarding 
political, social, or economic matters are not practiced. Even in the 
field of morals we hold that it is best that the church seek not to influ
ence the State so that the State may not seek to influence the church. As 
individual Christians and citizens of the land each one has full rights 
and the duty and responsibility to laud or protest, to promote or obstruct 
that which would effect the welfare of our beloved country."

O
In a letter dated December 10, 1963, C. William Black, Jr., Chair

man, Commission on Social Justice, The National Baptist Convention, re
ports: "The National Baptist Convention of America has not acted on the
issue of nuclear warfare. We are aware of the need for official action, 
but such an issue has not come to the attention of our Convention in ses
sion." Duran M. Palmertree, Assistant to the Editor-in-Chief, Church of 
God Publications, writes in a letter, July 9, 1964: "So far the General
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Those Who Do Attempt to Specify 

the Relevance of Their Faith 

for Arms Policy Matters

The elimination of those who deny or neglect the task of specifi

cation leaves us with two major sub-groups of those who do attempt to 

spell out the demands of Christian conscience with respect to arms policy. 

There are those who try but fall, and those who actually perform the re

sponsibility for ethical specification through the explication of clear 

policy recommendations that indicate responsible actors, legitimate goals, 

and effective means.

The elusiveness of policy 
r e commend at i ons

The boundary between failers and performers is sometimes diffi

cult to define. The amount of space devoted to discussion of nuclear war 

and Christian responsibility is not a reliable index to the presence of 

policy recommendations. For instance, Thomas Merton, a Catholic pacifist, 

has written several extensive articles on the topic that deal mostly in 

'’dreams." He is certain that Christians cannot licitly participate in 

or condone nuclear warfare. The goal is clear: "The only sane course

that remains is to work frankly and without compromise for the total

Assembly has not issued any statement in relation to this strategic and 
important problem. There has been, however, a great deal of discussion 
and talk among many persons relative to this issue and all adjunct rami
fications. There is a possibility of a forthcoming statement from meet
ings in the near future."
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abolition of war. . . .  A  world government must be established." But he 

is not so precise in denoting actors responsible for achieving the desired 

states " . . .  the furious speed with which our technological world is 

plunging toward disaster is evidence that no one is any longer fully in 

control - and this includes the political l e a d e r s , " I t  is no longer 

reasonable or right to leave all decisions to a largely anonymous power 

elite that is driving us all, in our passivity, towards ruin . " 11 He is 

not able to suggest specific first steps to be taken by authorities as 

the means to his desired goal. When the denunciations and moralizations 

are stripped away a rather innocuous exhortation to negotiate is all that 

remains:

In plain words, in order to save ourselves from destruction we 

have to try to regain control of a world that is speeding down

hill without brakes, because of the combination of factors I 

have just mentioned: almost total passivity and irresponsibility

on the moral level, plus demonic activism in social, military and 

political life. The remedy would seem to be to slow down our 

activity, especially all activity concerned with the production 

and testing of weapons of destruction, and indeed to back-track 

by making every effort to negotiate for multilateral disarmament.' 

Perhaps to his own surprise, Merton fails to provide any real policy

12

9,Thomas Merton, "Nuclear War and Christian Responsibility," The 
Commonweal, LXXV, 20 (February 9, 1962), p p . 509-513, pp . 512, 513.

10Ibid., p . 511. 11Ibid., p . 513.
12Ibid., p. 511.
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recommendations. Moreover, the indefinite recommendations and dreams 

he does suggest are characteristic not of anti-war systemists but of 

anti-war marginalism. Indeed, many middle marginalists would be willing 

to ’’slow down our activity" and make "every effort to negotiate for 

multilateral disarmament."

Extensive discussion does not guarantee the presence of policy 

recommendations; neither does an apparent emphasis upon factual content. 

Herman Will, Jr., Associate Secretary of the Division of Peace and World 

Order of the General Board of Christian Social Concerns of the Methodist 

Church, is the author of a preliminary study paper prepared for the 

Evanston Conference of The Church Peace Mission in April, 1959. Almost 

the entire paper is devoted to the definition of the political and mili

tary situation. It opens with a discussion of the arms race, describes 

the effects of nuclear weapons, and analyzes the transformation of warfare. 

This information is presented as background for the section on "Christian 

Peace Strategy" that lists a series of policy objectives that are typically 

espoused by the anti-war schools. The author states that "certain long

range goals need to be identified and defined and then related to immediate
13objectives which move in the same direction." The long range goals are 

made clear; the immediate objectives and the means of their attainment are 

less clear. The recommendations seem to verge upon anti-war system!sm.

But at crucial points Mr. Will lapses into the use of general exhortations 13

13Herman Will, Jr., "Christian Peace Strategy and Nuclear Weapons," 
in The Word of God in the Nuclear Age} Study Papers on The Relation of the 
Christian Gospel to the Crisis of Nuclear Power (New York: The Church Peace
Mission, 1959), p. 45.
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that render his comments considerably less radical. He outlines a goal, 

suggests a means, but fails to identify any specific acting unit capable 

of implementing the policy recommended:

The universal disarmament of all nations is an imperative in 

the nuclear age. While an effective system of international 

inspection and control is greatly to be desired, the nations 

should not continue to delay steps in the process of disarm

ament due to a lack of agreement on the establishment of a 

control system. . . .  We call upon the leaders of all nations 

to renounce war now, to end nuclear tests permanently, and to

take immediate steps to dismantle and turn over to United
14Nations control existing stockpiles of atomic weapons.

This is a general exhortation rather than a policy recommendation. "The 

leaders of the nations" do not constitute an acting unit. Will fails to 

indicate what second best policy should be pursued by American officials 

if the leaders of the nations do not observe his counsel. Although the 

direction of his thinking carries him far onto the anti-war wing it is 

impossible to tell how far since he evades the question that separates 

anti-war systemists from marginalists. That question is whether American 

authorities ought at this moment irrevocably to commit the nation to uni

lateral disarmament no matter what "the leaders of the nations" may d o . ^  14

14Ibid., p. 45.

^Elsewhere in the same pamphlet John Swomley, an anti-war systemist 
comments: " . . .  advocacy of universal disarmament is utopian if its
achievement is dependent upon action taken by a rival nation." What he 
means is not absolutely clear since it would be difficult to achieve uni
versal disarmament without some action by other nations, except in the case
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It should be noted that the boundaries between the major schools 

of arms policy are defined not by the vision of some eventual ideal state 

but by the content of recommendations to be acted upon here and now by 

decision-makers who need not and cannot await reciprocal action by others. 

It seems that many people consider themselves avant-garde pacifists be

cause they espouse the goal of a world disarmed under multilateral agree

ments enforced by an international agency. In our categorization even 

the most impassioned plea for multilateral disarmament gains one only the 

rank of an anti-war marginalist. To be an anti-war systemist one must in

sist upon immediate steps to be undertaken without regard for the reaction 

of friend or foe. There is a difference between sharing dreams and recom

mending policies.

The first step in analyzing our materials, although not necessarily 

in describing them, must be to search out and test utterances that pose as 

policy recommendations. In many cases long, fervent, and factual discus

sion will obscure their absence. When they are present their actual con

tent may be surprising. Nothing may be taken for granted. We cannot use 

such short-cuts as the extent, tone, or apparent facticity of discussion. 

Nor may we rely upon denominational origin. We must treat failers and 

performers together for they cannot be separated prior to careful examina

tion. Many who earnestly intend to specify the immediate implications of 

Christian conscience for nuclear arms policy actually fail to provide

of a disarming strike that would allow one nation to impose disarmament. 
But presumably he is speaking to the point that one cannot make honest 
recommendations to people in general. ''Christian Dynamics for Social 
Change," Ibid., p. 17.
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policy recommendations. They offer only indefinite or negative recommenda

tions, general exhortations, or dreams, which provide a promise of guidance 

which in practice is confounded by complexities that have been ignored.

Standards of criticism

A statement that meets our criteria of a policy recommendation can

not, in a technical sense, be falsified. A commentator is free to recom

mend whatever he wishes. Policy recommendations can, however, be subjected 

to certain internal tests. We may ask whether there is a logical relation 

between the definition of the situation and the policy recommendations.

For instance, do the remedies prescribed for nuclear war correspond to the 

analysis of the causes of war? We may also inquire whether the attempt to 

implement certain policy recommendations will obviously subvert the pos

sibility of attaining other avowed objectives. In practice, it is diffi

cult to engage in prolonged debate or critical explication without resort

ing to external criticisms aimed at demonstrating the inaccuracy or inade

quacy of the definition of the situation in order to show that the imple

mentation of the recommendation will not bring the predicted result or 

will bring with it other undesirable consequences that had not been con

sidered .

Our first task of analysis is to "pin down” policy recommendation in 

order to determine whether they are present, predictable, and performable.^

* The presence of policy recommendations does not, of course, guaran
tee that the recommendations will be worthy. The most explicit delineation 
of political intentions discovered in the literature we have reviewed is 
also the most bizarre, A news release of the Church of God, dated January 
1, 1964, presents the following political platform on a full page: "Mighty 
man of God. Elect Homer A. Tomlinson President of the United States Nov. 3 
for The Golden Age of America. 1 . For the Union of Church and State in
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Overcoming the Di1emma of Choice

Since we cannot give direct and extended attention to more than a 

fraction of the materials that pertain to our topic we face a difficult 

problem of selection. We have foresworn the ambition to be exhaustive; 

yet some range of coverage seems desirable in order to induce a feeling 

for the diversity of the viewpoints and to demonstrate the effectiveness 

of our analytical scheme. Several possibilities present themselves:

1. We could present a bibliographical survey in which each item 

would be categorized according to the content of the policy recommenda

tions it contains. This would serve to document the fact that Christians 

do differ in their prescriptions concerning nuclear policy. But it would 

not help us understand how they come to differ and it would not permit us 

to demonstrate the utility of our analytical paradigm.

2. We might apply our paradigm to ’’typical" examples of each type 

of arms policy orientation. This would provide for some range and con

trast. But it would obscure a major point of our study which is that each * 12 * * * * * * 19

Jesus, Prince of Peace 2. To Keep U. S. Constitution, Freedom of Worship, 
Liberty 3. For 10% Tithes - for Church and Nation, Instead of Present 557. 
Seen and Hidden Taxes! 4. To Maintain 1964 Scale of Wages, Profits, Progress
5. For Unlimited Production, Free Enterprise 6 . To End Wars, Crime, De
linquency 7. To Unite Families, End Divorces 8 . To End Use of Tobacco, 
Intoxicants, Narcotics, Gambling 9. To Assure Equality For All Races, Na
tions 10. To Relegate Roman Law, English Common Law, Establish New Codes, 
Civil and Criminal 11. Establish Bible Reading, Prayer in All Schools
12. Follow New Revelations in Government and Peace THEOCRATIC PARTY:
GOVERNMENT UNDER GOD." A month and a half before the publication of his
platform Mr, Tomlinson replied to an inquiry concerning what his church had
said concerning the relation of Christian ethics to nuclear arms policy:
"We have noticed a singular thing that in our own church publications we have
taken no public position in regard to this, the subjects not even being men
tioned, as far as I can find, in any current periodicals." Letter, November
19, 1963.
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arms policy school is made up of diverse elements, that authors pursue 

very different courses of reasoning to points at which they may converge 

and form unstable alliances in support of particular policies. Indeed, 

we wish to call into question the assumption that there is a "typical" 

anti-war marginalist approach. There are recommendations which, by 

definition, are typical of anti-war marginalises. But these recommenda

tions may be supported by arguments that are extraordinarily diverse and 

which may lead, in slightly different circumstances, to the disruption 

and realignment of arms policy schools. Our main point is that intelli

gent and responsible participation in the arms debate requires very re

fined analysis of what others are saying. A forced selection of typical 

representatives of each major school violates this central conviction.

3. In order to demonstrate the significance and the mechanisms of 

"convergence" we might take all the representatives we can find of a 

single school, such as anti-war marginalism, and show how they arrive at 

similar recommendations through dissimilar processes of reasoning. This 

approach, however, would not help one to grasp the differences between 

the various types.

4. The fullest use of our entire paradigm could be made by focus

ing upon a single case and dissecting its component arguments. Here again 

we would sacrifice the comparative dimension of our study.

5. We might narrow our sample by introducing some qualitative 

limit upon the type of document to be examined, selecting, for example, 

only official statements issued by American denominations. No matter how 

this limit were defined, however, it would eliminate certain of the most
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significant contributions to the arms debate within the churches. Some 

denominational statements have been carefully drawn and widely used.

Many others have been slovenly and obscure. Individual authors have 

written substantial and influential critiques that cannot easily be ig

nored .

Our compromise solution will be to take a single document, examine 

it in some detail * and then use it as a starting-point for a brief survey 

of certain major alternative patterns of thought concerning "What the 

United States ought to do with the Bomb."

A review of the literature reveals that in spite of the distribu

tion of Christian authors across the entire spectrum of arms policy views 

the center of gravity of the weight of Christian opinion falls within the 

anti-war marginalist range. A poll of the church-going public might indi

cate that among the constituents of the denominations the median point of 

opinion rests within the middle marginalist segment of the spectrum. But 

within the. public debate as carried on by articulate ecclesiastical 

leaders, scholars, and publicists, the focus shifts slightly to the left. 

The most extensive and most widely distributed anti-war marginalist docu

ment produced by American churchmen within our time span is the report of 

a special commission created by the General Conference of the Methodist 

Church in 1960. The report, the product of a twelve member panel, was 

published in 1963 under the title, The Christian Faith and War in the 

Nuclear Age.^  We shall apply the categories of our paradigm to the

The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age: Report of the
Study Commission (New York: Abingdon Press, 1963), pp. 3-108. A twenty-
six page study guide written by Fred Cloud is also available.
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analysis of this booklet that was designed to serve as a study document 

for the second largest Protestant denomination in the United States.



CHAPTER NINE

A CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF THE METHODIST REPORT 

THE CHRISTIAN FAITH AND WAR IN THE NUCLEAR AGE

The Diversity of the Commission

The most obvious fact about the Methodist report, The Christian 

Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, is that it is the work of a twelve 

member commission. The commission was made up of members of very di

verse viewpoints. John Swomley and Georgia Harkness are professed paci

fists. Harold DeWolf has strong leanings toward nuclear pacifism. In 

contrast, Ernest S. Griffith, Dean of the School of International Service 

at The American University, submitted the following dissent which marks 

him as the very model of a modern middle marginalist.

Under these circumstances, I see no immediate alternative

than to continue the present balance of terror. . . . Such

a balance of terror should be accompanied on our part with
2every possible use of conciliatory instruments.

An introductory segment explains the procedure of the commission

The members of the Study Commission are listed as Bishop Matthew
W. Clair, Jr., Chairman; Bishop W. Ralph Ward, Jr., Vice Chairman; The 
Rev. John E. Marvin, Secretary; Dr. John W. Chittum; Dr. Harold DeWolf; 
Dr. Ernest S. Griffith; Dr. Georgia Harkness; The Rev. James William 
Morgan; Dr. Walter G. Muelder; Dr. Harvey Seifert; Dr. John M. Swomley, 
Jr.; and The Rev. Daniel E. Taylor. The Christian Faith and War in the 
Nuclear Age, pp. 3-4.

2Ernest S. Griffith, in a note headed "Footnotes of dissent by 
commission members," ibid., p. 31.
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and the structure of its report.

The Commission was divided into four sub-groups for the 
purpose of exploring these major areas of concern:

’’Nuclear War and the Christian Faith"
"A Christian Evaluation of Current Policy"
"Constructive Alternatives"
"The Responsibility of the Church and of the Individual 
Christian"^

Drafts submitted by these sub-groups constitute the four major sections 

of the report. The result of this procedure is a considerable degree of 

overlapping and repetition.

Responsibility for Ethical Specification 

The members of the commission clearly affirm the responsibility of 

the church to specify the implications of its faith for specific policy 

cho i ces.

The church must not only give moral directives and counsel 

to government (the state), but also declare its own positions 

and intentions in relation to war in the nuclear age. To be 

silent in the face of the present massive preparation for 

nuclear war of annihilation is to share responsibility for 

it .4

Performance of this responsibility is vital both for the integrity of the 

ecclesiastical fellowship and for the survival of the political community. 

"The church is one of the most influential forces in contemporary society." 3 

It could and should wield great influence.

In this divided world a church united, not in institutional

3Ibid., Ibid., p. 30. Ibid., p . 96.p . 6 .
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form but in the power of the Holy Spirit, could speak a 

word on peace and disarmament which would be heeded by 

every government on earth. God's power, speaking through 

man's power in the church of Jesus Christ, could be instru

mental in saving man from nuclear destruction and bringing 

peace to the world.

The churchman "dare not ignore his obligation to be at least con

cerned about all important human problems."^

The individual Christian, too, is obliged to find his own 

way, under God, to bear his personal witness relevant to 

the issue. Concern to meet this obligation should affect 

his vocational decision, his political action, his choice 

of reading matter, and his daily conversation. In such 

concern many a Christian can and should discover new di-
g

mensions of significance in his personal faith.

Having beeome aware of his responsibility the Christian 

asks for guidance. . .

The Christian must not only be familiar with the Biblical 

teachings and the Christian tradition but informed about 

current issues as well. . . .  In order to make an intelli

gent and effective application, the Christian must be ade

quately informed about his faith in relation to the age in

Ibid., p . 97 . ^Ibid., p. 98. 8Ibid., p . 32 .
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which he lives. Unless his response and commitment are based

on a reasonable understanding of this relationship, he will

be incapable of making his witness count. 9

"The Christian individual acts. He does not sit on the sidelines while 

momentous decisions are being made, and it is his responsibility to have

In order to express their faith and to carry out the responsibility 

it places upon them. Christians are to assume and to perform certain 

roles in society. They are to be "ambassadors of reconciliation," "peace-

certain values, infuse the virtues of peace-loving men into the stream of 

political life, and to make available to the state the insights and ad

monitions that flow from the Christian ethos which is peculiarly sensitive 

to the value and dignity of each human being. The church is to goad the 

conscience of the state. "When the state proclaims a valid goal but fails

to act forthrightly, the church has a responsibility to encourage imple-
„ . . 12 mentation.

There are indirect functions the church ought to perform on behalf 

of the total community, Christians may explore new techniques of social 

change, for instance, the practice of non-violence.

The church, even sooner than the state, should be expected to 

foster research and experimentation in this method, and to

a part in them before they are made." 10

makers," and "servants of community. " 11 Their function is to conserve

^Ibid., pp. 98, 99. 10Ibid., p. 100.
11Ibid., 12p. 59. I b i d  . ,  p . 8 5 .
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13

train members to use it constructively in contemporary situ

ations in the hope that it may prove to be an additional 

strategy available also for important international purposes

The church should serve as the custodian of basic values, the 

stabilizer of general attitudes, and the facilitator of peaceful change. 

"The Christian Church and the individual must accept responsibility for 

the creation of a climate of opinion in which creative changes can occur." 

At this particular moment this means that "we must seek to educate our 

church people to keep insisting on negotiation."^

In assuming the responsibility for ethical specification the com

mission is able to become quite specific indeed:

In serving as peacemakers and ministers of reconciliation,

Christians, and especially the church, should exert every 

effort to achieve universal, total disarmament so that a 

world free from organized warfare may before long be 

achieved *

14

We believe each Christian is called to witness for such a 

program of complete, multilateral, controlled disarmament 

and to work for the stages that lead to its achievement.^

It is not clear whether the commission here intends to make adherence to 

this policy position a test of true discipleship. But it is clear that 

they rank among those who accept and attempt to perform the responsibility

13

16

Ibid ., p . 89. 

Ibid ., p . 60 .

^ I b i d ., p. 105, ^Ibid ., p. 80.

17Ibid., p . 87 .
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to specify the implications of Christian faith for the immediate issues 

of national policy with respect to nuclear weaponry.

Political Pertinence: The Content

of Recommendations

Comparison of the recommendations contained in the Methodist re

port with the anti-war marginalist beliefs and preferences outlined 
18

above will reveal a degree of similarity more than adequate to justify 

the classification of The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age as 

an anti-war marginalist document.

Alongside a secular anti-war marginalist such as Etzioni the 

Methodist commission appears even more restive concerning the apparent 

necessity for an interim reliance upon a strategy of finite deterrence 

and considerably more vague in explaining how a transition is to be made 

from the mutual balance of terror, which they judge to be both militarily 

and morally alarming, to the concord of peaceful nations living under the 

protection of international institutions, which they find to be politically 

and ethically alluring. Like the secular authors who form the left wing 

of anti-war marginalistm, the authors of the report appear at times to be 

strongly tempted by anti-war systemist conclusions. But they stop short 

of recommending irrevocable commitment to unilateral disarmament. Their 

identity as anti-war men, but also their adherence to marginalism, is made 

clear by the statement

that unilateral steps and overtures in subordinate matters should 18

18See above, chap, ii, pp. 73-86.
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continually be taken by a nation as a positive and definite 

policy and are preferable to either bellicosity or passively 

allowing the situation to drift, even though the main thrust 

of disarmament itself may have to move by the slower multi

lateral process . 19

Even so, they reveal a hint of the maximizing mentality of the systemists 

when they assert that "a treaty for complete and safeguarded disarmament 

must continue to be the major objective toward which every effort is 

bent ." 20

They convey no doubt that the present system of international re

lations must undergo radical change. . . our country's goal should

be complete, safeguarded disarmament by all nations, down to the level

1 Ibid., p p . 87-88.
20Ibid., p. 87. The use to which maximizing procedures may be put 

is illustrated in a report of a more recent article concerning the pro
jected multilateral nuelear force by a member of the staff of the General 
Board of Christian Social Concerns of the Methodist Church. "Herman Will, 
Jr. asks Methodists 'Why the Concern About MLF?' in the November 1 , [1964] 
issue of the denominational publication Concern. He notes that 'neither 
the General Conference nor the General Board of Christian Social Concerns 
has spoken on the matter directly,' but he finds that the proposal for a 
multilateral nuclear force 'falls into a category covered by one sentence 
of the General Conference? "Every phase of a nation's foreign policy must 
be judged in part by whether it makes possible disarmament under law.'"

Mr. Will reaches the conclusion that the American plan does not meet 
this requirement and, indeed, would be 'a serious obstacle to progress in 
the disarmament negotiations."* "In the Magazines," Worldview, VII, 12 (De
cember, 1964), p. 3. Mr. Will very easily has overlooked the General 
Board's statement that a policy must be judged "in part" by whether it makes 
possible disarmament under law. The General Board implies that other cri
teria must also apply "in part." Mr. Will finds it convenient to make the 
contribution to the single goal of disarmament under law the exclusive cri
terion of proposed policies.
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21necessary for domestic policing." The present system, characterized
22by "the national power approach," cannot be redeemed. It must be re

placed by "the international organization approach to world order."

No nation or nations . . .  should any longer have the right 

unilaterally to launch military action that in the nuclear 

age may affect the whole of mankind. Only the United Nations 

is representative enough to make decisions about the use of

armed forces under such circumstances and to engage in the 
... 23necessary action.

Christians must be alert to schemes designed to mitigate, and

thereby preserve, the present "war system." Arms control "is offered
2 A-as a planned military alternative to disarmament."

Christians should, of course, welcome properly framed steps

toward the reduction of weapons. Yet we must be clear that

any program which permits the maintenance of national striking
25power, continues the existence of a war potential.

Aside from the obvious risks of expanding limited war, Chris

tians must ask whether they can ethically support a strategy

which aims at perpetuating the war system instead of a strategy
2 6which seeks the abolition of war through disarmament.

A  new system must be constructed. The members of the commission

21The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, p. 83.
22Ibid .. p . 89
25Ibid ., p . 83.

ON00 23Ibid., p. 57. ^Ibid.j p. 6 1.

m00 2 6t m , Ibid., p . 56.
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are willing to indicate the principles upon which it must be built. 

Christians necessarily . « . look forward to some form of 

international community which will eliminate the uncontrolled 

rivalry of sovereign states so that the discriminate use of

police force under law may supplant the anarchy of modern
,,, 27competitive military systems.

New forms of community must be established by mutual consent.

Agreement in negotiation is possible only within the area of

overlapping national interests. . . .  It is essential for our

statesmen to explore fully the possibilities in such similar

national concerns as exist, and to follow policies which are
28most likely to enlarge the area of agreement of interests.

". . . where temporary adjustments are necessary, we should be prepared

to subordinate regional, local, or personal interests to the welfare of 
29the larger whole.”

The central conviction is that "brotherhood must now be given a
30structural form on a world scale.” The cornerstone upon which the new 

system must be built is a strong United Nations. "Membership needs to

become increasingly universal. . . .  The functions performed by the UN
31should become somewhat broadened." It is important "that functions

assigned to the UN be sufficient to maintain the peace and to protect the
32basic freedoms of the world's peoples."

27

30
Ibid., p . 37 . 

Ibid., p . 91.

37. 28t,., Ibid., p . 81. 29Ibid., p. 79.

91. Ibid., p. 92. 32Ibid., p. 93.
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Fortunately, a first step toward the more distant goal can be 

taken by our own national action, without persuading any re

calcitrant nation to agreement. The United States can increase 

both the prestige and the power of the United Nations by larger 

financial contributions to some of its essential programs, and 

by making our use of its structure more of a constant reliance 

than an occasional convenience. At the same time we must per

sistently pursue that long course of patient negotiation and of

building strength in the free world, which may make further 
33steps possible.

The commission seems to favor diplomatic recognition and admit

tance to the United Nations for Red China. Perhaps mindful of the outcry 

that was raised in response to the report of the Fifth World Order Study

Conference of the National Council of Churches at Cleveland in November,
341958, they are willing to make their references to the subject oblique.

But the reasoning is made clear by the observation that "a workable dis-
35armament agreement is possible only if mainland China is involved."

The report recommends continued aid to underdeveloped nations. * 34 35

■Ibid., p. 94.
34Cf, "Sino-American Relations: A Statement by the Conference

Chairman, Hon. Ernest A. Gross read to the conference during discussion 
of the Message to the Churches,” Christian Responsibility on a Changing 
Planet: Report of the Fifth World Order Study Conference, Cleveland,
Ohio, November 18-21, 1958, Compiled by the Department of International 
Affairs, The National Council of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A.
(New York: The National Council of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A.,
1959), pp. 27-28.

35The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, p . 85.
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", . . economic aid and technical assistance should be given without any
36requirement of military collaboration.” Also, "we should stand ready

to liberalize our tariff policies wherever such action will support sound
37development of unimpeded trade in various areas of the world."

The members of the commission agree with anti-communist marginal- 

ists that the United States must seize the initiative. There is, however, 

a vast difference in the meaning of the phrase that enjoys such common 

use. The anti-communists want the United States to take the initiative 

in bringing the Cold War to an end through its aggressive prosecution.

The anti-war spokesman wish for us to end the Cold War by conciliation, 

compromise, and exploitation of "creative alternatives."

At appropriate points in international negotiations our nation 

should not hesitate to seize the initiative by announcing that we are 

ourselves taking certain limited steps toward disarmament. Among 

the steps that might be considered in such an attempt to change 

the climate of hostility are the renunciation of chemical and bio

logical warfare and the ending of preparation for such war, the

abandonment of military conscription, and the cessation of all
i _ _ 38nuclear weapons tests.

The work of the U. S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency should be well

36Ibid., p . 75. 37Ibid ., p . 78,
38,Ibid., p. 8 6. The passage continues: "In each such step the

United States should call upon all other major powers to follow her ex
ample and should seek to influence world public opinion in behalf of such 
emphases. Steps of such a sort might be found as would not weaken the es
sential capability of the United States, at the same time that they con
tributed to a relaxation of tension, a confirmation of our intentions, and 
a greater likelihood of concluding a satisfactory, multilateral disarmament 
treaty."
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provided for. "It is important that there be continuously maintained

in government a sufficient task force working urgently on problems of 
39d i s armament. ”

The general direction in which the commission desires United States 

policy to move is made clear. The report does contain explicit policy 

recommendations concerning contribution to the United Nations and the con

tinuation of economic aid. It makes veiled reference to the diplomatic 

recognition of Red China and suggests a number of "steps that might be 

considered." Many of its "recommendations", however, are contingent upon 

actions to be taken by other states. Critical scrutiny of the suggestions 

put forth in the report discovers a surprisingly small residue of policy 

recommendations. With respect to the immediate and central question,

"What ought the United States to do with the Bomb?" the only answer pro

vided might be summarized in the phrase, "Try to get rid of it!" The 

recommendations pertaining directly to arms policy all hinge upon the out

come of an indefinitely prolonged process of negotiation.

In Section Two, entitled "Christian Evaluation of Present Policy," 

the authors submit to criticism several of the defense strategies that 

have been debated in recent years. In the course of delivering a negative 

judgment upon each of them, they make an ingenuous and revealing remark:

". . . our real present alternatives lie in the constructive possibilities 

suggested in Section III." ^ The report is primarily oriented not to the 

present or the past but to the future. Unlike Paul Ramsey and many Roman 

Catholics who attempt to prescribe what military actions can and cannot be 39

39Ibid., 40p. 87. Ibid ., p . 45 .
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done licitly within the present situation, the members of the commission 

divert attention to "creative alternatives" that will ensure a future in 

which men will not face the dreadful dilemmas occasioned by the retention 

of nuclear weapons in the hands of national leaders. To the public of

ficial who must decide under the pressure of events what to do or what 

not to do in Berlin, Cuba, or Viet Nam, they say, in effect, "You ought 

not to be in such a fix; and now that you're in it you ought to get out 

of it .» 41 42 They are forced to admit that the policy-maker cannot get out 

of the present impasse by his own unilateral efforts. He cannot stay 

where he is and he cannot get forward on his own. There is a broad gap 

between what is and what ought to be. The gap must be bridged by "cre

ative alternatives." Apart from commending an attitude of concern, the 

contributions of the report to the process of hard thinking upon concrete 

problems is meager.

The main thrust is summarized in the following paragraphs 

In the name of God and of our common humanity, the members of 

the Commission call upon the United States and other nations 

to negotiate urgently for scheduled stages of disarmament, 

with thorough inspection, on an established time table, leading
/ rs

to early, complete, universal disarmament down to police levels.

41Since the report is addressed to members of the churches the com
mission might be defended for not offering more explicit assistance to the 
policy maker in his present need. It is fair to observe, however, that 
they are presuming to direct Christians with regard to how they ought to 
direct officials who are responsible to them. They do equally little to 
assist their own immediate audience.

42 Ibid., p . 34.
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To the policy maker the commission says, ’’Negotiate urgently." To the 

church it says, "Create the climate in which negotiations may be success

ful." The negotiations must be urgent and they must be successful, for 

no guidance is given concerning what may and may not be done in the in

terim or in the case that negotiations fail.

The Paradigm of Interest

The policy recommendations and the supporting arguments presented 

in The Christian Faith and Mar in the Nuclear Age appear in the context 

of a report especially designed to focus attention upon the questions 

raised for Christian conscience by the existence and prospective use of 

nuclear weapons.

The scope of policy with which the document is concerned is pri

marily that which guides the action of the United States in the interna

tional arena. The report sketches the lineaments of the peaceful world 

of the future which the policy of all nations should seek to realize. 

Occasionally leaders of other nations are exhorted to join in the quest 

for a new international order. But the authors focus upon American policy 

issues.

The statement is designed for the study of Methodist Chris

tians throughout the world. At the same time, a large ma

jority of members of The Methodist Church are citizens of 

the United States. It is necessary, therefore, to lay special

emphasis upon the responsibilities of the Government of the
43United States and its citizens. 43

43Ibid., p. 9.
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The level of generality throughout the report is primarily that

of "middle axioms" which are "more concrete than a universal ethical

principle and less specific than a program that includes legislation and
44political strategy." More specific guidance is offered in some places.

The members of the commission assume the function of defining the 

right conscience of the church and guiding the reflection of individual 

Christians upon matters of public policy in a nation that is perhaps way

ward but not yet apostate. From time to time they dispense advice to 

magistrates, but their primary audience consists of members of The 

^®bhodist Church, They thus assume the authority of "our common convic

tions as Christians.”

We are attempting to speak as an agency of the church, and

the church must look upon the problems of the world from

the standpoint of the Christian faith. 5

If the individual Christian, confronted with various interpretations of

"the Christian faith," needs further guidance, "the Bible is his basic 
46source." Particular texts are cited at various points, but throughout 

the report a nebulous consensus of Christian opinion on basic ethical 

questions seems to be presupposed.

The style and vocabulary used throughout the report is primarily 

that of the political scientist. The authors concede that their language 44 45 46

44John C. Bennett, Christian Ethics and Social Policy (New York: 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1958), p. 77.

45The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, p . 24.
46Ibid., p. 99.
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may be unfamiliar to many readers.

The present international situation has given rise to a whole 

new vocabulary among secular strategists and Christians must 

familiarize themselves with this vocabulary 

The manner or purpose of the discourse is not so much that of an inquiry 

as it is that of a tract. The authors are more inclined to mobilize 

public support behind broadly defined goals than they are to console or 

to open the way for dialogue in the hope that truth may be uncovered.

They seek aetion. They revert to ethical and theological premises only 

as they may be necessary and useful in rekindling commitment and stimu

lating action.

The members of the commission prepared their document in order to 

incite concern, study, and action. In response to their presentation 

their audience is expected to employ various modes of influence in the 

attempt to change the course of present policy. They are advised to take 

actions designed to persuade policy makers to acknowledge the validity of 

the definition of the situation outlined in the report. Appeals to con

science may be calculated to activate the commitments of responsible of

ficials. The political situation may in the long run be substantially al

tered through enthusiastic Methodist participation in diverse voluntary 

associations.

Nothing is said directly about support of "peace" candidates in 

American elections or the initiation of campaigns to defeat elected of

ficials who oppose the changes that members of the commission consider
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urgent. The prospect of direct political action is noted.

In many countries persons who become active in political party 

work may be in a position to help shape trends and world pol

icies - either at the national level or in state or local 
48groups.

Nevertheless, the thrust of the activities in which Methodists are urged 

to participate are strikingly "non-political." The authors profess to 

be devoted to the overthrow of the "war system." They say that "the 

church must speak boldly to the world in the name of Jesus Christ and be 

prepared to suffer loss of prestige, wealth, comfort, imprisonment and 

martyrdom, when faithfulness to the Lord requires." Apparently, in 

spite of their analysis of imminent danger to humanity, their hour has 

not yet come. They recommend to their constituents no form of action 

that is likely to bring about imprisonment or martyrdom. The analysis 

of current defense policies reveals that the situation is critically 

urgent.

The relevance of the church to modern man, the future of human 

liberty, the continuance of modern culture and even the sur

vival of the human race may depend upon the faithfulness with 

which the church of Jesus Christ bears witness to her living 

Lord by appropriate study, word and action relative to war in 

this age of nuclear power.

In face of this crisis, the commission's advice concerning political ac

tion seems insipid and incongruous.

48Ibid., p. 103. 49Ibid., p. 26. 50Ibid., p. 10.
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Letters can be sent to legislators and executive officers in 

government or to newspapers and magazines. Personal visits 

to legislators and policy makers can be very effective.

There is a disparity between the exigency suggested by political analysis 

and the blandness of the suggestions concerning political activity.

The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age places heavy emphasis 

upon the definition of the situation in the military and political spheres. 

Content analysis would reveal that no more than twenty percent of the re

port is devoted to direct explication of theological and ethical categor

ies. A section entitled "Basic Principles of Christian Belief" occupies 

three of the one hundred and eight pages. It is followed by an eight page 

discussion of "Christian Guidelines of Practice.” Convenient use of 

scriptural passages is made from time to time but no effort is made to 

reconstruct or to employ an interpretation of biblical thought concerning 

war as the starting point for reflection upon the problem of Christian 

faith and war in the nuclear age. The report begins with a section on 

"The Present World Situation" and is preoccupied throughout with the de

scription of political facts and the prescription of "responsible" action.

The Paradigm of Content 

The Definition of the Situation

War

The advent of nuclear weapons and modern delivery systems has
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___ 52brought about a "drastic change in the nature of war." The nuclear age

has introduced a sharp discontinuity in the military situation.

In addition to the vast increase in the sheer magnitude of

destructive potential, the coming of nuclear military power

has given new dimensions to the whole problem of war in our 
53time.

The crisis must be viewed from the perspective of humanity. The main 

threat is the prospective annihilation of man and his works.

In the thermonuclear age civilization hangs in the balance.

The existence of life may well be at stake in the outcome of

the present temptation to use nuclear power to resolve human
.. 54problems.

All-out nuclear war cannot serve as a rational instrument of policy, 

It is "a method of warfare which cannot be actually used to defend, but 

would, if used, result in the destruction on a vast scale of the values 

and people in whose behalf and by whose labor it is p r e p a r e d T h e  very 

thought of such a war is a crime against reason.

There is at present no real defense which people can use against 

"the bomb." In this situation there has developed a pathologi

cal state of mind leading to desperate efforts to increase

the threat of retaliation as a "deterrent," with consequent
56movement toward probable disaster.

Participation in such a war would be a moral crime. "It involves the de

struction of whole cities and their populations, a process which is called 54

52t u , Ibid., p . 41. 53
55„, . , p . 15. 56Ibid.,

Ibid., p. 13.

Ibid ., p . 18 .

54Ibid., p. 95.
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genocide." Man may be held guilty for this crime because it is within 

his power to prevent it.

The idea that war is inevitable is one which Christians 

generally reject. War is man-made and can be avoided, pre

vented and abolished. There is no sense in which war re

sults in a predetermined fashion by natural laws. As Chris

tians we reject the idea that we are mere puppets in a world
58determined by matter.

In spite of man's freedom to reject the choice of war "the threat 

of nuclear catastrophe becomes rapidly more critical."5^ "As other 

states move nearer to mastery of destructive nuclear power, the risks 

mount higher." Given the delicate balance of terror created by the 

brandishing of deterrent forces by the two major powers, war must be con

sidered an ever-present possibility. It may start by accident, miscal

culation, escalation, or even by cold calculation. Anonymous attackers 

or smaller allies may embroil the United States and the Soviet Union in 

a nuclear war.

There is a possibility that a small group of zealots or 

fanatics or a military junta led by a psychotic person or 

misanthrope might seize an isolated missile base, send forth

some rockets and trigger the whole system of instantaneous
. . .  61 retaliation.

57

57t m , Ibid *, p . 4 5. 58t,., Ibid., p . 4 6. 59Ibid., p. 33.
60t, . ,Ibid., p . 18. Ibid., P . 4 4.
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The authors focus attention upon the extreme case of "spasm war."

They assume that "once nuclear conflict has begun, it will proceed quickly
62and with catastrophic results." They note that "there has been con

siderable military planning for limited war by nuclear weapons," but con

clude that "while theoretically possible, there is grave doubt that such 

a plan could be made to work in practice." They give no attention to 

the lower end of the spectrum of violence, to guerrilla warfare or to the 

intermediate stages upon a "ladder of escalation." They are certain that, 

given the "pathological state of mind" reflected in reliance upon a policy 

of deterrence by threat of retaliation,

every small war threatens to escalate into the indescribable 

catastrophe, while even a mechanical failure or a break in 

the self-discipline of some critically important person in

one of the great powers might at any moment trigger the 
6A1holocaust.

The opponent

Although the report mentions "The Conflict Between the Communists 

and the Non-Communists Peoples" as one of the three definitive character

istics of "the present world situation," along with "The Threat of Nuclear 

War" and "The World Revolution," it does not contain a systematic 

analysis of communist doctrines, intentions, and capabilities. The reality 

and danger of communist hostility is acknowledged; but remarks concerning

62

64
Ibid., p . 31. 

Ibid ., p . 18 .

63

65
Ibid ., p . 15.

Cf . ibid., pp . 11-24.
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the opponent are not informed by an explicit and coherent theory of com

munist behavior. There are significant gaps in the commission's analysis 

of communism« The gaps appear precisely at the points where knowledge is 

necessary in order to make an informed estimate of the possibilities of 

peaceful transition to a more stable world order through the multilateral 

procedures recommended by the report.

"Communists make no secret of their desire and expectation to place 

the world under communist rule."^

The military threat is obvious and ominous. The Soviet Union 

and the People's Republic of China, with their large land 

areas, and the various satellite states are powerful and 

well placed to overwhelm quickly adjoining areas in case of 

war by conventional means. A.t the same time, the Soviet 

Union is well-equipped with nuclear bombs, together with 

both airplanes and missiles for their delivery anywhere in 

the world. They have shown themselves ruthless in the use of 

military force when it suits their purpose.^

In spite of their direct military potential, "subversion in unstable na

tions is the method on which the communists have chiefly relied since
¿O

World War II."

Nearly every country in the world has been infiltrated by 

communist agents seeking to stir unrest, to provoke rioting 

and civil strife, and, if civil order breaks down, to take

^ Ibid., p. 20. ^ Ibid., p. 20. ^Ibid ., p. 20.
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, 69over the government«

Where social revolutions are in progress "the communists have tried first 

to join, then to direct, and finally to rule the revolutionary forces 

which have taken power. Where successful, the result is a new imperial

istic dictatorship under some such name as 'people's democracy,' indirectly 

dominated by Moscow or Peiping."

The commission thus seems to adopt a "hard line" toward communism 

on the basis of an analysis that is at many points compatible with that 

offered by anti-communist marginalists. Communism is a menace. "To min

imize its objectives and to say 'Peace, peace! when there is no peace'

(Jer. 6:14) is not to serve the cause of reconciliation amid the world's

t e n s i o n s . " T h e  individual Christian must ever be on guard lest un-
72wittingly he become the tool of Communist infiltration."

He needs to understand communism for the false and dangerous 

ideology that it is, and be alert both to its anti-Christian 

foundations and its anti-democratic menace. It is the more 

insidious menace because it is at the same time a quasi- 

religious faith commanding great devotion, a comprehensive 

economic system, and a structure of political power seeking

its own extension by any means possible wherever the oppor-
. .. . 73tunity is open.

The Christian must be vigilant against the totalitarian ambitions 

of communism. "Yet, on the other hand, he must not let himself adopt

697Ibid ., p. 2 0 .
72Ibid.

^Ibid ., p. 24.
73t v ,Ibid.

71Ibid., p . 71.
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the mood of blind anti-communist hysteria and hatred."7^ Even without

rampant hysteria, "the cold war is seriously damaging our people, espe-
. 75daily our youth,”

While a cold war is preferable to a hot one, Christians 

must not be blinded by this fact into accepting as normal 

an indefinite or semi-permanent state of hostility. Hos

tility of such duration and intensity breeds mistrust and 

suspicion on both sides, making reconciliation and even 

negotiation of differences exceedingly difficult.'

Although communists are accused of subverting the liberties of "almost 

every country in the world,” the report does not recommend the extension 

of military assistance to strengthen allies in defense of freedom. 

"Freedom is our most needed gift to the world . " 77 But freedom can ap

parently be served only by setting an example of civil liberty in a na- 

tion that is "strong in its moral fibre and the practice of democracy."

The authors are here in a quandary. They must acknowledge that 

communism poses a military threat. But they cannot allow that military 

power is basic. They believe most deeply in the power of moral example.

If we gird ourselves and our allies to combat communism by military means 

our societies will be corrupted and will lose their power to incite moral 

respect and political emulation. They recognize, for the time being, the 

necessary, yet essentially negative function of military power: "Military

force may defeat an enemy but it cannot create civic stability."7^ Force

74y,.,Ibid.
77Ibid., p. 79.

75Ibid., p. 58. Ibid.
78.,. , Ibid „ 79t m , Ibid.
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cannot correct the conditions of political} economic, and spiritual
80despair which communism exploits. Yet it cannot be dispensed with.

One way out would be to predict an imminent end to communist use 

of military threats. Many anti-war commentators stress the bourgeoisifi- 

eation and liberalization of the Soviet regime in order to argue that the 

maintenance of a huge military machine that threatens to strangle domestic 

liberty is not necessary. But the commission does not indulge in any pre

dictions about the diminution of communist ambitions. They are left with 

an awkward combination of an anti-communist assessment of the opponent 

and a typically anti-war belief that truly effective power is that of the 

"carrot" and not of the "stick." The communist threat has a military di

mension; but the effort to meet that threat through military preparations 

here and abroad will undermine the very liberties that are to be protected 

and projected.

There is a gap in the analysis. Recommendations are made that are 

contingent upon the actions of the opponent. The threat of military ag

gression and subversion by the communists has created the need for American 

vigilance and military strength. But the collateral effects of a military 

establishment are so corrupting that we cannot rely upon a military answer 

to the communist threat. Yet there is no prediction concerning the re

moval of the threat. The authors do not set forth a coherent theory of 

communist behavior to serve as the basis for predicting a favorable trend 

in Soviet development that will lead to increased receptiveness to Western 

overtures. Instead, they rely upon the unstated assumption that
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reasonableness and patience will be reciprocated. This permits them to

emphasize the necessity for change in American attitudes. We ought to

"understand sympathetically the forces that have brought communism into 
81being," We need to reconsider the locationing of our bases close to 

Soviet territory and the provocation given by the U-2 incident. We 

need to recognize that Russia is as much bound as any other 

nation to protect her own interest, and that much which ap

pears as Soviet intransigence arises from this motive.
82Germany is a relevant illustration.

"Some purposes and some results of communism demand condemnation, but
O Onot all the motives or results of communism are wholly evil." We 

should not overlook "its improvements, such as industrialization, or 

lifting of standards of living, health, and education. . . ,"8^

We must avoid nationalistic self-righteousness and pride for we are 

vulnerable to the same diseases of the spirit as is communism.

Certain of the basic assumptions upon which it rests are 

largely shared by many people of the West and especially 

by many among the most conspicuous anti-communists. Be

tween some leaders of business and labor who in practice 

are materialistic and ruthless, on the one hand, and the

communists on the other; the differences, important though
8 5they are, are mostly differences of technique.

8 1Ibid., p. 72, 82Ibid ., p. 72. 83 84Ibid., pp. 72-73.

84Ibid., p. 72. 85Ibld., p. 22.
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The spiritual dimension of the combat is so important to the

commission that it is emphasized in a manner that distorts the entire

section devoted to "The Conflict Between the Communists and the Non-

Communist Peoples." In the very first sentence the conflict is redefined

from political terms, in which nations confront one another, into spiritual

terms, in which conflicting ideologies collide. The authors state that

"a second new characteristic of the present situation is the challenge of

communism to Christianity - indeed to all religions - and to human 
86liberty." They g© on to draw a conclusion which, in the context of 

a discussion of conflict between politically constituted communities, 

is somewhat beside the points

The challenge of materialism to the Christian faith is far 

wider than communism. Looked at in this light, the material

istic threat to Christianity cannot be destroyed or even held
07

in check by military preparedness nor by police, power.

The question ought to be whether military preparedness is necessary to 

maintain the political viability of the United States and her allies.

One may or may not make the error ©f identifying Christianity with the 

"American Way of Life" or supposing that Christian faith could not survive 

apart from Western political forms. But whether the survival of the na

tion is conceived of as an intrinsic or an instrumental good the dispute 

is about the political, not the religious utility of military force. It 

is the threat that communism poses to the state that is the proper sub

ject of the arms debate.

86 87Ibid «jIbid., p. 20. Italics added. p. 22.
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The combination of the "carrot” concept of power with elements 

of the anti-communist analysis of communism generates emphasis upon atti- 

tudinal change and tremendous pressure for the discovery and implementa

tion of "creative alternatives." "Only by basic change of moral and 

social climate from fear and hate to construction and co-operation can
O O

the world hope to avert catastrophe and to establish peace." In the 

eyes of the authors, the church has a special competence and calling in 

relation to these fundamental needs. It has both the responsibility and 

the possibility of serving humanity as the agency of reconciliation be

tween opponents. "The church has a task which only the church can do.

The church must effectively preach, teach and practice response to the

reconciling love of God, while renouncing materialistic selfishness under
89any ideological banner."

The strategic situation

The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age attempts to give a 

balanced portrait of the characteristic features of the modern world. We 

have noted that the report begins with a three-fold section describing 

"The Present World Situation." We have discussed the threat of nuclear 

war and the nature of the communist challenge. The third feature is "The 

World Revolution."

The world has been in a period of revolution and upheaval 

since the end of World War I. One of these revolutions has 

been the growing determination of the poor and underprivileged 

all over the world to better their lot. Another is the Com
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munist revolution. . . . A  third revolution which might be 

described as technological has resulted in many changes.

’»Today in Asia, Africa, and Latin America there is a growing body of

evidence that the basic revolution is one in which national freedom,
91economic opportunity, and racial equality are the goals.”

Americans have been slow to recognize that our true national

interest and the dictates of Christian conscience coincide in support

of the political, economic, and social aspirations of the peoples of
92the underdeveloped lands. The priorities of American policy must be 

redefined, for "the arena in which the fate of freedom is decided may 

well prove to be the underdeveloped areas." It is important that we 

not impose the sterile categories of the Cold War upon would-be neutrals. 

We should recognize that "it is not possible by either economic or mili

tary aid to ’buy friendship.' Accordingly, incidents that sometimes re-
94veal lack of gratitude need not disturb us," We should expect to en

counter strong nationalistic fervor within the nations that are emerging

from colonial rule and realize that it is "in part the product of a Chris-
95tian emphasis on the dignity of every man." We must be tolerant of 

neutralism and sympathetic to the political experimentation of the new 

nations.

There are many paths to maximum democracy and no people

should expect or even desire that all others should imitate

90Ibid., pp. 38-39. 9 1Ibid., p. 39. 92Cf. ibid.
93 94 95Ibid., p. 75. Ibid., p . 76. Ibid., p.
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their own political institutions or sequences of de-
i * 96velopraent.

The emergence of a third force consisting of non-aligned nations

will bring positive benefits not only for the new nations but for the

great powers now locked in a struggle that petrifies politics on the

world scene and putrefies the domestic stream of affairs.

The newly independent nations have a right to a legitimate

voice in the councils of the nations. We should recognize

the significant contribution that can be made by nonaligned

nations in their increasing role as mediators or reconcilers,

or in providing staff personnel, especially in sensitive
97situations.

There is only a faint echo of the tendency of some anti-war authors 

to impute to smaller nations and newer nations a more pure brand of civic 

righteousness. But in spite of their efforts to be somewhat sophisticated 

concerning the uses of power in international affairs, the authors are 

disturbed by the undemocratic consequences of the disparity of power be

tween states.

The exercize of power nurtures sins of pride and exploitation

in the powerful and sins of sloth or resentment in the weak.

In the present polarization of world power, small nations

are scarcely free in any significant political or economic
98sense.

96Ibid., p , 29. 97Ibid., p . 93, 98Ibid ., p . 91.
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The great power struggle of the post war decades corrupts every phase 

of political life.

The eold war not only affects relations between the great

powers but tends to involve, either as pawn in the struggle

or as potential supporters to be wooed by gifts or loans,

people and nations who desire freedom from great-power

rivalries. The cold war also reaches far into the domestic
99life of great powers.

The cold war has distorted domestic reality. Its effects have 

permeated our national life.

All these influences tend to increase juvenile delinquency 

and crime, to dull spiritual sensibilities, to incite a 

pathetic preoccupation with personal security, and to en

courage reckless pleasure seeking. 00 

"The military draft worsens all these influences . " * 1®1

The present preparation for nuclear and biological warfare 

is already tending to condition many of our youth to re

pudiate all absolute moral loyalties to which the church 

has sought to make them faithful. Military training has 

always been in serious tension with Christian ideals. 102 

The authors quote from a 1960 statement of the General Conference:

We are deeply troubled by the general indifference to the

"ibid., p. 58. 10°Ibid., p. 59. 10 1Ibid.

1°2Ibid.> p. 17.
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infringement of individual rights and freedom involved in
103compulsory military service.

They comment that '»this loss of liberty, too, must be included in the 

cost of the cold war«"103 104

The maintenance of the draft is only one example of the gradual 

encroachment of the Garrison State, Anti-communist hatred and hysteria 

have brought a serious threat to civil liberties. The cold war mentality 

is prone to see everything through military eyes. A  sinister alliance 

of military and industrial interests threatens to dominate the policy 

process. "The technology of weaponry has taken charge. " 105 The authors 

launch what we would refer to as an attack upon the "non-moral approach 

to policy."

Reasonable thinking about national and international welfare, 

considerations of right and wrong, and religious concern for 

doing the will of God are encountering greater difficulty in 

man's search for responsible answers, as the headlong speed 

of development of weapons systems is more and more taking 

control. In effect, this pushes these rational and religious

103Ibid., P . 59. 104Ibid.

Ibid., p. 19: "Weapons have, to an alarming degree, taken con
trol of policy. It is commonly assumed that every weapon which can be 
made and used for more efficient destruction will be made and that men 
must be prepared to use it. The technology of weaponry has taken charge. 
The investment of scientific talent, industrial plants, materials and 
labor in the enormously expensive and complicated military machine of the 
nuclear age has created unprecedented vested interests. An increasingly 
large proportion of the population and of economic institutions is becoming 
directly dependent on expanding and developing further technologically the 
instruments of war."
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considerations more and more into a subordinate place, or 

in practice results in their being ignored altogether.1*^

Once again there is a disparity between the severity of the diagnosis 

and the mildness of the remedy. The members of the commission are at 

odds with the fundamental pattern of thought that has shaped American 

policy since World War II. It is judged to be offensive to reason, 

morality, and true religion. Even believers may be tempted by the "non- 

moral approach to policy." "The imminence of world danger today tempts 

Christians as well as other men to expedient action or primarily stra

tegic thinking. ” 1 "The presence of this kind of threat to free govern

ment has inspired so much fear that at times Americans have seemed to be
108irrational in their panic." But in spite of the depth and persistence 

of the error that lies at the root of American policy there is never a 

suggestion that it cannot be eradicated by the zealous action of committed 

Methodists.

In spite of the complexities of the world situation, no one 

need feel that there is nothing he can do. There are prac

tical and relevant courses of action which any person can 

take. At some points, what is required is the giving of

Ibid., p p . 19-20. Cf. p p . 37-38: "Many books and articles on
military strategy analyze calmly or coldly the number of deaths that are 
possible if the nation is to survive and the economy is to recover. While 
some of these writers may be writing graphically to arouse popular concern, 
one result of this calculation of millions of deaths that could be suffered 
without the loss of national existence is to make human beings simply imper
sonal statistics. Popular discussion of such calculations often reveals an 
indifference to human life and a callousness toward suffering."

107Ibid., 108p. 9. Ibid ., p . 21.
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moral and political support to legislative and diplomatic 

measures; at others, any individual by his gifts of money 

and/or personal service and influence can make a contribu

tion which in the aggregate is indispensable. 109 

The analysis of the threat of war and the panic striken paralysis of 

American policy might lead one to the conclusion that drastic steps 

should be taken to subvert or overthrow this system which threatens the 

entire earth with the monstrous evil of nuclear war. In criticising 

"the theory of the combined deterrent," which "is the invulnerable de

terrent plus the ability to fight a modernized version of traditional 

conventional, war , " 11 the commission invokes very strong religious in

vective against this policy that approximates most closely the strategy 

pursued by the Kennedy-Johnson administration.

The church has a duty to oppose militarism. . . .  Any effort 

to achieve an invulnerable deterrent as a basis for a perma

nent armed camp tends to absolutize military values and to 

avoid disarmament. The church not only is opposed to any 

absolutizing of the destructive, demonic forces in society, 

but also is committed to seeking community and peace. When 

a permanent state of armed hostility is rationalized as the 

way to peace and is intended as an alternative to genuine 

disarmament, it becomes idolatrous and stands in the place 

of God's will for men and society. 1 1 1

109Ibid., 110 111p . 70. Ibid., p . 52. Ibid ., p . 53 .
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But there Is no hint that this policy cannot be changed to one that is 

in conformity with reason, morality, and religion if church folk will 

unite in study, witness, and action against war. The report does not 

deal with the question why such perverted policies have persisted. The 

authors do not try to explain why responsible policy makers do not agree 

with their definition of the situation. They do not resort to the "devil 

theory" of history that would attribute such differences to the malevo

lence of those in power. The explanation is left implicit: such

policies persist because Christians have not yet devoted themselves 

wholeheartedly to correcting them. Here as elsewhere the report exhibits 

a voluntarism run rampant.

Apart from the sections on "The Threat of Nuclear War" and "Chris

tian Guidelines of Practice," the longest section of the report is devoted 

to a critique of Civi1 Defense. The commission utilizes a series of 

well-known and carefully selected arguments to support the two-fold 

charge that civil defense cannot really protect civilians in the case of 

nuclear attack and that such programs increase the risk of war occurring. 

They recognize the dual nature of the arguments for civil defense.

Civil defense from one point of view is an attempt to pro

tect non-combatants, but from another point of view it is 

an effort to make nuclear attack seem feasible by seeking 

to insure some type of national survival even while recog

nizing that a large part, perhaps the major part, of the 

population of the world is doomed to death.
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They register a strong rejection of the second argument that uses civil 

defense to enhance the credibility of an American first strike so that 

the strategic forces may be employed to deter lesser forms of provoca

tion.

As a system designed to insure some type of national survival 

at whatever cost, it is a callous disregard of human life in 

other countries as well as in one's own. It tends to put the 

parochial interests of one or two nation states above the wel

fare of their citizens and the welfare of mankind. . . .  To 

promote civil defense programs in an effort to make nuclear
1 1 Owar a tolerable alternative is immoral and deceptive.

The authors do not, however, make a clear attempt to rebut the 

argument that civil defense is a program demanded by prudence in a world 

in which it may be necessary to protect innocent civilians from attacks 

launched by "a small group of zealots or fanatics or a military junta led 

by a psychotic person or misanthrope.”  ̂ The possibility of such an at

tack is cited by the commission on page forty-four. Innocent victims 

ought to be protected from such madness.

Human life is precious in the sight of God. Christians 

must therefore be concerned about the protection of life 

when natural disasters occur and also in man-made disasters 

such as war. We would welcome measures which would actually 

protect human life, but we naturally question measures which

are used chiefly for propaganda. 115

113Ibid., pp. 67-68. 114Ibid ., p . 44. 115Ibid., p . 61.
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They thus lay the groundwork for acceptance of the argument on behalf 

of civil defense as insurance. But by taking the most extreme form of 

surprise counter-city attack as the only test case they dismiss out of 

hand a program that might save x million lives under a wide range of 

conditions«

Behind the discussion of civil defense there is the assumption 

that it is within our choice to adopt attitudes and policies that will 

bring about a reduction in tension and somehow forestall the possibility 

of finding ourselves in need of shelter from the unprovoked destruction 

of what the authors have somewhat ironically called "irresponsible war." 

Perhaps it is due to its multiple authorship, but the report here as 

elsewhere suffers from the failure to relate its various parts.

Inability to hold all aspects of policy under consideration si

multaneously is one of the charges the report lodges against American 

decision-makers in recent decades. The members of the commission join 

the anti-communist marginalists in deploring a "lack of an over-all 

philosophy and strategy."

The United States has sought to restrain Communist expansion 

by a policy of containment, primarily by military means.

This has resulted in frantic efforts to meet crisis after 

crisis on an emergency basis in response to Soviet initiatives.

At the root of this difficulty is an inadequate grasp of the 

revolutionary changes taking place in the world and a conse

quent lack of an over-all philosophy and strategy for coping 

with them or for dealing with the Communist challenge.

n 6T,.,Ibid., p . 40.
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Given this lack, our nation has been forced to fall back upon the doc

trine of deterrence: "This combination - a lack of strategy for dealing 

with revolution, a willingness to use weapons of mass destruction, and 

an ability to do so - have been gathered up in one concept - deterrence."

Once again the analysis of the centrality of deterrence coincides with 

that of the anti-communist schools. But there is a sharp difference upon 

the evaluation of the strategy.

117

Political philosophy

The authors of The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear A.ge, in 

opening the discussion of the doctrine of deterrence, indicate that they 

are aware of sharp disagreements within the Christian community.

Many earnest Christians are convinced of the necessity of 

such a policy of deterrence. . . . Citizens and churchmen 

may well disagree, as do members of this commission, about 

available courses of action at this moment in history or 

about the types of defense which are now justified. In 

particular, there are many different views among Christians 

about the point at which the maintenance, development, and 

use of nuclear weapons go beyond the area of legitimate de-
1 1  Q

fense of the state.

The commission makes the apparently unwitting suggestion that a main ele

ment in the formation of a moral judgment upon the policy of deterrence 

is the implicit theory concerning the nature of effective power.

117 Ibid., p p . 40-41. 118 Ibid., p p . 41-42.
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It is true that in. a world of armed nations, often guided

only by self-interest, order can be preserved only by the

restraint of military power. 4 s responsible citizens we

should recognize the necessity of dealing responsibly with

power. Christians may differ on whether to emphasize public

opinion, economic pressures, military methods or other means
119of restraining power.

This is a point at which the differences within the commission which 

give to the report its patchwork quality come sharply into focus. The 

authors cannot agree upon what forms of power are truly effective. It 

is not simply that the commission has trouble reaching a unanimous esti

mate of the moral status of various forms of power. Rather, they cannot 

agree upon a quasi-empirical analysis of the effectiveness of different 

forms. Disagreement reaches the level at which men make predictive 

generalizations concerning the short and long-term consequences to be 

anticipated from the use of certain techniques of influence.

There is throughout the report a high degree of ambivalence 

towards the more violent forms of power. The authors concede that "in 

a world of armed nations . . .  order can be preserved only by the re- 

straint of military power." Yet non-violence is commended because 

"It employs moral and spiritual force as more basic than physical force." 

The moral commitment to "spiritual force" struggles throughout with the 

pragmatic concession to "physical force." The members of the commission 

cannot cast their lot with anti-war systemists who totally forswear the

121

119Ibid ., p . 42 120Ibid ., p . 41. 121Ibid., p. 89,
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means of violence. Nor can they adopt the attitude of most middle 

marginalists who take the necessity for the retention of the capability 

to impose the nation's will by the threat of violence as a simple given. 

The ambivalence may exist in the heart and mind of each member of the com

mission, or it may be the result of averaging the internally consistent 

views of members who sharply disagree. But it is a basic element of 

their anti-war marginalist approach to arms policy. The recognition of 

the need for physical power is expressed in the reluctant short term re

liance upon deterrence. The great hope in the effectiveness of spiritual

Power is expressed through indefatigable voluntary activity on behalf of 
"peace."

Behind the various interpretations and evaluations of power re

flected in the report there stand corresponding theories of social change. 

The authors do not explicate such a theory, although the quality of their 

recommendations and exhortations disclose a strong voluntaristic emphasis 

in both the descriptive and normative dimensions. Social change can be 

made to come about through the concerted efforts of informed citizens. 

Moreover, it is right that men should be able to shape their own political 

destinies.

Given the imperfections and the potentialities of man, maximum

possible freedom and order is to be found in universal partici-
122pation in democratic decision.

One of the virtues of non-violence is that

since non-violent resistance is a voluntary and deliberate

p. 91.
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response, its adoption by individuals would seem to be highly 

applicable in a democracy where personal choice is basic . 123

Democracy is a very high political value both in the domestic 

and in the international realm.

A  democratic state is the form of state most congenial to 

Christian convictions, for it alone recognizes the respon

sibility of all adult individuals to participate in the
12 A-making of decisions.

"War is an attitude of mind as well as a matter of physical violence . " 123 

Violation of the spirit of democracy at home and abroad is a contributory 

cause of war. Conversely, the inculcation of democratic virtues at home 

and their application in international affairs is the most certain remedy 

to war. Americans must recognize the interdependence of men and nations 

and accept the possibility of occasional parliamentary defeat within 

international organizations. No nation can presume "to go it alone,"

No nation should usurp the right to make fateful decisions that determine 

the destinies of other states, "Ideally, human sovereignty ought to re

side in the people of the world."12”

As nations achieve a more mature viewpoint they may yet 

recognize the extent and the potentialities of their inter

dependence. The future may yet demonstrate that order and 

security can best be protected through collective action

IMd., p. 89. Critics would point out that this comment highlights 
one of the severe weaknesses of the tactic of non-violent resistance to an 
invading enemy. What would be done with those who do not choose the non
violent way but whose action would bring severe retribution upon the entire 
community?

124Ibid., 125 126Ibid.,p. 28. Ibid ., p. 100. p . 91.
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against aggression and exploitation, and that justice and

progress can best be approximated through shared intercom-
. _  127m u m  eat ion.

In reflecting upon the conditions that make for peace in the inter

national realm the authors make implicit use of the analogy of domestic 

stability. They seek the establishment of a monopoly of the use of force 

in an international peace keeping agency and the upbuilding of a common 

democratic ethos that can sustain international institutions. These con

ditions do not yet exist. In their absence we must make positive use of 

the highly negative threat of nuclear war.

We dare not become utopian about the possibility of such de

velopments in international organization. We lack as strong 

a base in a world ethos as we might wish, although the atomic

threat may prove to provide an effective kind of common
. „ 128 interest.

No doubt is expressed that the incentive to cooperate instilled by the 

common menace of nuclear holocaust can be grounded in other motives when 

the threat of war is removed by the attainment of general and complete 

disarmament. The unifying effect of a common fear is taken to be a 

collateral and compensating benefit of the present crisis and not a uni

versal precondition of international cooperation.

The development of strengthened international organizations repre

sents man's best hope for peace. The nation state is increasingly less

127Ibid., pp. 91-92. 128Ibid., p. 93.
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able to insure the safety of its citizens and perform its "task of pro

viding the minimal conditions of justice and order needed for its citi-
1 O  Q

zens» exercize of freedom in quest of human values." Modification

of the anarchic nation state system would not violate any basic law of

creation, "The present nation-state is not an inherent or permanent
130form of social organization." The true goals of the state may be 

more readily accomplished under disarmament agreements enforced by in- 

ternational agencies. "In the modern world the security which states 

seek would be enhanced by disarmament agreements

Disarmament should be complete since "inspection is easier when 

no weapons are permitted than when certain categories are allowed.

No mention is made of the argument that because of the high marginal 

utility of cheating a situation in which low force levels are maintained 

is less stable than one in which nations retain higher levels. The com

mission seeks the dismantling of military forces under national control. 

The existence of such a framework for military organization 

would allow quick expansion if a serious international crisis 

developed. Any war undertaken with reduced amounts of weapons 

could develop into full-scale hostilities. Furthermore, even 

limited national forces aggravate international fears and 

rivalries, and tend to reduce the wholeheartedness of our com

mitment to alternative, non-military strategies. Formulas to

129Ibid ., p . 27 .
131

130T, . , ...Ibid ., p . 27 .
132Ibid., p. 84. Ibid., p . 83.
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maintain, parity in arms reduction are always difficult to
* 133negotiate.

The grounds on which the authors assume that it is less difficult to 

negotiate parity in the elimination of arms are not made clear.

In conceding that their strategy of disarmament is not without 

risk, the authors avail themselves of the ’’lesser evil" argument they 

debar others from using in different contexts.

To some this seems to involve a high element of risk. Yet 

there is also grave risk in our continued armament. . . .

In view of the grave risks involved in a policy of military 

deterrence, are we not justified in choosing what we are 

convinced are real but lesser risks in a carefully drawn 

program of disarmament?^

They are certain that clear military superiority cannot be attained by 

the United States.

Hundreds of billions spent by the nations on arms in recent 

years have bought neither peace nor security. Indeed, to 

double or triple our U. S. arms budget would not bring un

questioned security. . . . Either our enemies would make

sacrifices to equal this step or they would act in despera-
135tion before our advantage became insurmountable.

They also reject the idea of a stable mutual deterrent. "A technologi

cal breakthrough is likely to make any invulnerable weapon vulnerable,

133Ibid. 134 135Ibid.Ibid., p . 84
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thus invalidating the concept except on a temporary basis and also per-

petuating the arms race.’* Moreover, "from a Christian point of view

any military program which treats whole populations as hostages for the

conduct of their dictator, their power-elite, or their government is 
137grossly immoral."

The commission discovers flaws in each of the major strategic 

choices they consider. Even the evolution of an international peace

keeping force cannot provide absolute insurance against abuse.

A  majority vote in the United Nations conceivably might be ’ 

used to justify a major international war waged between power 

blocs in the name of preserving the world organization.

One paragraph gives striking demonstration of how generalized statements 

are used as thematic slogans for eristic and incitive purposes. One of 

"the positions around which our witness should currently be built" is 

that only relative security is possible and that with suf

ficient arras to achieve this, the greater portion of the 

nation's initiative and endeavor should be given to more 

constructive and substantial enterprises through which 

true long-range security is found.

"Only relative security is possible" seems first to be a philosophical 

reflection upon the human situation. It is employed to undercut the * 139

136  i 0 7  1 o o
Ibid., p. 51. Ibid., p. 52. Ibid., p. 87.

139Ibid., p. 87. In this passage the authors appear to prefer the 
attainment of a stable mutual deterrent as a means of "buying time" during 
which international institutions may be strengthened.



492

appeal for stronger military forces in the interest of national security. 

But "true long-range security" can be found after all. It is to be at

tained by "initiative and endeavor" in the "more constructive and sub

stantial enterprises" to which men are summoned in the report.

Throughout the report there is constant confusion of time periods. 

Policies rejected in one paragraph are evidently presupposed as interim 

devices in other passages. Thus, "The Theory of the Invulnerable Deter

rent" is severely criticized when it is under direct review. But the 

preceding quotation seems to assume a period in which "finite deterrence" 

must suffice to maintain "relative security" while international insti

tutions mature. Apparently the authors mean to eliminate various strat

egies as permanent approaches. But in demonstrating in turn the moral 

inadequacy of each strategic option they give no indication of the reason

ing that might be used to allow the Christian to make legitimate temporary 

use a particular approach. By the time each military strategy, con

sidered separately, has been branded inadmissible to Christian conscience 

and it has been conceded that the world is not yet ready for disarmament 

or reliance upon non-violent methods in international affairs, there 

seems to be no legitimate course of action available. In this impasse 

the Methodist commission reverts to the justifying merit of good inten

tions and vigorous activity. The moral ambiguity of every action is used 

as a goad to further action. This device gives a strong ethical twist to 

the doctrine of grace.

In concrete situations social problems are often so complex

that all possible answers are subject to serious objections. . . .
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This fact does not excuse the ehurch and every member of 

it from the obligation to devote the most earnest and 

prayerful thought to the great issues discussed in this 

report. Neither does the mixture of good and bad in every 

answer excuse us from making answer in word and deed, to the 

best of our ability, regardless of cost. Having made such 

answer, we can confidently rely on God, who justifies us 

according to our faithfulness, to save us from all un

righteousness. Yet, as Christians, we cannot claim the 

heritage of God’s forgiveness until we have yielded our all, 

our self-interest, our prejudice, our fear and the very 

meaning of our existence to Him .^4 1̂

Although the commission is unable to define a strategy that is 

completely free of political risk and moral ambiguity it is willing to 

express strong strictures against the strategy of deterrence. Deterrence 

is seen to rest upon the threat to carry out retaliation against the 

homeland of an attacker even after the United States has been destroyed. 

Under such circumstances retaliation is simply another word 

for vengeance. The New Testament speaks very clearly with 

respect to revenge. "Avenge not yourselves, but leave it 

to the wrath of God . . ." (Romans 12*19; 1

Sueh a direct use of proof-texts is not typical of the report. The most 

basic objection to the policy of deterrence appears to be more subtle.

14°Ibid., pp. 32-33. Italics added. 4̂lIbi_d., p. 44.
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It is suggested by the following quotations

Deterrence is intended to prevent aggression. But deter

rence would lose its effect if the adversary believed it 

was a bluff. Therefore, it has to be founded on a tech

nology, a public opinion, and a political system that will 

assure immediate retaliation to aggression . 1^2 

Deterrence demands credibility. Credibility requires a willingness to 

risk everything for the sake of national goals. Such a willingness can 

be sustained only if political loyalties enjoy priority. Such salience 

can be maintained only in an atmosphere of crisis and hostility. For 

the sake of deterrence the enmities of the cold war are thus solidified 

and sanctified. The Methodist vision of a peaceful world is thus ob

scured or even derided. Most significantly, an atmosphere of suspicion 

is created within which Methodists cannot perform their appointed role 

as ambassadors of reconciliation. Their activities on behalf of "peace"
I/O

become less popular, more dangerous. It is more difficult to main

tain the stimulation of the hope of future success. This hope is indis

pensable to action. And action has been made all but necessary for 142 143

142Ibid., p. 148.
143Cf . ibid . ,  p .  58: "Hostility of such duration and intensity

breeds mistrust and suspicion on both sides, making reconciliation and 
even negotiation of differences exceedingly difficult. . . . The cold 
war also reaches far into the domestic life of great powers. Those on 
each side who would survey the scene objectively or speak a good word for 
a policy advocated by someone from the other side or seek to serve as 
peacemakers have been looked upon as pro-capitalist in the Soviet Union 
or pro-communist in the United States and hence has objects of suspicion." 
The cold war exacts a high price for the ambition to fulfill a religiously 
legitimated role.
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salvation. Deterrence poses more than a political problem for the com

mission, It is an ethical problem. It is ultimately also a religious 

problem. It is the duty of the faithful Christian to avoid indiscriminate 

killing. National acceptance of the policy of deterrence exposes us all 

to the risk of collaborating in unfaithful acts. How then can we con

fidently "rely on God, who justifies us according to our faithfulness. . ."?

Point of Cathexis

By far the largest portion of The Christian Faith and War in the 

Nuclear Age is devoted to the type of political and strategic analysis 

that falls under our heading of "The Definition of the Situation." Atten

tion is also given, however, to the explication of theological beliefs 

and ethical arguments and to the definition of the proper locus of the 
Christian's loyalty.

In applying the categories of the portion of our analytical paradigm 

labeled "The Point of Cathexis" it must be stressed once again that we wish 

to avoid the inference that we are indulging in a biographical-psychologi

cal assessment of "the true motives" or "real interests" or "hidden agenda" 

of the individual members of the commission. The evidence needed for such 
an enterprise is not available. 144

On the basis of the paltry clues given in the text several in
terpretations could be supported. One could claim that the authors* pri- 
mary concern was for the specific policy of disarmament, or for the ex
hibition of a mode of behavior considered to be "obedient" and "relevant." 
It could be argued that they discuss policy matters in light of their 
identity as members of the church or of humanity. The realization of the 
ideal of democracy or the establishment of a community of nations in a 
world without war could be interpreted as the focal point of their concern.
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It is not our purpose to determine the primary attachments of 

individual authors. Such an undertaking would be perilous at best. It 

would be foolhardy when the textual basis for such an enterprise is the 

product of the interaction of twelve different persons, each with their 

own basic commitments. We cannot penetrate that far behind the text. We 

cannot ask how these authors came to feel the way they do concerning the 

policies under discussion. We can only examine what they recommend as 

the proper locus of loyalty. To what idea, or group, or cause ought the 

Christian to be primarily devoted? We must look at the argument as it is 

presented and ask whether the intimations concerning the proper loyalties 

to be observed by readers are consistent with the other elements of the 

argument.

The authors of the report clearly intend to recommend the church 

as the locus of their reader’s primary loyalty.

The church of Jesus Christ is to Christians the supremely 

important society of earth. Its essential unity in faith 

and love transcend every other human loyalty. 1^5 

A passage in the Preface seems to have affinities with the emphasis of 

Paul Lehmann’s koinonia ethic upon the church as the starting-point and 

context of Christian ethical thought.

The reader of this document is invited to participate in 

a process of Christian reflection and action. This re

flection and action take place initially in obedience to
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Christ and within the worshipping community of the church 
and proceed to further thinking and action within the com

plexities of life outside the corporate acts of worship.

In both contexts the Christian is called to bear witness 

and to serve the church as servant of its Lord.1̂

"The ultimate responsibility is to live in faithful obedience to 
147God. . «" But obedience is not the only criterion of proper loyalty. 

"A profound trust and a higher witness are required if the church is to 

be both obedient and relevant and if it is to be the redemptive witness 

to the Prince of Peace."^ ^

Obedience may bring the Christian into conflict with the 

world. The church, when faithful to Christ, has in all 

ages found itself in tension with its environment. . . .

Conflict with the world is the normal condition of a faith

ful church in an imperfect world.^^

The Christian has his responsibility imposed upon him by 

the fact that he is a Christian and related to Christ's 

church. Whether he wills it or not, he finds his ideas in 

conflict with those of the world at certain vital points.

These conflicts will trouble the conscience and test the 

faith of every serious-minded person.

146

148

149

Ibid

Ibid
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P.
pp.

147Ibid., p. 1 0 1.

-10. Italics added.
150Ibid.., p. 26. Ibid., p p . 97-98.
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The tension is more complex than the authors themselves allow. 

Obedience is only one half of the requirement. The Christian and his 

church must also be relevant. The quest for relevance drives the be

liever back into the world of ambiguity and compromise where the dic

tates of obedience are not so easily specified in concrete situations.

It is the dual nature of the obligation to be both obedient and rele

vant that prevents the commission from advocating what would appear from 

their perspective to be the obedient but irrelevant measures of anti-war 

systemists or the relevant but disobedient recommendations of middle 

marginalists. By seeming to retain the rigor of obedience in the long

term rejection of the policy of deterrence, and by simply assuming that 

"creative alternatives” will prove relevant by facilitating a cessation 

of the cold war, the commission's version of anti-war marginalism ap

pears to meet both the criteria of loyalty to Christ in his church. The 

seemingly inconsistent willingness to make interim use of other men's 

immoral application of the threat of nuclear retaliation is obscured by 

emphasis upon the good that shall be accomplished under this nuclear 

umbrella. The possibility that the "relevant” steps toward peace may 

prove ineffective or even dangerous is obscured by selective analysis of 

the political and military context. The Methodist anti-war marginalists 

are thus liable to be criticized by anti-war systemists on the theological 

and ethical grounds that they are "disobedient” and by the middle mar

ginalists and anti-communist marginalists on the empirical grounds that 

they are "irrelevant." It is not unlikely that all would agree that the 

church ought to be the locus of primary loyalty.
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It is possible to trace the effect of the specification of the 

church as the appropriate locus of loyalty upon the determination of 

^ ftame of reference within which to view policy, upon the definition 

of the "we-group," the choice of roles, and the empirical beliefs pro

pounded by the commission. 1 ’’ 1

The selection of the church as the basic reference group means

that we are to "look at our common convictions as Christians in search
152of guiding principles." The purpose of God defines the basic frame 

of reference. The authors understand the purpose of God to be the up

building and extension of true community. Hence, "the purpose of Chris

tianity is community, fellowship with God, and oneness with man,"1^

This interpretation of the purpose of God provides a frame of 

reference within which men must define the "we-group" of which they are 

a part in the most inclusive terms. "We need to recover the Christian 

recognition that the scope of brotherhood is world wide. . , " 154 No 

lesser community can claim the primary devotion of the Christian. Uni- 

versalistic values grounded in a monotheistic religious orientation find 

c&i expression in the demand for the creation of a new sociological 

form - a more universal community.

While Christians recognize the authority of the state as 

necessary for the preservation of order and the achievement 

of a relative justice, they do not recognize the absolute

See above, "The effects of allegiance to particular reference 
groups," in chap, vii, p p . 330-352.

151

152,The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, p. 24,
153Ibid., 154P . 25 . Ibid ., pp. 90-91.
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sovereignty of the state. Only God is sovereign in any 

absolute sense. Christians necessarily, therefore, look 

forward to some form of international community which will 

eliminate the uncontrolled rivalry of sovereign states so 

that the discriminate use of police force under law may 

supplant the anarchy of modern competitive military systems.

•'The church is international. It has its own sacred responsibilities 

for which it is not answerable to the state, but to God.”

Within this frame of reference, and in order to realize the most 

inclusive ”we-group,” Christians have been commissioned to certain roles 

that express their identity.

Christians are called to serve as ministers and ambassadors 

of reconciliation. They must seek to be peacemakers and 

servants of community rather than agents of hostility. 1^7 

Their function is to make known the common humanity established in cre

ation and reestablished by the work of Christ.

In an age when states and other institutions make conspicu

ous and powerful the divisive interests of particular peoples 

and classes, the church has a special obligation to speak in 

behalf of all men. Its members believe that all men are the 

children of God, children for whom Christ died. . . . The 

church must help all men to understand the essential unity 

of mankind in God's purpose, in ultimate mutual dependence

155Ibid., p. 37 . 156Ibid., p. 29. l57Ibid., p. 59.
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and in their common need for world-wide co-operation.

The church has a job to do in the world. Since it is an instrument by 

which God seeks to extend the boundaries of community and fellowship 

its effectiveness and its survival are matters of importance. There

fore, it "should urge the repudiation of any military policy which makes
159likely its own self-destruction."

The influence upon empirical beliefs of the designation of the 

church as the proper locus of primary attachment is seen in the manner 

in which problems are defined. Those who invest cathexis in some other 

collectivity, such as the nation, would not be inclined to speak of the 

cold war in terms of "the challenge of communism to Christianity. . .

The mode of reasoning employed throughout the report is distinctive. It 

is not that which is characteristic of the natural sciences, the social

158

sciences, or the more rigorous philosophical disciplines. It is a pilous,

but slovenly pragmatism that assumes "our common convictions as Chris

tians" to be the source of clear premises, makes convenient use of scrip

ture for evocative and illustrative effect, and appears to select author

itative sources of information at random. Although there is no totally 

"objective" base from which to make the charge, it would seem that the 

perception of the facts reported is skewed is an "optimistic" direction 

to permit the belief that American patience may dissolve Soviet intransi

gence and mollify Chinese hostility.

Emphasis upon the church as the object of primary cathexis pro

vides a foundation for two principles that have immediate political

1 Ibid., pp. 29-30. 159Ibid ., p . 30 . 160Ibid ., p . 20,
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relevance. We shall refer to them as "universalism" and "anti-totalitar
ianism."

The authors of the report tend to ground their universalism in 

the work of redemption rather than in creation. The concept of universal 

humanity and brotherhood is translated directly to serve as one of "the 

criteria by which Christians judge nuclear war and the specific policies 
associated with it . " 1 1

First of all, every question, whether political, economic, or 

military, must be examined in terms of its goal. Does it 

serve the Christian objective of community? 163 

At every moment the statesman must consider his responsibility to all men 

and seek policies that will serve the widest possible community.

Anti-totalitarianism is a corollary of the independence of the
church.

The church owes its absolute obedience to God alone. The 

church is not under the state, but as an institution, stands 

beside it in its own right. 163

The state is never, to the Christian, absolute authority.

National claims of absolute sovereignty are temptations to 
idolatry.l6^

Both universalism and anti-totalitarianism are reflected in a passage 

urging economic aid as a means of helping underdeveloped nations resist

161T K . ,Ibid *, p. 35. 1 6 2 * Ibid.
163T M , Ibid . , p. 29. 164t, ,  , Ibid .
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the encroachments of communism. The church supports such measures "be

cause we want all peoples to enjoy the values of liberty

The determination of the proper point of cathexis has a strong 

impact upon the content of the ethical quadrant of our paradigm.

The Ethical System

Faced with the peril to humanity posed by the threat of nuclear 

holocaust, the church cannot be indifferent. "From the perspective of 

the Christian faith it must throw the searchlight of the gospel upon
.i . „166these issues."

Churchmen, motivated by love and responsibly seeking to direct 

and utilize power in modern society, must nevertheless face 

the complexities of this problem. Guided by Christian the

ology and ethics, they are obligated to apply the principles 

of the gospel to the life of states.

The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age is designed to 

provide guidance for Christians as they seek to apply the principles of 

the gospel to the specific problems of nuclear arms policy. For a docu

ment created to perform this ethical function the report devotes sur

prisingly little attention to questions concerning the foundation, method, 

and content of Christian ethical reasoning. The extent of discussion 

does not compare with the space allotted to the definition of the situa

tion.

The make-up of the twelve-member commission suggests that those - /

165Ibid ., p . 75. 166Ibid., p. 42. 167Ibid., p. 82.



504

responsible for its appointment were not conscious of a lack of resource 

and rigor in the realm of philosophical ethics.

The work of the Commission is an exceedingly demanding task.

It requires that its members take into account knowledge and 

understanding provided by theology, the natural sciences and 

political science, all examined in the light of our common 

faith in Jesus Christ. Accordingly, the Commission includes

specialists in all these fields, as well as other laymen and
, . . 168 ministers.

In the realm of ethics apparently "other laymen and ministers" could be 

counted upon to supply an acceptable level of skill. No philosophers, 

notably, no linguistic analysts, are included among the "specialists" 

whose assistance was considered indispensable. The type of information 

considered most relevant is that which may be supplied by natural and 

political scientists on one hand and theologians and church leaders on 

the other. This is in keeping with the simple structure of the report:

It relates its theme at the one pole to the principles that 

must animate Christians, and at the other it reviews the world 

situations and the alternatives which men may choose.

No special skills seem to be required to lead the group along the path 

of ethical thought from one pole to the other. Scholars in the humanities, 

in traditional moral philosophy, and in modern analytical philosophy are 

absent from the commission. The realm of ethics is not recognized as an

168Ibid., p . 9. 169Ibid ., p . 5 .
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indispensable and independent discipline.
The report operates primarily at the moral level of moral discourse. 

It sets forth conclusions which purport to be derivations from "our common 

convictions as Christians." The commission functions as an agent of the 

community of Methodist Christians in setting forth the demands that par

ticular society places upon the conscience of its membership with respect 

to nuclear arms policy.

The bi-polar model of ethical discourse is appropriate and adequate 

as long as discussion remains upon the moral level » Aiken observes that's 

On this level two sorts of utterance are involved in attempt

ing to justify one’s answer to such a problems (a) factual 

appraisals of relevant means and consequences and (b) rules 

or procedures in relation to which alone the moral relevance 

of such appraisals can be established. Frequently one of these 

goes unmentioned.^ ^

The authors of the report are able, by and large, to assume that the rules 

and procedures of moral reasoning,. as it is carried on among Methodists,

‘Four members of the commission have been professors in the field 
of ethics. Georgia Harkness, Former Professor of Applied Theology, Pacific 
School of Religion; Harvey Seifert, Professor of Social Ethics, Southern 
California School of Theology; John M. Swomley, Associate Professor of 
Social Ethics, St. Paul School of Theology; Walter G. Muelder, now Dean, 
Boston University School of Theology. The titles of these members may 
make our comment appear uninformed or insulting. They themselves, however, 
must have identified themselves on the commission either as political 
scientists or as theologians. No category of "ethicist" or "moral philos
opher" is listed. The commission was "composed of theologians, natural and 
political scientists and church leaders." Ibid,, p. 6 .

^  ̂ Aiken, Reason and Conduct, p . 70 .
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They are forced, however, at certain crucial points, to acknowledge 

the existence of disagreement within their own circle and within the broader 

church. Some have apparently adduced different facts or applied different 

rules and procedures. Once the rules and procedures are called into ques

tion discussion must move to "the ethical level" in order that more general 

principles may be invoked to establish the validity of the rules and pro

cedures themselves. "Any moral argument which goes on at any length is
172likely to proceed on more than one level."

The necessity of proceeding to the ethical level of moral discourse 

is apparently acknowledged by the authors when they observe that

in important respects, the present world situation is new.

No attempt to follow the customs and casuistries of the past

will suffice to meet the new kind of threat posed by the
173peril of war in the nuclear age.

The new situation calls for the reconstruction of the apparatus of ethical 

reasoning.

But wherein has the ethical apparatus broken down? What is it that 

needs to be reconstructed? In the opening pages of the report the authors 

infer that we must reconsider issues at the very highest level of ethical

172Ibid., p. 67.
173The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age., p. 24.

are known and shared by their audience. Hence, they are able to concen

trate upon the presentation of "factual appraisals of relevant means and

cons equenees."
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and theological reflection. The inadequacies of the casuistries of the 

past seem to drive us beyond the moral level, beyond the ethical level, 

to the realm of theological reflection.

Several radically new aspects of the situation today render 

obsolete much of earlier Christian thinking about war and 

international relations. These new conditions drive us, 

therefore, to consider anew the basic meaning of our exist-
174ence as individuals, as a church and as citizens of states.

But the authors are not willing to make the outright assertion that a 

major task of theological reconstruction is necessary. Toward the end 

of the report the perception of discontinuity is not so strong and the 

need for reconsideration of basic theological premises is not so impera

tive .

The traditions of the Christian community through the cen

turies speak to the Christian today for modern issues are 

not unlike those in other periods of history. Human nature is 

the same, moral principles have not changed, and God's calling 

to man is for all the ages,^^

The need for a new mode of thinking about the problem of warfare has 

either been forgotten or has been dealt with at a lower level. In the 

body of the report everything is considered to be secure in the realm of 

fundamental theological beliefs and basic ethical principles.

The authors are able to put forward the following statements under 

the heading of "Basic Principles of Christian Belief,"

174 175Ibid., p . 11. Ibid ., p . 99.
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A. God created man in His own image . . .  God has made us 

our brothers' keepers . . .  we are stewards, responsible to 

Him for the conservation and constructive use of natural re

sources «

B. God is our eternal judge. . . .

C. . . .  Every human being is one for whom Christ died, a 

person of great worth in the sight of God . . .  however sin

ful any people may be, we who belong to Christ must seek, 

not to condemn or destroy them, but to redeem them. To 

praise Christ or to glory in the Cross is to affirm that it 

is better to suffer than to inflict suffering . . .  Jesus 

taught us that God is love, and that this love is to be 

manifest in us . .

D. . . . .  The first duty of the church is to be the church, 

the body of Christ throughout the world, testifying by the 

mutual forbearance and inextinguishable brotherhood among

all its people that above all earthly powers, even governments 

which try to usurp the place of God, Christ is Lord of all.

E. In addition to these Christian beliefs, the following are 

sound principles of ethics widely accepted by men of many 

faiths and philosophies. (Cf. Romans 2:1-16) They should be 

accepted by all persons of reason and good will.

1. Means ought never to be adopted which will predict

ably destroy more value than they may be expected to 

conserve or create. Means must be proportionate to ends.
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2« People and nations ought to live by the principles 

of laws to which they wish other people and nations to 

be obedient '

The authors do attempt to provide theological undergirding for 

their arguments. In order to replace the ’’customs or casuistries of 

the past" from which "much of the earlier Christian thinking about war" 

that is now obsolete was derived, we are "sent back to our most basic 

convictions as Christians, to take our bearings in time by the landmarks 

of e t e r n i t y T h e  authors find these landmarks to be secure. It is 

assumed that they will be recognized and acknowledged by all who seek 

the right path. These principles, drawn both from Christian theology 

and from the natural law, are the necessary foundations of a Christian 

ethic that is to be obedient and relevant. They point to God’s work in 

creation as the ground of obligation, impose the ethical sanction of 

God’s judgment "within history and beyond this life," indicate the con

tent of our obligation to be the universal redemptive concern exhibited 

in the Cross of Christ, and reconfirm the central importance of the church 

as the channel through which God's grace is mediated to the world.

These perennial principles are necessary but not sufficient. They

need to be made more specific. "While principles remain the same, their
178application is different in different situations." The task, there

fore, is to illumine the path from basic Christian principles to specific 

decisions upon policy matters. The dilemmas revealed by persistent

176 177 178Ibid.,Ibid., pp. 24-26. Ibid ., p . 24. p. 99.
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disagreement concerning policy preferences are "simply" "dilemmas of 
179casuistry." A  new casuistry must be constructed to bridge the gulf 

from the general to the specific.

The commission avails itself of the method of "middle axioms" 

as the mode of casuistry by which to mediate between the perennial and 

the particular. They do not refer to the procedure by the term popu

larized in the United States by John Bennett but their explication is
180clearly reminiscent of Bennett's definition and usage,

In order to relate better our basic Christian beliefs to 

the problems of the world situations, we need to set down 

certain more specific guidelines. These are more con

cretely related to practice than the basic principles of 

our faith and of our ethics, but are sufficiently general 

in application to be helpful in many situations. They are 

drawn from the basic principles already enumerated, as re

lated to findings of the social sciences and the observable
,, , , , 181 realities of the present situation.

The following are listed among these middle axioms or "Christian Guide

lines of Practice?"

A. The state is never, to the Christian, absolute authority 182

179Louis J. Halle, "Political Action for Peace in the Atomic Age," 
The Student World, LIII, 4 (i960), p. 453? "The differences of view, in 
these cases, are not over the great objectives. . . . The differences are, 
rather, over the ways and the means. . . .  To the extent that they involve 
ethical considerations, they are dilemmas of casuistry."

180uCf. Bennett, Christian Ethics and Social Policy (New York? 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1953), p. 77.

181

182
The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, p. 27. 

Ibid ., p . 27 .
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B. The ehurch owes its absolute obedience to God alone.

C. The church must not only give moral directives and counsel

to government (the state), but also declare its own positions and
184intentions in relation to war in the nuclear age.

D. It must acknowledge that freedom, justice, social welfare
185and security are thoroughly interlocked.

E. In concrete situations social problems are often so complex 

that all possible answers are subject to serious objection. . . . 

This fact does not excuse the church and every member of it from 

the obligation to devote the most earnest and prayerful thought
i , 186to the great issues. . . .

F. . . .  nuclear weapons and conventional arms are so closely 

interrelated that in the end there is no really hopeful or ac

ceptable alternative to the present road to ruin except complete

and universal disarmament down to police levels and under effective
. , , 187international controls.

G, With material disarmament must go realignment of purpose. 

Only by basic change of moral and social climate from fear and 

hate to construction and co-operation can the world hope to avert
, j tV, ■ 188catastrophe and to establish peace.

183T, , , OQ Ibid., p. 29. 184t, . , Ibid., p. 30. l85Ibid., p. 32.
186 187 , 188_, . „Ibid. Ibid., p. 33. Ibid., p . 34.
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This is a rather odd list. It is not immediately clear how 

these particular ’'guidelines of practice” are derived from the "basic 

principles" set forth in the preceding section. The guidelines exhibit 

a great range of generality. They include exceedingly general maxims 

about the state and about the relationship of the church to the state 

and its policy-forming processes (A>B,C), fragments of political philos

ophy (D), exhortations to believers to bear ambiguity gracefully (E), 

and predictive empirical generalizations concerning the requirements of 

social change (G) . One guideline, intended to be "sufficiently general 

in application to be helpful in many situations," is quite specific in 

ruling out, "in the end," every policy "except complete and universal 

disarmament down to police levels and under effective international con

trols «"

In addition to this list of "Christian Guidelines of Practice"

the Commission provides four "criteria by which Christians judge nuclear
189war and the specific policies associated with it." The criteria de

mand that in evaluating policies Christians consider (1) the goal,

(2) the degree of respect for the dignity and value of human beings,

(3) the motives or "real reasons for undertaking a particular course of 

action," and (4) the probable consequences of the action. The signifi

cance of the first two criteria is spelled out in two following sections 

entitled "War Against Community" and "Indifference to Human Values."

189Ibid., pp. 35-36. "First of all, every question . . .  must be 
examined in terms of its goal. Does it serve the Christian objective of 
community?" p. 36.
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The third and fourth are not discussed directly.

The authors thus provide (1) a list of criteria to be used in 

judging specific policies, (2) another list of "Christian guidelines 

of practice," and (3) a set of "basic principles of Christian belief" 

from which the guidelines and criteria are ostensibly derived. By what 

method are these criteria and guidelines derived?

At first glance it may seem that the commission intends to 

employ the revelational-authoritative approach. We must be obedient 

to the will of God.

But for all Christians the Issues, whatever they are or how

ever complex, are considered in the light of confidence in

God's righteousness and the willingness to be obedient to
... 190 His will.

This raises the question, "How do we know the will of God?" The authors

respond that in the Christian's search for guidance "the Bible is his
. , „191basic source."

It is a book dealing with life and relevant thereto. It is

a record of God's revelation to man and action on his behalf.

It also tells of man's quest for God and of man's attempt to

learn to live peaceably with his fellow men. Much of the
, 192concern expressed in the Bible is social concern.

At one point a specific biblical text enjoining Christians to "Avenge 

not yourselves" is treated as if it were considered to provide adequate

190Ibid., p. 101. 191 Ibid., p . 9 9 . 192Ibid.
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_ 193demonstration, of the illegitimacy of retaliation. But this is by no

means typical of the report. The authors do not try to prescribe or 

proscribe specific acts by the citation of proof-texts. There is no 

systematic combing of the scriptures for detailed directives. There is 

not even a substantial review of biblical teaching on the subject of war. 

The authors seek to extract "basic principles" from the scriptures that 

will inform the Christian's understanding and response to evolving situ

ations. That which the Bible offers us today seems to be a general ethos 

or understanding or sensitivity.

Perhaps the Biblical view alone will give to our day an under

standing of men and nations as creatures of God and not
194sovereign sources of power.

How one is to check one's understanding of the biblical understanding 

when other Christians understand that understanding differently is not 

clarified. In spite of the prominence of theologians on the commission 

the problem is not perceived as one which requires penetrating examina

tion of the authority of scripture and the methodology of theological
* 195discourse. 193 * 195

193 19417JIbid., p. 45. w Ibid., p. 99.
195Perhaps the commission is prevented from more intense probing 

of the biblical and theological consensus which, by their account, must 
serve as the basis from which particular guidelines and criteria are de
rived, by an awareness that such a consensus may not in fact exist. It 
may be that serious delving into theological matters is avoided by such 
study commissions because it would prove divisive and jeopardize the agree
ment which already exists upon more particular matters. If this is the 
case, then the stated method, whether it be called "middle axioms" or any
thing else, is not the actual procedure in use. Close examination of the 
report suggests that the commission itself has not pursued the forma.1 pro
cedures they assume and seem to recommend. It is doubtful that they first
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A strong clue to the dominant procedure that lies behind the 

patchwork of ethical fragments and phrases is given in a passage that 

suggests how the will of God is actually sought in practice.

The church should define its program not primarily in terms 

of popular sentiment or immediate possibility, but in terms 

of the will of God. Interim political programs may be more 

modest, but more distant ethical goals must continuously 

guide our next steps. We cannot argue from the desirability 

of stronger international organization to an assertion of its 

early possibility. But we must argue from necessity to re

sponsibility. It becomes our obligation to find creative ways

of approaching the kind of organization which is an indis-
196pensable prerequisite to stable peace.

This paragraph provides the key to the structure of the commission and 

its report. We are surely to do the will of God. But how is the con

tent of the will of God in this specific situation to be known? ” . . .  

we must argue from necessity to responsibility.” The content of present 

obligation is made known by the "necessity” defined by political analysis *

engaged in serious exegesis of the scriptures, then proceeded to the 
formulation of general principles, and finally turned to the application 
of these principles within the particular situation. They seem to pro
ceed in the opposite direction. Their work demonstrates the limits and 
possibilities of "convergence," not the utility of agreement upon the
ological premises and abstract principles. The structure of their sec
tions dealing with "principles," "guidelines," and "criteria" patently 
contradicts their actual practice and even their explicit arguments, 
which move "from necessity to responsibility."

1 96 ibid., p. 94. Italics added.
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of the situation. Hence the strong emphasis upon the definition of 

the situation. The procedure is to examine the forces and trends oper

ating within the political context to determine which of them promote 

the general goals, such as "community," assimilated from reflection 

upon the scriptures within the fellowship of the church. The basic 

method is teleological. The first of the four criteria by which Chris

tians judge nuclear war predominates in practice* ". ; . every ques

tion . . . must be examined in terms of its goal. Does it serve the
197 . . . .Christian objective of community?" The most persistent objection 

posed against nuclear warfare is that in confrontation with an enemy 

able to retaliate it is not an effective means of defending the values 

we prize.

Moreover, even the adoption of a plan for limited use of

such power as defense against such a state would seemingly
198invite the same self-defeating results.

The authors make use of language and concepts appropriate to each

of the methods we have defined. But in spite of themselves, in spite of

the apparent discrepancies within the commission, the report relies most

heavily upon the teleological method. They lament the repudiation by

young people of "all absolute moral loyalties to which the church has
199sought to make them faithful." They avail themselves of convenient 197 * 199

197 Ibid., p. 35.
1 98Ibid., pp. 15-16. Italics added.
199Ibid., p. 17.
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pieces of the apparatus of the regular method. They stress, as do users 

of the situational method, that Christian ethical reflection must origi

nate within the fellowship of the church and must issue "in courageous and

ture of the counsel the church must give to the state they revert to the 

teleological method.

From the perspective of Christian faith it must throw the

searchlight of the gospel upon these issues. It must also

constantly remind the state of its responsibility to choose

the best possible from the various courses allowed by the
201actual historical situation.

They encounter the difficulties typical of the teleological approach.

What criteria, to be applied within what time span, define the "best pos

sible?" What determines which courses of action may be said to be "al

lowed by the actual historical situation?"

When it comes right down to it, the commission employs the procedure

of calculating the "lesser risk" which they profess to despise.

In view of the grave risks involved in a policy of military 

deterrence, are we not justified in choosing what we are

convinced are real but lesser risks in a carefully drawn
J- ,202program of disarmament?

They imply that this procedure is that which is actually in most general

loving obedience to the spirit of Christ." 200 But when discussing the na-

200Ibid ., p . 26. 201 Ibid., p. 42. Italics added.
202 Ibid., p . 84
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use in the calculation of policy. They themselves, in considering 

the question of Civil Defense, apparently conclude that the risk of not 

having ’’insurance" in the case of an "irresponsible war" is less than

the risk of exacerbating the cold war by embarking upon a comprehensive
r , .. , 204Civil Defense program.

One of the advantages of cultivating "sensitivity to the needs of 

even the most distant neighbors" would be that "we would approach dif

ferences with a problem-solving attitude instead of a psychology of 
205battle." In spite of the ritual use of phrases and the ambivalent 

attention paid to the categories of the just-war tradition, the report 

illustrates a basic commitment to "a problem-solving attitude." The 

problem is to promote community. That is the purpose of God which must 

become our purpose as well. The promotion of community requires the 

preservation of peace. Analysis of the situation reveals that peace can 

best be preserved if no nation is militarily able to break the peace. 

Therefore, the duty of the Christian at this moment is to take whatever 

measures are most expeditious for the realization of a community of dis

armed, peaceful nations cooperating in the work of international organiza

tions on behalf of constructive change. The specific means are manifold. 

What matters is that they be ordered to the goal of community. 203

203Cf . ibid., p. 43! "A nation confronted with a serious interna
tional crisis may decide that war is the least evil of the choices posed."

2 QAThe authors are more willing to risk the forfeiture of millions 
of lives that might be saved through Civil Defense in an emergency than 
they are to risk a presumed increase in the probability of war. Their 
emphasis is upon prevention rather than the melioration of conflict. They 
do not reason from an absolute ban on all forms of killing. Here as else
where, they calculate "the lesser risk."

The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age., p p . 73-74.205
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Not everyone agrees with the recommendations of the commission. 

Confronted with such disagreement they do not issue a call for a "dialogue" 

in which fundamental ethical principles would come under mutual scrutiny. 

These principles are considered to be well known and secure. They do not 

anticipate the imminent conversion of the citizenry or its political 

leadership, though they do summon Methodists and fellow Christians to 

Ma bold new venture in Christlike l i v i n g E m p h a s i s  is placed upon 

the renewal of the life of the church as the context within which ethical 

commitments are forged. But the predominant response to disagreement is 

to look at the facts, to review the situation in the confidence that when 

Christian men are informed concerning what is taking place they will come 

to the conclusions espoused by the report. Once again there is reason to 

stress the definition of the situation.
Although their basic method is teleological, the authors make ex

tensive use of the nomenclature typical of the regular approach to ethical 

questions. They speak frequently of "principles" and "guidelines." They 

seem to apply principles in a manner that eliminates certain forms of ac

tion from consideration. Thus, reliance upon a policy of nuclear deter

rence as the cornerstone of American arms policy is challenged because it

rests upon the threat and capability to carry out a nuclear retaliation
207which must be considered morally "indefensible."

Examination of such passages reveals, however, that particular 

policies are not eliminated on the grounds that they are intrinsically

206 207Ibid., p. 96. Ibid ., p . 30 .
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immoral in a manner determined by application of certain precise rules 

of conduct. Rather, they are condemned as Ineffective, as not facili

tating or permitting the realization of the goal of community in which 

human beings are accorded their true value.

Such retaliation, if it actually took place, in all 

probability could not conserve or defend values commen

surate with the priceless value of the millions of per-
. -j .. 208sons who would die.

Categories drawn from the just-war tradition, which is the fullest ex

pression of the approach to the problem of warfare made from the stand

point of the regular method, are employed in The Christian Faith and War 

in the Nuclear Age« But, in a given context, the authors invariably ap

ply only one of the several provisions of the just-war doctrine. Most 

frequently, the condition cited is that which is most akin to the tele

ological approach. It is the demand that ’’the good probably to be 

achieved by victory must outweigh even the probable, a fortior1 the 

certain, evil effects of the war."“̂ ^  This principle of proportionality 

is mentioned, along with the requirement of generalization, as one of 

the "sound principles of ethics widely accepted by men of many faiths and 

philosophies" which "should be accepted by all persons of reason and good

208t, . ,Ibid.
^®^This phrasing is taken from E. I. Watkin, "Unjustifiable War," 

Morals and Missiles: Catholic Essays on the Problem of War Today, ed.
Charles S. Thompson (London: James Clarke and Co., 1959), p. 52.
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will.”210 The utilitarian twist given to the principle by applying it

in isolation from the other elements of the traditional just-war doctrine

is suggested by the following passage:

Military training has always been in serious tension with

Christian ideals. Yet, so long as participants believed

such force as they were learning to use could protect more

life and value than it would destroy, they could at least in

their own intention serve life in loyalty to God. Now, in

contrast, no intelligent person can believe that the use

of nuclear or biological weapons in mass destruction of

population could under any conceivable circumstances protect
211more life than it would take.

It is important to note that «military training has always been in serious 

tension with Christian ideals,” not with specific rules of Christian con

duct. This formulation of the problem permits broad leeway in the selec

tion of policies. Any action that may be calculated to facilitate the 

realization of the ideal could conceivably be legitimated if the authori

tative sources of the norms of Christian faith and practice provide us 

only with ideals and not with inviolable rules of conduct.

There are anomolous passages in which the authors express conclu

sions that apparently reflect reasoning typical of the regular approach. 

They cite a statement of The Methodist Church, antedating the development 

of nuclear weapons, which "proclaimed conventional war as 'mankind's

The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, p. 26.

211Ibid., pp. 17-18.
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greatest social sin.*" They aver that MliTtiited war is evil despite the
212fact that it is less horrible than unlimited war or nuclear war."

Does the commission intend to say that involvement in limited war warfare

is an occasion of moral guilt under any circumstances because war is evil

in ipse? Apparently not, for elsewhere they treat it as an alternative

that might be "choosable" as a "lesser evil."

Such limited, conventional war is obviously a lesser evil than

nuclear war, and would, if it could be kept from escalation,
213be preferable to nuclear war.

They do not bring censure upon Christians who may support limited wars.

In criticizing limited war in the nuclear age, we recognize 

that in all nations many Christians who condemn all war will 

under some circumstances feel called to support their govern

ment in its use of limited means of defense. In such situ

ations we of the Commission urge our fellow Christians to 

seek ways to bring the limited war to an end and resolve
214the problems that caused it by resort to non-military measures.

Do the authors then knowingly violate the principle that one must 

not do evil in order that good may come of it? No, the apparent confusion 

of counsel hinges upon the ambiguous use of the term "evil." They do not 

differentiate between the terms "evil" and "wicked." The phrase "limited 

war is evil despite , . •" means that this form of warfare is "generally 

undesirable" as productive of bad effects. The commission does not state

212Ibid., p. 56. 213Ibid., p. 53. 21^Ibid., p. 56.
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the unstated premise that it is morally evil, that is, wicked, to choose

knowingly a course of action that predictably will bring about effects

which, on balance, must be judged undesirable. The authors do not possess

an ethical apparatus that would enable them to eliminate a form of action

from consideration on the grounds that it is morally evil or wicked in

itself. They are too pragmatic to entertain such abstract judgments.

They are committed to the consideration of a broad spectrum of potential

choices within actual situations. Within such concrete contexts they find

that their reasoning leads them again and again to revert to "the lesser

evil,” that is, to the selection of a policy that will result in the least

possible undesirable consequences. Within the general structure of the

argument put forward in the report, the word "evil” is properly to be

taken as a term describing the quality of the consequences of action, as
215a means of expressing a "judgment of nonmoral value." The authors 

cannot confidently, in advance, convict of wrongdoing Christians who "feel 

called upon to support their government in its use of limited means of 

defense," for they have no way of establishing the illegitimacy of any 

form of conduct prior to the calculation of its probable consequences.

When the commission asserts that "limited war is evil despite the 

fact that it is less horrible than unlimited war or nuclear war" the 

terms "evil" and "horrible" are parallel. Both serve to describe the 

anticipated consequences of warfare. Wittingly or unwittingly, the 

authors attempt through ambiguous usage to exploit the strong emotive

Cf, William K. Frankena, Ethics (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1963), pp . 8-10.
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tone of the word "evil” to induce the type of reaction that would be 

suitable to the sentence, "limited war is wieked despite the fact that 

it is less horrible than unlimited war or nuclear war." The authors 

have failed to construct an ethical apparatus that would make the latter 

form of the statement meaningful in the context of their argument. They 

are teleologists attempting to appropriate the power of the regular method 

of ethical reasoning.

There are other contexts in which the authors of the report seem 

to argue as absolutist adherents of the regular method. They attempt to 

criticize the counter-force strategy in terms of two criteria drawn from 

the just-war tradition. They anticipate that advocates of counter-force 

might evade their negative judgment by resorting to the principle of pro

portionality and arguing that "a smaller number would be killed than in
2 jg

some alternative policy." Their response implies an absolutistic 

standard that undercuts their own approach as well.

Yet the question-of what number is significant or insignificant 

places a purely quantitative value on human life, ignoring not 

only the worth of each person but also the practical and sta

tistical possibility that such numbers would include those ere-
217ative persons able to lift the whole level of human life.

The charge that military analysts place "a purely quantitative 

value on human life" makes an effective slogan. But the authors do not

216The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, p. 49.
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make clear what it would mean to place a ’’qualitative value on human

life." Hopefully, it would not permit one to have an easy conscience
218over the death of those who were not "creative persons." In spite of 

their apparent rigor in criticizing other peoples' procedures and choices, 

when they themselves are forced to choose among policy options they also 

apply quantitative standards. The authors show a preference for a lesser 

rather than a greater quantity of destruction and death. Most certainly, 

they do not apply an absolute "qualitative" standard which would require 

them to reject any form of killing in every circumstance. After outlining 

the four "criteria by which Christians judge nuclear war” they admit the 

legitimacy of the use of force under certain conditions.

It will be seen at once that we do not assume that the use of 

force as such is to be ruled out as contrary to the Christian 

faith. Police power, for example, can be used to serve com

munity in such a way as not to degrade or exploit human be

ings, for motives^ of enhancing human life without serving

vested power interests, and without widespread evil conse- 
219quences.

This formulation of the four criteria represents the most precise and

918Another hint of the predominance of teleological reasoning is 
conveyed by the commission's special concern for "those creative persons 
able to lift the whole level of human life." Although they acknowledge 
"the worth of each person," by force of habit they look forward to the 
desirable future consequences of the survival of "creative persons" and 
permit this future good to influence the solution of the ethical equation in the 
present moment.

O  -I Q

The Christian Falth and War in the Nuclear Age, p. 36.
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by the commission. Actions cannot be ruled out as evil in themselves 

apart from consideration of their consequences. The four criteria serve 

as the commission's surrogate for the traditional just war doctrine. The 

criteria are to be used to determine the conditions in which Christians 

may employ means of violence without incurring moral guilt. Categories 

that are considered helpful are translated and transposed from the frame

work of the traditional just war doctrine to the reconstructed form of 

casuistry suggested by the commission in their presentation of the four 

criteria.

The fundamental weakness of the report is that the authors' ''new” 

casuistry does not provide an adequate framework for the specification 

of the conditions under which force may and may not be employed legiti

mately, It does not help one provide a satisfying, well-grounded, and

consistent answer to Herman Kahn's question, "Where do you draw the 
220line?" The report rejects but does not replace the logic of the just 

war doctrine.

o on C f . Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, p. 221, n. 2. Kahn 
notes that "almost all nations and individuals are likely to have limits 
which they will not cross even if under great pressure to do so to protect 
themselves or to further their policies." In this sense, "unilateral re
straints" are commonplace. He then asks, "Where do you draw the line?
(l) Insecticides; (2) Eating meat; (3) Any violence; (4) Police; (5) Con
ventional warfare; (6) Kiloton weapons; (7) Megaton weapons; (8) Begaton 
weapons; (9) Doomsday machines; (10) Galaxy-destroying machines. It is 
the purpose of the above chart to make it clear to both the pacifist (who 
generally draws the line somewhere between 3 and 5) and the more resolute 
militarist (who draws the line somewhere between 7 and 9) that they both 
believe in some degree of unilateral disarmament; that there are means 
neither would use, no matter what risk results." We wish to stress Kahn's 
pointi everyone must answer the question, "Where do you draw the line?" 
Everyone employs some implicit or explicit surrogate for the just war tra
dition, that is, some manner of reasoning about when it is and when it is
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The authors reveal considerable ambivalence in their direct and 

indirect comments upon the traditional just war doctrine. One passage 

notes that in case of nuclear war:

The boundaries of family and nation would become meaningless 

in a process of destruction so vast that the controls af

firmed by the doctrine of "just war" would be irrelevant 
221to it.

The meaning of "irrelevant" in this passage is not clear. Is it intended 

to express a psychological, military, or moral judgment? (1) Do the 

authors imply that policy makers no longer feel constrained to observe 

the restraints imposed by the traditional formulation and, therefore, 

this manner of speaking about moral constraints must be replaced by a new 

style of utterance that will be more psychologically compelling? (2) Do 

they intend to say that due to the military applications of technological 

innovations war is now inevitably an all or nothing affair in which there 

is no possibility, no option of observing "the controls affirmed by the 

doctrine of ’just war'"? Or, (3) does the commission mean to say that 

the moral reasoning and the specific restraints derived from the reasoning 

of the traditional doctrine are superfluous and erroneous?

It seems most likely that the authors definitely intend the term 

"irrelevant" to be read in senses (l) and (2). It also appears probable 

that they are uncertain about the third possible meaning. In any case,

not permissible to apply particular forms of force upon various types of 
creatures.

221The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, p. 16.
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it is certain that the authors cannot dispense with the need for some 

criterion by which to judge when the use of force is and is not legiti

mate* They are not absolute pacifists. They recognize a continuing need 

for armed force in the world.

There is a real distinction between police action under law

and a war between power blocs formally justified by the

terminology of police measures. We look forward to a world
222where increasingly genuine police action will be possible.

They are not able to tell us precisely what makes police action "genuine,"

but they obviously believe that it can be genuine. Some commentators,

notably the Roman Catholic contributors to the volume Nuclear Weapons and
223Christian Conscience, have argued that the criteria of the traditional

just war doctrine are permanently valid, that application of them to the 

present situation reveals that nuclear war cannot meet these criteria, and 

that, therefore, strategies that rely upon the threat of the immoral act 

of nuclear war must be abandoned. Specifically, they argue that nuclear 

war cannot be justified in terms of the three conditions which demand 

that (l) only just uses of violence may be employed, (2) there must be 

good hope of success, and (3) there must be good hope that the ultimate
o n /

gains will outweigh the evil effects of the war.

The members of the Methodist commission try to avail themselves 

of this logic in criticizing the strategy of counter-force.

222Ibid., p. 58.
223Walter Stein, ed. (London: Merlin Press, 1961).
224Ibid., p. 32.



529

If we examine the counter-force theory in the light of morality, 

it is difficult to see how such warfare could be conducted 

within the limits of the classical theory of the just war.

This theory, first formulated by Augustine and elaborated by 

Thomas Aquinas, asserted that war might be justified if it met 

several criteria. Among these were that more good than harm

should result, and that destruction should be kept to a mini- 
225mum.

They present an emasculated rendition of the just war doctrine; 2 ^ but 

they have so undercut the theological and ethical foundations and so 

mangled the particular provisions of the just war doctrine that their 

attempt to use it is incongrous and ineffective.

Several of the conditions of the traditional just war theory are 

cited in the report. But they are cited separately and are criticized

225 n ^The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, pp. 48-49.

226A convenient summary of seven criteria of the just war doctrine 
is provided by E. I. Watkin, Morals and Missiles, pp. 51-52: " ( 0  The 
cause must be just . . . (2) The war must be made by a lawful authority . . .
(3) The intention of the government declaring war must be just . . . (4) War 
must be the only possible means of securing justice . . .  (5) Only right 
means may be employed in the conduct of the war . . .  (6) There must be a 
reasonable hope of victory . . .  (7) The good probably to be achieved by 
victory must outweigh even the probable, a fortiori the certain, evil ef
fects of the war.” Watkin arrives at conclusions similar to the contribu
tors to the Stein volume: "It is, I submit, certain, I should say indubit
able that the major war against the Communist bloc in view of which we are 
manufacturing, developing, and testing nuclear weapons of ever-increasing 
range and destructiveness, could not fulfill these three last conditions 
of a justifiable war . . .  to argue that the traditional criteria of just 
war are no longer relevant is patently false. Never before has their rele
vance been so clear, their application so easy . . .  Catholics who, con
fronted by this obvious relevance, put forward the plea that the revolu
tionary conditions of modern war have rendered the traditional criteria of 
the just war obsolete do so for no better reason than that their obvious
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as if proponents of the just war theory offered each criterion as the

only criterion. For instance, in responding to the argument that a

counter-force strategy is to be preferred because "a smaller number would

be killed than in some alternative policy" the authors conclude their

critical paragraph with the absurd comment that "a mere reduction in the
227number of deaths is not alone sufficient to justify war."

The commission goes on to reject the principle of double effect.

"If the consequences to non-combatants are foreknown, to that extent they
. . , , „228 are intended."

The commission is unable and unwilling to rely upon the apparatus 

of the just war tradition as the means of gaining leverage against con

tinued commitment to "the war system." But they are forced to create a 

substitute. In practice they rely upon the first two of the four criteria 

they define. The entire policy of deterrence must be called into question

relevance condemns out of hand what unhappily the majority of Catholics, 
for patriotic motives or fear of communist rule, are prepared to condone." 
p p . 52, 53, 54. A Protestant document that follows a similar line of 
reasoning has been issued by the Netherlands Reformed Church. An unpub
lished English translation bears the title "The Problem of Nuclear War
fare." (Mimeographed.)

227 *The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, p. 49. Mention 
is also made of the requirement that war must be made by a lawful authority: 
"We do not mean to suggest that war can be reconciled with the Christian 
faith if only it is waged under the formal auspices of an international 
body.” p. 58. They do not indicate what other conditions must be met, how
ever .

2.2.3Ibid., p. 49: A paragraph on the following page amplifies the
remark: "Only the most callous lack of concern for human life, a direct
antithesis to Christian love for neighbor and for enemy, could permit 
rationalizing the killing of millions of non-combatants throughout the 
world as moral or as simply a tragic but unintended consequence of an act 
necessary to victory."
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because it rests upon the threat of nuclear retaliation and "the result

of nuclear war is the destruction of eommunity rather than the preserva- 
229tion of community." Moreover* "it destroys human beings on such a

mass and impersonal scale as to fit the definition of genocide. It is

difficult to believe that the value of human beings enters the picture

when by the pressing of a button a million human beings in a large city

can be incinerated. It is equally difficult to believe that the destruc-
, 230tion of people en masse is motivated by love for those people."

Concern for "eornmunity" and "love*" interpreted as regard for the

value of human beings, are the two touchstones of the commission's thought

concerning the morality of nuclear warfare. Love is to be shown to the

neighbor and to the enemy. "The motive of Christian love impels us to

seek the reconciliation rather than the destruction of our neighbor in

situations of dispute and conflict. We must strive to effect this change

in our alienated brother by means that will affirm rather than deny the
231claims of neighbor love."

The Methodist report is built upon the denial of the possibility

of tragedy. It consistently ignores that provision of the traditional

just war doctrine that insists that "all means short of war must be ex-
232hausted before a state undertakes hostilities," There is a refusal to 

admit that there may ever be a need for the last resort. No indication

229 230 231Ibid., p. 36. . Ibid., p. 37. Ibid., p. 8 8.
232Joseph C. McKenna, "The Catholic Theory of the Just War," 

Christian Ethics and Nuclear Warfare, ed. Ulrich S. Allers and William V. 
O'Brien (Washington, D.C.i Institute of World Policy, Georgetown Uni
versity, 1961), p. 139.
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is made of what we must do if our "alienated brother" is not changed "by 

means that will affirm rather than deny the claims of neighbor love."

What are we to do if he will not desist from the slaughter of innocents 

who are also our neighbors? The obligation to defend the innocent vic

tims of unjust aggression, which forms a central link in the argument of

those who disagree with the anti-war conclusions of the commission, is
234referred to only obliquely. No attention is given to.the tragic pos

sibility that there may be alternative and incompatible claims upon our 

love.

The concept of justice might be invoked to resolve such conflicts. 

But "justice" is not a prominent category in The Christian Faith and War

233 The resolute optimism of the report leads to some interesting 
suggestions. If limited war is being waged, the commission recommends 
that "our fellow Christians" "seek ways to bring the limited war to an end 
and resolve the problems that caused it by resort to non-military measures." 
p. 57, Presumably war would not be waged unless every other resort had 
been exhausted. When there is evidence that one’s nation is to be the vic
tim of a massive nuclear attack "even if the evidence should be accurate, 
it would be better for the nation to spend the intervening hours in serious 
efforts to prevent the outbreak of hostilities and to solve the problems 
that would lead an adversary to contemplate such great risks, than to be 
responsible for the outbreak of nuclear destruction." p. 47. If missiles 
perform in. the manner described by the commission and the evidence of immi
nent attack is accurate it would seem a bit late for efforts to "solve the 
problems.” Nation B might decide not to retaliate, but under the condi
tions stated the opponent has already decided that nation B will not "be 
responsible for the outbreak of nuclear destruction."

0 'i/ibid., p. 56: "It is characteristic of all nations that they
prefer to have wars fought over the territories of other people. . . .  In 
reality a limited war normally has to be fought somewhere else so that the
national survival of the participants is not at stake . . . Because of
mixed motives and the context of the cold war, it is difficult to justify 
limited war as being fought primarily out of love for the neighbor who had
been invaded. Insofar as limited, war is a device for deflecting the mili
tary struggle from one’s own land to another place it is an act of national 
selfishness rather than nobility."
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in the Nuclear Age. The authors equate the use of nuclear weapons with

the crime of genocide and assert that "such warfare is so indiscriminate

in its destruction as to be devoid of justice or any claim about 
235morality." They remind us "that freedom justice, social welfare and

security are thoroughly interlocked.""^^ They imply that justice is a 

secondary principle somewhat inferior to love, but they make no. attempt 

to define it or to discuss in detail its possible utility in clarifying 

the dilemma concerning nuclear armament.

While even discriminate destruction visited upon the guilty 

violates the canons of Christian love, indiscriminate
237slaughter goes beyond any civilized concept of justice.

The commission seems to be impatient with the fine philosophical 

distinctions that have encrusted the just war tradition. They fear that 

too many loop-holes may be discovered, that men may find a way to ration

alize the continuation of the "war system.” Since they are unable to re

ject all reliance upon the use of force they must provide some substitute 

for the traditional just war doctrine. They provide a casuistry that re

quires one to determine whether an action is motivated by love and will 

bring consequences that respect the value of persons and contribute to 

the upbuilding of community. It is by no means clear how this alternative 

set of criteria may be judged as an improvement upon the more specific 

conditions imposed by the classical just war tradition. The commission 

has abandoned valuable safeguards built into the traditional doctrine and

235Ibid., p. 45. 236Ibid., p. 32. 237 Ibid., p . 46,
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has replaced them with categories which are themselves not impervious 

to loopholes. The entire edifice is made to balance upon the theologi

cally grounded hope and confidence that faith active through love shall 

be victorious. The assumption is that it shall be victorious in this 

world. Active love shall reconcile political foes so that tragedy may be 

avoided.

God’s power, speaking through man's power in the chureh of

Jesus Christ, could be instrumental in saving man from nu-
238clear destruction and bringing peace to the world.

We must consider what type of theological foundations the commission is 

able to provide for such a hope.

The Theological System

The authors of The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age are

aware that ethical queries sooner or later involve theological issues.

They proceed to the theological level not reluctantly under a relentless

barrage of "Why's?" from those with whom they disagree, but voluntarily

out of the conviction that "the church must look upon the problems of the
239world from the standpoint of the Christian faith." They consciously 

attempt to extract ethical premises from theological statements.

The doctrine of creation indicates the ground of our obligation.

The value of each human life is established by the fact that "God created 

man in His own image and shared with man His life-giving Spirit." Our 

common humanity, which is the source of politically significant expressions

238 .Ibid., p. 97. 239_.., 24Q_, ..Ibid., p. 24. Ibid.
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of universalistic concern, is expressed in the belief that r,God has made
241us our brothers* keepers.” Because God created the earth, "we are

stewards, responsible to Him for the conservation and constructive use
242of natural resources.” The basic ethical premise is left implicit!

the creature ought to obey his creator. The corollaries are made clear.

Man is not autonomous. He shall be judged.

”God is our eternal judge. . . .  God so orders His creation that this

judgment falls upon the guilty both within history and beyond this present 
243life.” The commission does not elaborate a doctrine of heaven and hell. 

But they imply that eternal sanctions ought not to be ignored as men con

sider their conduct.

The judgment of God may be severe but it is just, for men are free to 

determine their own destinies.

We dare not presume that God will snatch us out of the destiny 

we prepare for ourselves by our sin and folly when we live in 

disregard of His will. ’’Whatsoever a man soweth, that shall 

he also reap” (Galatians 6:7). ”The wages of sin is death”

(Romans 6:23) , 2 ^

Sin has had a disastrous effect upon man's capacity to live peace

fully in community. His perception is distorted. "Nations like individ

uals are blinded by the bias of self-interest. . . . Truth and righteous

ness still require the corrective influence of pooled judgment. " 2^ 5

M L , . ,  Ibid. 242^ Ibid. 243Ibid., pp. 24-25.
244_, . , 245Ibid. Ibid., p. 90.



536

Furthermore, man is prone to a self-defeating rebellion 

against the community in which he was created by God.

Selfish striving for status, power, or wealth is one of 

the deep roots of human conflict, setting man against man 

and nation against nation.

Sin, expressed in self-interest, may require constraint.

It is true that in a world of armed nations, often guided 

only by self-interest, order can be preserved only by the
2/ty

restraint of military power.

Sin also constricts the capacity for selflessness and sacrifice.

While nations of unregenerate men are limited in their ex

pression of sacrifice, they can demonstrate larger measures
2 a gof the reconciling power of love than has been customary.

In spite of these rather inadvertent and off-hand indications of their 

conception of the effects of the Fall, the authors do not give extensive 

attention to Christian anthropology. They do not offer a systematic ap

praisal of man's capacity for knowledge in the order of knowing or for

goodness in the order of willing. They acknowledge that "all men are 
,249sinners," but their brief discussion of the human condition is made 

to serve a hortative purpose.

Though all men are sinners, God loved them and gave His 

Son Jesus Christ to redeem them from sin and death by his 

sacrificial love. . . .  Hence, however sinful any people

246 , ,Ibid. 247 Ibid., p . 41. 248Ibid., p. 74,
249Ibid ., p . 25.
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may be, we who belong to Christ must seek, not to condemn 

or destroy them, but to redeem them.^"^

The discussion does not deal with what we can do but with what we ought 

to do.

What the believer ought to do is to recognize the judgment and 

the mercy of God as it is made evident in human affairs. Apparently,

the judgment of God is somewhat easier to detect than his mercy.

The threat of nuclear war is a warning of coming catastrophe 

if nations continue to pursue the arms race and insist that 

there is no higher authority than their own sovereignty.

Instead of assuming that the threat of nuclear war can be 

overcome by some man-made defense, we must recognize the

judgment of God on our arsenals of destruction. The threat

of nuclear war is the culmination of man's long hostility to 

his fellow men. It is the result of human division. What 

man has not chosen voluntarily in some form of disarmed com

munity he must now choose as the alternative to nuclear war
251if the human race is not to suffer indescribable damage.

It appears that the pattern of God's impending judgment can be detected 

by the untutored eye. The church, however, must aid in making known the 

love and mercy of God.

The church must hold before the world the realism of God in 

history. God does not force men's compliance with His will, 

but rather He seeks to reconcile men to Him by self-giving

Ibid ., p , 68
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love. The church must, above all, by both words and deeds,

show forth the power of loving service, sacrificial devotion,
252and long-suffering faithfulness.

The specific content of obligation is made known as the Christian 

reflects upon the details of the contemporary situation in the light of 

biblical principles under the ministry of the Holy Spirit. The authors 

do not attempt an exegesis of the "hard sayings'1 of Jesus. It seems 

clear, however, that they employ a combination of the General Principles 

Approach and the Attitudes-not-Acts Interpretation of the radical teach

ings of the New Testament. "Jesus taught that God is love, and this love
253is to be manifest in us." But it is not suggested that love must al

ways find expression in the specific acts enjoined in the Sermon on the

Mount. Rather, Christians are to "act in courageous and loving obedience 
, , , 254to the spirit of Christ," in accord with the guiding principles derived 

from reflection upon the biblical narratives.

Christ is the model of the life that the Christian is to live. But 

He is the model of its animating principle and its probable consequence, 

not its specific content.

In Jesus Christ God and man became one, demonstrating that

the life of love could be lived on this earth, paying the

penalty which perfect love must pay in a world of sin, and

giving new value and redemption to men by dying for them 
255on the cross.

252

254
Ibid ., p . 32 . 

Ibid ., p . 26.

32. 253.,.,Ibid., p. 25.

kOCM 255-,. , Ibid *, p. 25.
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The emphasis throughout the report is upon sanctification rather

than justification. Men are to be saved from the meaningless destruction

of civilization and the possible extinction of their species. In order

to forestall this calamity Christian men must make their lives serve as

channels of God’s grace, "What is called for is a bold new adventure in

Christlike living and witness among all who belong to his church.

"In this critical hour we are called to take new account of the power of 
257the Holy Spirit." The mark of the Holy Spirit is the Christian's con

cern for reconciliation. The work of the Holy Spirit is "the attitude of

humility and objectivity which should grow out of his experience of the 
258grace of God." "Humility is a product of both divine grace and of the 

’level look)’ seeing other men also as centers of value and as deserving 
of freedom."2^

The work of the Holy Spirit effects not only the heart but also 

the mind. The Spirit guides the selection of policies.

Through the presence of the Holy Spirit, the divine redemptive 

process can and does reach into the present and make the best 

possible choice knowable and realizable even in difficult and 

complex situations. 2 ^

The Spirit is so reliable, and apparently so reliably available, that 

failure to discover an acceptable alternative within the welter of policy 

options must be traced to our sloth or obstinance. There is no serious

256Ibid., p. 96. 2 5 7 i Ibid. 258Ibid., p. 80.
259T, , , 260Ibid ., p . 73. Ibid., p. 60.
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possibility of a tragic absence of tolerable choices.

Christians should also face the stern dilemmas of our day 

which are often posed as a choice between steps toward war 

or steps toward slavery. While in some situations there 

may appear to be only two courses of action, we must con

fess our failure in thought, research, and prayer if in 

today's complex social organization we do not find addi

tional courses of action which permit avoidance of both war
261and totalitarianism.

The Holy Spirit may be relied upon to "make the best possible 

choice knowable and realizable even in difficult and complex situations." 

The commission goes rather far in suggesting that the Holy Spirit must 

be relied upon for the solution of political problems. They are unanimous 

in the judgment that war is not inevitable.

We are united also as Christians in believing that the dif

ferences, conflicts, and enmities of men cannot be simply 

and exclusively defined in military terms. There are 

ideological, economic, political and even other considera

tions involving selfish or group interest that can, with
262God's grace, be resolved or overcome without war.

This raises the question whether such problems can be solved without 

God's grace or, rather, without some special grace which flows into the 

world through the church. How is the grace by which men may be spared

26L,., 262Ibid. Ibid., p. 47.
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the judgment of war made available to mankind?

The commission implies that political problems cannot be resolved 

apart from a fundamental reorientation of attitudes. Such a basic change 

of attitude is made dependent upon the infusion into the political stream 

of the Christian humility, objectivity, and selflessness that are the 

products of the grace of God mediated through the Holy Spirit in the 

church. The Holy Spirit thus indirectly becomes a capital political re

source necessary for national and international survival. The church, 

and particularly the witness of its individual members, is the indispensable 

channe1 that mediates the power of God * s grace. Fortunately, we are not 

forced to rely upon the caprice of the Holy Spirit. The commission knows 

”the conditions essential for the coming of this power of God upon his 
church."

All who would be counted as followers of Jesus Christ are 

called to respond with urgency to the conditions essential 

for the coming of this power of God upon his ehurch. We 

are not left in the dark concerning the nature of these 

conditions. "To as many as received him, to them gave he 

power to become the sons of God."

What is called for is a bold new adventure in Christlike 

living and witness among all who belong to his church.

The church herself must become a center of this experiment. J 

The voluntarism of Methodist piety is here seen in its extreme form. We
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need the grace and power of God. We shall have grace and power if we 

live Christ-like lives of faithful obedience. But by what grace and 

power can we live such lives? The commission seems to feel that the 

concept of prevenient grace would undermine ethical resolve. Their 

emphasis is upon sanctification. But God's grace comes as the reward 

for a sanctified life: "we can confidently rely on God, who justifies

us according to our faithfulness, to save us from all unrighteousness. 

Yet, as Christians, we cannot claim the heritage of God’s forgiveness 

until we have yielded our all. . . ,26^

Ultimately, as Christians, all our hope is in God. We 

dare to hope for participation in the triumph of His 

kingdom and in His peace only by present prayerful, re

sponsible obedience to Him ." 2^5

This concept of grace, this confidence in man's power to fulfill 

"the conditions essential for the coming of this power of God upon his 

church," suggests why the commission appears to be strongly tempted by 

anti-war systemism. History is a matter of human choice. In spite of 

occasional protestations of "realism," the commission seems to share the 

illusion of "American omnipotence" in the international arena; if we will 

change our attitudes and adjust our policies the world situation will be 

radically improved. They promote an analogous illusion of the "church's 

omnipotence" in the domestic realm.

When the church is not an echo of national pride and policy, 

but a sounding board for human rights, and God's judgment

Ibid., p. 33. p. 10.
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upon and hope for all mankind, her influence on public

opinion and her power to stir the conscience of man in

behalf of social justice and world peace is extensive and
, 266 dynami c «

In spite of constant reassertion of the independence of the church 
from the state that creates the possibility "that in some circumstances

both the church and the individual Christian must disobey and defy the 
267state," the authors evince the ambivalence and vacillation in defining 

the relations between church and state that is typical of modern American 

denominations. They preserve sectarian overtones. "Conflict with the 

world is the normal condition of a faithful church in an imperfect w o r l d . ^  

The church must "be prepared to suffer loss of prestige, wealth, comfort, 

imprisonment and martyrdom, when faithfulness to the Lord requires ,"2^

But they concede a positive purpose to the state and do not wish to give 

up the possibility of influencing the course of public affairs through 

direct participation in the public decision-making processes.

The state is an institution of great importance to man. It 

has the task of providing the minimal conditions of justice 

and order needed for its citizens' exercize of freedom in 

quest of human values. In order to fulfill this purpose, 

the state needs the loyalty of its citizenry and such police 

power as may be necessary to prevent the disruption of politi

cal order by lawless violence. The state deserves the support

266Ibid ., p .  96. 267Ibid., p. 29.
268Ibid ., p . 26 . 269Ibid.
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and obedience of its citizens to the extent that it embodies

and preserves those true values which alone justify its ex- 
270istenee.

The eoimnission recognizes the dual citizenship of the Christian. Their 

solution to the perennial tension is to assume an eventual continuity! 

the church shall serve as the savior of the nation by infusing into its 

life-stream the grace vouchsafed to it as a reward for its faithful 

obedience. The discipline of the sect thus becomes the means of fulfill

ing the influential mission of the church-type.

The effort to preserve the rigor of the sect, the influence of the 

church, the distinctiveness of the nation, and the commitment to universal 

brotherhood is not fully successful, however. At crucial junctures the 

strands become confused and entangled. The distinction between church and 

state is not maintained. The result is a serious corruption of both ethics 

and policy. In arguing against preventive war, the authors attempt to ap

ply the four criteria they have defined, but as they do so they become 

confused concerning the subjects of the action they are condemning.

In a universe ruled by God, we who are His people cannot take 

the responsibility for initiating a war that in its very na

ture destroys persons and communities, unleashes bitter hatred,

270Ibid., p. 26. Cf. p. 84i "An. important role of the state is 
ensuring the security of its people. A nation needs the protection and 
well-being of its citizenry, the preservation of their way of life, the 
perpetuation of its national heritage, and the maintenance of workable 
relations with other states. To protect its peoples from danger and ag
gression, the state maintains armed forces, a full panoply of weapons, 
and stands ready to meet every emergency." The commission adds that "in 
the modern world the security which states seek would be enhanced by dis
armament agreements."
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heightens the disorder of international anarchy, and violates

the very love that is the basis of all our motivation as
r, , 271Christians.

Who are Mwe who are His people?” Is it the nation, the United States of 

America, the political unit that would act to initiate a war with such 

disastrous consequences? If so, this is a remarkable rendition of bibli

cal principles, although it is not unanticipated in light of the earlier 

identification of Mthe challenge of communism to Christianity." If "we 

who are His people" refers to the body of church members in the United 

States, or to the Methodist constituency, or to the faithful remnant 

within these groups, how are they to be held responsible for initiating 

a war? The commission here tends to identify "His people" with those 

who make political decisions in the United States, Behind this lies the 

assumption that this is "a Christian nation," and moreover, that the na

tion ought to be "more Christian."

In spite of sectarian embellishments there is no great nostalgia 

for the time when the church was such a minority that it possessed no 

strong prospect of influencing public policy. The authors of the report 

are interested in what is going on in this world. They may also be in

terested in matters eternal and spiritual; but they do not intend to 

recommend an interest in religious salvation so intense and exclusive 

that Methodists are totally diverted from the application of their re

ligious resources for political purposes.

The confusion of church and state leads to dangerous consequences

271Ibid., p. 47
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for policy thought. Religious categories are applied indiscriminately 

to political issues. The commission states that "we believe each Chris

tian is called to witness for such a program of complete, multilateral}

controlled disarmament and to work for the stages that lead to its 
272achievement." It then suggests "some of the positions around which

our witness should currently be built." The first of these is the af

firmation "that finally a nation's life and purpose must root in trust
273and faith, rather than suspicion and fear." This sounds pious and 

brave. But what does it mean? In what are we to have faith? Are both 

parts of the sentence intended as political comments, or do both commend 

or condemn certain religious attitudes? If they concern religious atti

tudes it is appropriate to exhort us to have trust and faith in God; but 

then the remarks about suspicion and fear, which seem to have reference 

to the political realm, are bewildering. If the entire sentence is taken 

as a political statement it looses its emotive force. It then induces 

the question, "Why ought we to have trust and faith in the Soviets? What 

evidence can be adduced to suggest that such behavior would be rational 

or 'faithful and obedient'?" If the authors mean that the policy of a 

nation ought to be formulated in light of the certainty of the resurrec

tion faith that God will not abandon those who place their trust and 

faith in him their demand is both more clear and more questionable. Such 

faith may be the cornerstone of ecclesiastical policy, but on what basis 

are we to assume that it is appropriate for a state? The writer of an 

editorial in an Episcopalian journal makes a pertinent comment.

272 273Ibid ., p . 87 . Ibid ., p . 87.
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To propose that our national defense policy be premised upon

Christian theological convictions which are not shared by

other religions and which appear to be militarily imprudent
274is to ask a great deal of our fellow-citizens.

The determination of the commission "to look at our eommon con

victions as Christians in search of guiding principles" may be theologi

cally flattering but it is a procedure that is not easily made compatible 

with the accumulation and exercize of the type of influence over national 

policy to which they aspire. They believe that Christians can and must 

reshape American arms policy. "Guided by Christian theology and ethics,

they are obligated to apply the principles of the gospel to the life of 
275states." But the abandonment of the traditional just war apparatus 

grounded in the universal principles of reason and the substitution of 

distinctively Christian norms leaves the believer without a point of con

tact with non-believers. The commission's approach demands an extraordi

nary degree of political interest and unanimity within the Christian com

munity. In order to exert significant political pressure Christians 

would have to attain a very high degree of consensus concerning arms pol

icy matters, for their strength must be marshalled from within their own 

ranks in response to their own eommon convictions. The philosophical 

leverage with which one might move other Americans toward agreement on 

axioms of a rational arms policy has been sacrificed for the sake of 

emphasis upon the distinctiveness of Christian beliefs and motives. * 6

274"Fortitude, not Courage: Editorials," The Living Church, CXLVI,
6 (February 10, 1963), 16-17.

275The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, p . 82.
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There is a strong note of universaliStic concern throughout The 

Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age. But the particularistic 

strain is even more basic. It is expressed in the rejection of the 

natural law tradition as it is applied in the just war doctrine. It pro

vides the commission with effective emotional levers. They are able to 

exploit their constituents' devotion to Christ and to the particular fel

lowship claiming fidelity to him. This use of particularistic loyalties 

is illustrated in passages which suggest that it is especially heinous 

to kill fellow Christians. A massive assault upon enemy populations 

"would mean that the Christians of this country would be practicing geno

cide, destroying by the millions the very Christians who are today in the 

front line of courageous Christian testimony under communist governments." 

The use of such indiscriminate violence by Christians against 

another nation would necessarily mean the destruction of fel

low human beings including fellow Christians and their churches, 

thus striking a blow against the very community of Christ for
277which the ecumenical movement in our day has worked so ceaselessly.

Conclusion

The best way to understand the report of the Methodist study com

mission is to consider what it is they are trying to accomplish with the 

word-tooIs they employ. The authors of The Christian Faith and War in 

the Nuclear Age are not attempting to present a systematic treatise in 

theology or ethics. Rather, they are trying to evoke certain attitudes

276Ibid., p. 30. 277Ibid., p. 37.

276
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and incite certain actions. They are seeking to marshal ten million 

Methodists in support of a set of anti-war marginalist policy recom

mendations. The crucial question confronting the proponents of social 

education and action in the churches is whether, given an increasingly 

alert and sophisticated constituency, it will be possible henceforth 

to evoke "right*' attitudes, incite "responsible" action, and marshal 

"effective" support without giving more serious attention to fundamental 

theological and ethical issues.

The four elements of our paradigm, the theological, ethical, ca- 

theetic, and empirical, are interlocked. Their interlockings form 

systems of thought concerning arms policy. The elements may be put to

gether in various ways to form systems that are more or less adequate 

for analysis and promising for policy. The system underlying The Chris

tian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age is unduly optimistic in describing 

the factors necessary for social change and unduly narrow in laying the 

foundations of national policy. It will be instructive to glimpse 

briefly in the following chapters other systems of thought concerning 

Christian ethics and nuclear arms policy.



CHAPTER TEN

A RELUCTANT ROMAN CATHOLIC MIDDLE MARGINALIST

The report of the Methodist commission, The Christian Faith and 

War in the Nuclear Age, presents recommendations which require us to 

place it along the anti-war systemist border of anti-war marginalism.

It is instructive to look at a document that occupies the anti-war mar- 

ginallst boundary of middle marginalism. Here a different combination 

of elements adds up to policy recommendations which contrast to those 

espoused by the Methodists but which expose similar ethical frustrations.

Sylvester P. Theisen received the 1964 Award of the Catholic Press 

Association of America for the "Article Making the Greatest Contribution 

to Catholic Scholarship" for his twenty-five page article "Man and Nuclear 

Weapons" which appeared in The American Benedictine Review in September, 

1963.^ His paper provides a compact summary of a popular mode of reason

ing and a striking illustration of certain of the techniques used to re

lieve residual discomfort of conscience.

Like the Methodists, Theisen is strongly tempted by certain forms 

of anti-war systemism. He reviews the arguments of those who reject the 

legitimacy of the possession and use of nuclear weapons on the grounds 

that they cannot meet the criteria of the just war doctrine. He notes 

that

^Sylvester P. Theisen, "Man and Nuclear Weapons," The American 
Benedictine Review, XIV, 3 (September, 1963), 365-391. Mr. Theisen is 
identified as Associate Professor of Sociology in St. John's University, 
Collegeville, Minnesota.
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some readers may argue that it would show greater wisdom to

elaborate and defend more persuasively that position. X am
2easily inclined to think that way myself.

But he is deterred from pursuing such an argument by his conviction that 

ethical debate must be made to render results directly relevant for na

tional poliey. The ethicist has the responsibility to specify the im

plications of his thought for the immediate decisions confronting the 

nat ion.

Since poliey is the area where the world of power and the 

world of values or morals meet, we must indicate at least 

our general orientation toward national policy if we want 

seriously to discuss the relation of nuclear weapons to our 

values. . . . The pacifists do not supply answers that seem 

workable for a national policy in the short run as well as 

in the distant future. There seems to be a gap between
3their moral utterances and national behavioral possibilities. 2 3

2Ibid ., p. 374.
3Ibid. For a vigorous criticism of the assumption that it is the 

responsibility of the Christian to ’’supply answers that seem workable for 
a national policy” see John Howard Yoder, The Pacifism of Karl Barth 
(Washingtons The Church Peace Mission, 1964), especially p p . 28-30.
Yoder finds the novelty of Barth's ’’near pacifism” to rest in his "ques
tioning of the Constantinian synthesis" within which it is "taken for 
granted that the agent, the person whose possible action is being dis
cussed, is everybody. One can therefore not seriously propose as Chris
tian obedience an action which would be impossible for most people, or 
whose execution by most people would leave society without defense. . . . 
Secondly* it is taken for granted that the survival of civilization is an 
absolute imperative. . . .  All of ethics is therefore colored by an altru
istic pragmatism which believes itself capable of calculating the good and 

the evil which would result from a given action." pp. 28-29.
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War is not the only threat. Communism is also a menace. Theisen

clearly belongs in the middle. "We hope to avoid both Communism and
4annihilation.” He is an optimizer. "Various values and principles

must be simultaneously considered."^ In defining the content of moral

responsibility in the present moment he gives a slight anti-war twist to

middle marginalism by holding three values to be inseparable.

Our first moral responsibility is to avoid war without losing

our basic freedoms and without destroying the growth of world
6understanding.

Very few commentators would disagree with this as an abstract description 

of preference and intention. The real task, however, is to demonstrate 

that it will be possible for the nation to maneuver in this perilous 

world without being forced to choose among these three values of peace, 

freedom, and the growth of world understanding.

Theisen is aware of the significance of alternative analyses of 

political and military factors. He seems somewhat less aware that his 

entire case hinges upon an estimate of the effectiveness of deterrence 

that he has taken over from an anti-communist marginalist source.

No Christian wishes to initiate a nuclear war. Nor do we want 

to embrace communism. We do not differ on that. We disagree, 

however, on how our nation can keep the risk of war at a mini

mum now and in the future. What can we do with our present 

nuclear policy to bring it or keep it in line with moral

^Ibid., p. 366. ~*Ibid ., p. 372.

^Ibid ., p. 379. Italics added.
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demands? A  minimum demand is certainly that we do not in

crease the risk of war. In the present world it seems that 

willingness on the part of America to engage in limited nu

clear war will decrease the risk of war.^

The last sentence is the keystone of the entire edifice: "willingness on

the part of America to engage in limited nuclear war will decrease the 

risk of war." It will thereby enable us to fulfill all three elements of 

moral responsibility: we shall avoid war, preserve basic freedoms, and

also "buy time" in which to build up stronger ties of international under

standing.

Policy recommendations flow from this central empirical hypothesis. 

Unilateral rejection of nuclear weapons is no answer. The 

only rational solution on the military level that is pos

sible, and morality like politics deals with the possible, 

is to develop means of fighting limited nuclear wars. The
Qhope is, of course, that we need never use those means.

In contrast to members of the anti-war schools who believe that peace is

indivisible, that any military encounter will escalate indefinitely,

Theisen insists that "there can be limited war with conventional weapons

in a nuclear age. Some experts believe that there can also be limited

war with nuclear weapons, although admittedly the term ’limited' becomes
9highly relative." He challenges the tendency of moralists to take into

^Ibid., p. 372. Theisen here cites an article by James E. Dougherty, 
"The Political Context," Morality and Modern Warfare, ed. William J. Nagle
(Baltimore: Helicon Press, 1960). Mr. Dougherty was a co-author of Pro
tracted Conflict and contributed to the composition of A Forward Strategy 
for America.

9Ibid., p. 380.Ibid., p. 379.
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account only the extreme case of "spasm war."

Perhaps, as we develop warning devices and anti-missile 

missiles, as military weapons of nuclear power multiply 

in number, the possibility of protracted counter-force 

war increases. That is to say, the possibility increases 

that warfare will be continued over a longer period of 

time. The war will not be over after the first exchange.

The danger of war erupting does not necessarily increase 

through this development«^

"At best, war is an instrument of policy. With present capabilities for 

destruction, war is more apt to be the defeat of any rational policy 

Existing military capabilities must be modified to permit the flexibility 

of proportionate response. A  multi-deterrence strategy is to be preferred. 

This multi-deterrence strategy tries to be ready to meet 

the threat of force at every level in the entire range of 

force with a similar degree and kind of force. There is

no need to choose between inaction and massive retaliation.
12Intermediate steps help prevent rapid escalation.

Strategic forces must be maintained for the sake of effective de

terrence .

1QIbld.t p. 382. U Ibld.
12Ibid., p. 381. Theisen observes that "readiness for doing this 

is obviously more expensive than simply having twenty- or fifty-megaton 
bombs in abundance. Less money for defense does not necessarily mean 
better morals; good morals may demand that we have some weapons which give 
us less bang per buck."



In strictly military terms, the advantage of striking first 

is tremendously great. But a first strike of massive pro

portions is not acceptable morally no matter what the mili

tary advantage. . . .  The only purpose of such preparation 

would be deterrence. But if we do not have the psychologi

cal will to inflict it, this kind of capability will cease 

to be a credible deterrent. Therefore, means must be de

veloped to enable us to deliver a second strike of such
13proportions that it is not acceptable to the enemy planners.

The force requirements necessary to implement this strategy are amplified 

in a passage reminiscent of the description of the "ideal" "win strike

second strategy" in the anti-communist marginalist volume A Forward Strategy
_ A . 14Eor America.

We must have mobile or deeply buried or widely dispersed 

nuclear retaliatory power so that even after the enemy 

has attacked us massively we will still be able to deliver 

immediately a counter-attack of such proportions that the 

foreknowledge of it will deter the enemy from attacking us 

in the first place. In that way the insistence that a massive 

first strike with nuclear weapons is morally unacceptable does 

not of itself incapacitate us militarily. It rather indicates

13Ibid., p. 3781 "That is, if we are clearly not going to let loose 
a massive nuclear attack first, then we must convince our opponents that we 
are not on that account an easy victim. Otherwise, we encourage them to 
take the chance of striking us first."

14Cf. A  Forward Strategy For America, pp. 119-120.
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that we must prepare carefully so that we can maintain 

credible deterrence without threatening to strike first.

This emphasis upon second-strike strategy is morally re

sponsible behavior, if it takes place within a larger con

text of positive peaceful endeavors and if it is a limited
, . . . 15nuclear retaliation.

Confidence in the feasibility of deterrence is the key to Theisen's 

approach. He provides a brief summary of his middle marginalist convic

tions:

The favorable probabilities of limited war, of effective de

terrence, or repeated attempts at negotiation seem to be

better assured for us at this time by the balance of nuclear
16weapons than by unilateral disarmament.

He assumes that deterrence will be effective in forestalling the direct 

threat of communist military moves and, for the most part, he passes over 

in silence the indirect consequences of reliance upon deterrence that were 

given so much weight by the members of the Methodist commission. Theisen 

mentions the possibility that "nuclear war could start 'by accident, mis

calculation, or madness.'"^ But "at least on the American side, pre-
18cautionary devices make war by accident almost impossible." He does 

not linger upon the possibilities of what might happen on the non-American 

side or estimate the probabilities hidden within the "almost." A  safer

15

17
Theisen, p. 378. 

Ibid., p. 381.

16Ibid., p. 380,
18Ibid.
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deterrent can rule out accidents5 more deterrence can prevent miscalcu

lation. "War could start because of miscalculation. This seems less 

apt to occur if our willingness to retaliate is clear to the enemy. 

Finally, it may start because of madness. Nobody can rule 

out madness. One mad ruler has fantastic possibilities.

But moral deliberations cannot help a madman. Our concern

must be to bring our own goals and means in line with moral, 20 values.

The Methodists would insist that "to bring our own goals and means in line

with moral values" should entail steps to rid the world of nuclear weapons

before they can fall into the hands of madmen. Theisen does not consider

the "Nth Power Problem" or the prospect of "Catalytic War." He hints at

the possible encroachment of the Garrison State only in dismissing the
. 2 1subject from consideration. His view rests upon the explicit confidence 

that deterrence will be effective and the implicit assumption that it will 

have no concomitant evil effects.

Theisen does not answer some of the hard questions the Methodist 

commission would pose to him. On the other hand, he attempts to undercut 

the position on which the Methodists must stand during the awkward interim 

before general and complete disarmament can be established. Theisen argues 

that if you condemn any and all uses of nuclear weapons you must condemn 

their possession as well. If you condemn their possession you ought not 

to be willing to profit from the unrighteousness of others by making use
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of the protection of unjust weapons. To Theisen there is no solid ground 

between the nuclear pacifist's argument for unilateral disarmament and 

some type of acquiescence to the legitimacy of certain uses of nuclear 

weapons.

The dynamics of the practical and military apparatus are such 

that if you condemn any and every eventual defense use of nu

clear weapons, then you must oppose them as a deterrent too.

Therefore, it seems that the pacifist whose policies are con

sistent with his moral statements must be a unilateralist.

But how would we achieve world peace and world order by one-
22sided disarmament? It is not a workable plan of action.

In spite of his respect for the nuclear pacifist position, Theisen 

is forced by his concern to fulfill the responsibility to specify the im

plications of ethical reflection for national policy to register his own 

reluctant acceptance of the legitimacy of the use of nuclear weapons under 

certain circumstances. After reviewing the seven traditional conditions 

of the just war theory he states that

after much ambivalence and not without "fear and trembling" 

in the Pauline and Kierkegaard!an sense, I reluctantly con

clude that, in specified unfortunate circumstances, the

eventual use of limited nuclear weapons can be morally per-
23mitted in terms of the seven conditions listed earlier.

This reluctant assent is clearly by way of concession to the necessities 

of a "barbarous society," Theisen reasons according to the "regular ap

proach" to ethical questions. He here applies a rule concerning excep-

22 Ibid., p. 375. 23Ibid., p. 376,
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tions to the rules.

Moral rules are unchanging in themselves. However, in a 

barbarous society, such as international society tends to 

become whenever vital issues are at stake, these immutable 

moral rules must take lower, more primitive forms. One must 

continue to apply moral rules; one must continue to discrim

inate between permitted and prohibited behavior; but the 

barbarous circumstances allow the use, in fact demand the 

use, of coercive means which would not be permitted in a 

law-abiding world society. Inflexible allegiance to abstract 

principles may result in irresponsible inaction. Flexibility 

is not immoral; quite the contrary. Eternal truths must be 

applied amid changing circumstances. Existential appliea-
n /

tions of abstract principles require flexibility. :

How and when one knows that the circumstances are such as to permit the

’’lower, more primitive forms” of moral rules to come into effect is not

made clear. Why this must be done is made evident, however. "Respon-
25sible behavior has to be tied to reality.” An accurate definition of 

the situation is necessary for it is the discipline of our existence that 

we must start where we are.

Surely the first step toward a better world is a proper 

vision of that world. Without vision the people perish.

At the same time, we have to take for our starting point 

human habits and social institutions as they now are. We

24Ibid., pp. 376-377. 25 Ibid., p. 372.
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cannot jump from where we are to where we would like to be.

Would not that ambition be prideful and escapist? . . .  Some

how we must work for a better world society within the insti

tutional framework of existing human society. We may hope for a 

breakthrough but we must work out our destiny in the present 

darkness

The terms ’’responsible” and ’’reasonable” are honorifics as meaningful to 

Theisen as "obedient” and "relevant" are to the Methodist commission.

The impact of the terms is related to the point of cathexis. One has a 

duty, ah ethical obligation, to act in a manner that may be described as 

"responsible" and "reasonable." This is a significant factor in turning 

the author from anti-war systemist schemes.

If one is to be "reasonable" and "responsible” "one must study the
27facts and calculate probabilities as well as insist on a set of values."

Theisen's article focuses sharply upon the moral status of present policy

choises. But a clue to his broad political philosophy is contained in
2gthe observation that "history has not been kind to weak nations." Force 

cannot be ruled out of history. Nations require armed strength. But this 

strength must be exercized under control of moral restraints.

The central task of Theisen's paper is to define the restraints 

that must be imposed upon the use of nuclear weapons in the present context.

26ibid.

Ibid., p. 379. Theisen here has a kind word to say about those 
who, like Herman Kahn, exhibit "the willingness to think cooly about 
thermonuclear war."
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If the use of physical coercion to achieve morally good ends 

is acceptable to us in principle* then we must still define 

its limits and the conditions under which it may be so used.

Also, we must see the role of this particular means within
, 29the larger context of human endeavor.

To assist in this task Theisen avails himself of the traditional criteria

of the just war. He is careful to establish that which serves as the

broad human basis of these particular norms,'the reasoning of his article,

and the foundations of national policy. These all are grounded in reason,

rather than special revelation.

The conditions for a just war were developed slowly and

thoughtfully over many centuries. They are not religious

truths; they are the conclusions of a rather pragmatic

reasoning process about human values and the uses of physical
- 30force.

In a pluralistic society, our national policy in relation

to nuclear weapons must be based on reason. The approach of

this essay is reasoned and rather pragmatic. It is not nar-
31rowly so, but it is obviously not religiously prophetic.

The author is careful not to claim too much for the traditional 

theory. These criteria are debatable, perhaps. Their applica

tion to a concrete historical situation is highly problematical 

at the critical time when people have to act. The need for

29 30 31Ibid., p. 367 Ibid., p. 372. Ibid., p. 375.
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broader spiritual perspectives becomes clear from the fact 

that throughout history people have somehow managed to justify 

whichever side they were on. . . . Nevertheless these criteria

do furnish us with a rational framework for fruitful discussion.

After noting that all the conditions must be satisfied if a war

is to be morally justifiable* Theisen lists a compendium of seven cri-
33teria, apparently appropriated from E. I. Watkins.

1. The cause must be just.

2. The war must be made by a lawful authority.

3. The intention of the government declaring war must be just.

4. War must be the only possible means of securing justice.

5. Only right means may be employed in the conduct of the war.

6. There must be a reasonable hope of victory.

7. The good probably to be achieved by victory must outweigh
34the probable evil effects of the war.

"In defense of innocent lives* of basic justice* killing may be a

regrettable but necessary means. . . . Nuclear war would be a horrible*
35indescribable tragedy." But it would be a tragedy and not an occasion 

of moral guilt if the seven conditions were fulfilled. Application of 

these criteria clearly rules out certain intentions* effects* and policies. 32 * 34

32

32Ibid. * pp. 372-373.

Cf. "Unjustifiable War*" Morals and Missiles* Catholic Essays on 
the Problem of War Today* ed. Charles S. Thompson (Londons James Clarke & 
Co., 1959), pp. 51-52.

33 *

34 35Theisen* p. 373. Ibid.* p. 377.
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No military '’Crusade Against Communism” and no attempt at 

’’Total Victory” is morally acceptable. No all-out nuclear 

attack upon population centers, no attack for sheer revenge, 

no attack that is completely indiscriminate, is ever per

missible morally. . . .  This, let it be clear, does not

justify massive indiscriminate retaliation or mutual anni- 
37hilation.

’’Under no circumstances can a preventive or pre-emptive war be justified,

because one can never be certain that war is inevitable. . . .  No aggres-
38sive war is morally justifiable.”

Threatening massive first-strike nuclear war is immoral.

Counter-city strategy against civilian population centers

seems impossible ever to justify morally. Counter-force

strategy against military installations is obviously closer

to moral principles than is counter-city strategy, but it

is still difficult to justify if the "unintended" effects
39include many millions of civilians dead. . .

It is questionable whether the policy that Theisen himself earlier had 

espoused would survive scrutiny under his own criteria.

"No moral man can choose, directly or indirectly, to exterminate the human
. „36species

Ibid., p. 366. Here the calculation of the probability of es
calation is a critical factor. Anti-war commentators may insist that any 
use of force in international relations involves a high probability that 
one will be guilty of indirectly choosing to exterminate the human species.

37 38 39lbId., p. 376. Ibid., p. 377. Ibid., p. 382 .
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Although second-strike and counter-force strategy is the 

morally desired one, it is unfortunately true that a second- 

strike policy would tend toward a counter-city action in
40practice. . . .  Counter-city action is, however, immoral.

At this juncture he rather awkwardly expresses the hope that new techno

logical developments will create the possibility for protracted counter

force warfare. In the meantime, he seems to be as willing as the Method

ists to profit from the application of threats that he considers to be 

immoral.

Many important topics are left unelarified. They are points that 

would be exploited by anti-war disputants. Theisen argues that a second- 

strike strategy is morally permissible only if it involves a limited, 

rather than an unlimited, nuclear retaliation. But what if a threat of 

limited nuclear retaliation is not sufficient to deter? Must we base 

our policy half on bluff and half on willingness to begin a war of in

calculable consequences? What is the status of Type II and Type III de

terrence? Theisen observes that "Wars ought to be conducted not for revenge
41or conquest but to further justice." How far can "justice" be extended 

to cover the defense of allies from communist encroachments? Would the 

use of tactical nuclear weapons in a war to recover territory in Western 

Europe seized by a sudden massive Soviet thrust with conventional weapons 

be permissible? Could strategic nuclear weapons be employed against the 

Soviet homeland in such circumstances? "A first strike of massive pro

portions is not acceptable morally no matter what the military advantage."42

40.,., Ibid. 41 Ibid., p. 372, 42Ibid ., p . 378 .
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Can we then legitimately employ a less than massive first strike? Or, 

if we are to consider only a second-strike strategy, what is to be con

sidered a Soviet strike? What provocation must be received in order to 

make any particular form of retaliation morally acceptable?

Obviously, one cannot discuss every issue in an essay of brief 

compass. But the omissions of Theisen occur at vital points. "Nuclear 

pacifists" will point out that if he had pursued some of these threads 

the entire fabric of his argument might be unraveled. By the time he 

applies to specific military ventures all the qualifications required to 

meet his seven conditions his intuitive sympathies for the nuclear paci

fists may be reconfirmed» the concept of the just war may still be valid 

in principle, but in the present circumstances it may stand as a vacant 

category.

Theisen himself, even when he has applied the traditional formulae,

remains uneasy. He concedes that "it is surely difficult to harmonize

the spirit of war (especially of a 'holy crusade' against Communism) with

the spirit of self-sacrificing love taught by Jesus. The spirit of the

entire gospels is one of love." He believes that love ought to be our

motive. And he professes to believe that "love begets love, violence be- 
f \ f \gets violence." But he refuses to identify love with non-violence.

"Love may occasionally require some sort of c o e r c i o n . T h e i s e n  does 

not elaborate upon the circumstances in which this may be the case.

44p. 370. Ibid ., p . 371.



566

Justice appears to be still less compatible with pacifism.

Love or justice may demand physical violence. Pacifists 

focus on the horror of violence; other morally concerned men 

focus on justice. Unfortunately, justice may require of us 

duties from which charity would prefer to shrink. We do 

not live in an ideal world

Presumably because of the demands of justice, he is forced to reject 

both absolute pacifism and also relative or "nuclear pacifism." In pre

senting his viewpoint he uses words and arguments that make him vulner

able to pacifist ridicule.

While the stance of the absolute pacifist may elicit our 

admiration, it is really not socially functional. . . .  We 

must apply the judgment "profoundly unrealistic" to absolute 

pacifism, if we mean by it that society should refuse to use 

physical force of any kind in any way, even as a protective 

measure. Nor does the Gospel of Christ seem to include 

this kind of radical pacifism, for our Lord himself used 

physical force to drive the money changers out of the Temple. ^  

Pacifists would object that the selection of one uncertain incident in 

the life of Jesus as the exegetical basis of an argument leading to the 

legitimation of nuclear warfare is an example of "straining out the gnat 

and swallowing the camel." It would seem decent to attend to other texts 

as well. Also, they are not likely to be impressed with the pragmatic 

charge that the philosophy they confess out of moral conviction is not 46

46Ibid., p. 372. 47 Ibid ., pp. 366-367.
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"socially functionals" The obligation to tailor Christian responsibility 

to that which is possible for all men and efficacious for the entire so

ciety is remnant of the "Constantinian age" which preceded this "post- 

Christendom era."

The requirement to be "responsible"reasonable," "realistic," 

and "socially functional" is a moral duty in the eyes of Theisen. Paci

fists generally express their moral imperatives differently. Their func

tion is not to preserve and protect the national-state but to set an ex

ample of true obedience to the Prince of Peace. Ultimately, the quarrel

is over what constitutes "true responsibility" in the peculiar circum-
_ 48stances of the nuclear age.

Theisen goes rather far in conceding to the pacifist, in a manner 

similar to Reinhold Niebuhr, a helpful role as a troubler of the con

science of Christendom.

We can learn from the pacifists even though, for various 

reasons, we cannot conscientiously accept their final con

clusion relative to weapons. The pacifists can inspire us, 

at the very least, to give serious consideration to the non

violent means which they stress. . . . Christians must be 

haunted by the words of Jesus Christ: "All they that take

the sword shall perish by the sword." And he died on the 

cross rather than conquer with the sword. "Blessed are the 

peacemakers; they shall be counted the children of God ." ^ 9 48 49

48 iCf« Yoder, The Pacifism of Karl Barth, pp. 29-30.
49Theisen, p. 370.
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Theisen has no intention, however, of arguing via proof-texts nor even 

of attempting to base his argument upon any form of biblical or ecclesi

astical authority. He employs the "regular method" in ethics. He seeks 

to rely only upon reason. His essay is devoid of theological discussion. 

Except for the identification provided by the editors and the not in

significant clue suggested by the lack of theological clues, there would 

be no way of attempting to reconstruct his theological orientation. He 

speaks to moral men about the responsibilities of moral men, basing his 

appeal upon the universal norms of reason that all moral men must observe. 

He is forced to conclude, however, that "life is ambiguous and in complex 

circumstances there is no simple moral solution} there is moral ambiguity. 

Logical demonstrations easily ignore important conflicting circumstances."^ 

Moral ambiguity hovers over the entire discussion. It cannot be 

dispelled by the application of the traditional and authoritative cate

gories of the just war doctrine. Theisen suffers from a residual ethical 

discomfort and in his plight turns to a compensatory technique not dis

similar to that employed by the Methodist commission. The uneasiness that 

cannot be fended off or removed by the just war doctrine is to be expiated 

by vigorous activity under the nuclear umbrella on behalf of brotherhood.

The theme here is the moral dimension of American attitudes 

toward nuclear weapons rather than military policy as such.

We can, indeed, maintain our nuclear capabilities at an ade

quate level for effective deterrence. . . . This deterrence 

furnishes us a temporary umbrella for more positive endeavors 5

5°Ibld ., p. 372.
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to build a peaceful world which eventually will find nuclear 

weapons irrelevant. The really significant question asks: 

what will we accomplish while we have that umbrella of stable 

deterrence. The morality of means is judged by their propor

tionality - in nature and in size - to the end. Our aim must 

be to develop an awareness of the brotherhood of all men, a 

living world community, an operative political organization 

based on the rule of law for the entire world. Emphasis on 

military strategy and weapons will not achieve that kind of 

world. Military means are necessary but not adequate means.

They are proportionate to defense needs but not to the cre

ative struggle which will carry us beyond the present impasse.

If we are immoral now in our national endeavors, it may well 

be by omission rather than by any bad acts. *

Once again there is an awareness of a gap in the political order, 

a discrepancy between the way things ought to be, or might actually be 

in the future, and the way things are at present. This gap is to be 

bridged by '»creative struggle,” by activity on behalf of peace, brother

hood, community, and law.

Our values are bankrupt indeed if our primary thought is that 

the use of nuclear coercion is acceptable. We must instead, 

if we would be true to our heritage of values, expend energies 

and exercize imagination in positive ways so that nuclear war 

shall never come. A morally good man need not protest against
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nuclear weapons as such, but a moral man in this nuclear age 

is obliged to work zealously, courageously, and with imagina

tion for the kind of world which will make war obsolete.^ 

Recommendations concerning the projects upon which we must "expend en

ergies and exercize imagination in positive ways" are considerably more 

vague than the recommendations concerning arms policy. But it is clear 

that the creative activity that is to be counted upon to bridge the po

litical gap is also to bridge the ethical gap between the apparent de

mands of national policy in the present situation and the reasonable 

limits of exegesis of the traditional criteria of the just war. At cer

tain crucial junctures, when there is an uneasy feeling that the tra

ditional conditions are being overstretched, there is a retreat into 

ambiguity that leaves the ethical question unclear but illumines the 

psychodynamics of the situation. Here there creeps into an argument 

undertaken in the regular manner an appeal to the future typical of the 

teleological approach. A latent anxiety remains even after the ethical 

justification for nuclear warfare has been stated. The anxiety can 

only be eased by the assurance that the ambiguous conduct imposed upon 

us by the circumstances will serve to bring in a new era.

Th® future must be served. The future is open. It is consider

ably more open than the present. There is a remarkable break in the con

tinuity of Theisen’s article about three quarters of the way through.

The first segment concludes with an assertion of the ethical legitimacy 

of a "multi-deterrence strategy." Suddenly there is an unannounced
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transition to a portion that includes sections on "A Living World Com

munity” and ’’Ultimate Solutions." The focus shifts, the vocabulary 

changes, new authorities are introduced, many of whom are well known 

anti-war marginalists and systemists such as Seymour Melman, Jerome D. 

Frank, Linus Pauling, and Charles E. Osgood, who would appear very much 

out of place in the earlier discussion. The entire tone of the article 

is transformed. A new set of slogans makes its appearance. Opposition 

to the civil defense shelter program is expressed*

The energy and effort that would be put into a national

shelter program had much better be spent on endeavors
53aimed at winning the peace race,

"We need to take bold unilateral initiative in waging the p e a c e . W e  

must invest in "really humane endeavors" and occupy ourselves with "ex

ploration of avenues to peace."

The challenge is greater than ever. The response is up to

us. Not military weapons but constructive visions, myths,
55and ideas will shape man’s future world.

It is as if a whole new set of historical factors had come into play be

tween the first and the second segments of the essay. Historical exist

ence is suddenly more malleable than it had seemed.

We must address ourselves to long-range aims. Much is pos

sible. For example, slavery was once accepted as inevitable.

Today it is rejected. War is now considered part of man’s * 55

53Ibid., p. 385. 54Ibld., p. 389.
55Ibid., p. 390. This is the concluding remark of the essay.
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culture but it need not be so in the future. As Jerome D.

Frank wrote, the final solution is to renounce war. . . .

This will not happen today or tomorrow. But we can take 

steps that will make it more probable at some future

date. . . .  We should not underestimate the potentialities
- 56of man.

Linus Pauling is called upon to testify that "there is a greater power

in the world than the evil power of military force, of nuclear bombs -

there is the power of good, of morality, of humanitarianism."^ Justice

William 0. Douglas laments that "at a time when we needed thousands of

men like St. Francis walking humbly around the villages of the world, we

filled resort areas overseas with people who only occasionally sniffed
58the foul air that the miserable hutmen breathe."

In spite of this outburst of enthusiasm for "bold steps," Theisen 

seems to lack the imagination of even one St. Francis in the hard, ambigu

ous present.

Aside from exchange of persons programs, the Peace Corps, and

similar programs under religious or governmental sponsorship,

positive practical suggestions are difficult. But this does
59not make them less urgent.

He is no more willing than the Methodists to entertain the notion that 

something could be both urgent and impossible. He is, however, more 

willing to acknowledge the hard necessities of the present moment even

56tk., Ibid., p. 385. 57tk. , Ibid«
58TK4, Ibid %, p. 387. 59TK. , Ibid.

p . 386.
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while attempting to elicit enthusiasm for creative change. He remains 

an optimizer and, for the time being at least, a middle marginalist.

We make a mistake when we try to reduce our multiple chal

lenged to one challenge. Abolishing slums and liberating 

colonies in the thirties would not have saved the Dutch or 

Belgians in the forties from the savagery of the Nazi Ger

mans, Likewise nuclear weapons must be maintained by us now 

until we can achieve effective international arms control.

Good works are not a substitute for armed power to resist 

aggressors. But neither is armed might a substitute for the 

imagination and talent, for the energy and money that must

be applied to the non-military areas of international ex-, _ 60istence.

Theisen's flirtation with anti-war systemist thought has not con

tributed to the precision and practicality he praised earlier in his es

say. He is unable to suggest any new "bold steps” in the "peace race" 

and he does not consider the very serious question as to whether his po

litical initiatives are compatible with the military programs he recom

mends. Anti-war people characteristically claim that they are not com

patible and that, therefore, the military reliance upon deterrence must 

be abandoned. One could hazard the prediction that if Theisen accepts 

the challenge to spell out in greater detail the positive steps for peace 

he will be drawn further into the "gradualist" orbit and will become 

either an anti-war systemist or an anti-war marginalist. He could make
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this transition simply by adjusting certain of his empirical beliefs con

cerning the possibility of limited war and the continuity of military and 

creative political means. He is already aware of the possibility of con

vergence with those who pursue alternative paths of reasoning. He recog

nizes that given certain assumptions "the proponents of the just war 

ethics can end up with the same conclusions as those who begin with more 

pacifistic standards ,n ^

What interests us especially is that proponents of the just war 

ethics can end up anywhere on the spectrum of arms policy schools from 

anti-war systemism to anti-communist marginalism. We shall investigate 

this phenomenon further in the next chapter.

Ibid., p. 374.



CHAPTER ELEVEN

THREE POLICY VIEWS DERIVED THROUGH THE JUST WAR THEORY

The Independent Variability of the Four Major 

Elements of the Paradigm of Content

The need for a highly differentiated analytical apparatus able to 

discern and account for the innumerable distinctions among Christian re

sponses to the nuclear dilemma is well illustrated by consideration of 

the range and variety of policy recommendations that are supported by 

patterns of argument characteristic of the just war tradition.

The threefold typology of "pacifism/' "the just war,” and "the 

crusade," employed by Roland Bainton in his survey of Christian attitudes 

toward war and peace may provide a useful framework for broad historical 

summary, but in the present context it is clear that one cannot predict 

the content of policy recommendations from knowledge of the mode of ethi

cal reasoning or the broader ideal type of "attitude" toward war and 

peace. Given certain definitions of the empirical political and military 

situation, some professed adherents of the just war tradition are more 

zealous in their espousal of disarmament, non-violence, and other "paci

fist" causes than many who employ the theological and ethical vocabulary 

characteristic of Christian pacifism in earlier ages. Bainton recognizes 

"the possibility of a new variety of pacifism."*' But he seems to dis

parage it as "a pacifism of prudence, based on the desire for survival. 

Such a movement may start not from Christians addicted to the Sermon on

1Bainton, Christian Attitudes Toward War and Peace, p. 248.
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the Mount but from generals averse to futility." Bainton's own theo

logical premises here obstruct his view. He does not see that there may 

be Christians who are not "addicted to the Sermon on the Mount" but who 

may argue to pacifist conclusions from other ethical and theological 

premises which they hold as Christians. Bainton does foresee the pos

sibility of convergence at the level of policy: "The two types of paci-
3fism would largely coalesce as to their program."

The emergence of "nuclear pacifism" among the heirs of the Chris

tian just war tradition creates a demand for more complex and more pre

cise definition of types. In speaking of "attitudes" Bainton has assumed 

a close and predictable relationship between a general style of theologi

cal and ethical thought and a predilection for certain policy orienta

tions. In the nuclear age, with its continual permutation of crisis and 

ever present threat of chaos, the empirical ingredient of policy thought 

appears to have gained both in salience and variability. This fact, 

along with the multiplicity of potential loci of value and cathexis, has 

made the relationship of theological and ethical orientations to the con

tent of policy recommendations considerably less predictable.

If Bainton's types are presumed to be defined in accordance with 

the general content of their policy recommendations then we must point 

out that Christians have come to the same position along the arms policy 

spectrum through very different types of reasoning in which they combine 

and recombine empirical, cathectic, ethical, and theological elements.

? 3Ibid., p. 249. Ibid.

2
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If "pacifism*" "the just war," and "the crusade" are understood as re
ferring to broad styles of theological and ethical thought concerning 

the relationship of Christian faith and the use of violence in interna

tional conflict then we must observe that similar theological and ethical 

styles are employed, in combination with dissimilar empirical and cathec- 

tic elements, to support policy views that diverge sharply.

To illustrate the latter observation we may examine the use to 

which the apparatus of the just war theory is put by an anti-war systemist 

such as Walter Stein, an anti-communist marginalist such as Ulrich S. 

Allers, and by Paul Ramsey, who must be classified as a marginal middle 

marginalist.

Walter Steins An Anti-war Systemist 

Walter Stein is the editor of a series of essays by British Roman 

Catholics that assumes a sophisticated but uncompromising anti-war system

ist position. The volume

4 ,Nuclear Weapons and Christian Conscience, ed. Walter Stein (London;
Merlin Press, 1961). The inclusion of a British symposium in a work de
voted to American Christian responses to the nuclear dilemma may be justi
fied in this instance by the fact that the volume has been published and 
widely distributed in the United States under the title Nuclear Weaponst A 
Christian Response, ed. Walter Stein (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1962).
Stein is Lecturer in Philosophy and English Literature, Extra-Mural Depart
ment, University of Leeds. Other contributors are G.E.M. Anseombe, R. A. 
Markus, P. T. Geach, Roger Smith. Mgr. T. D. Roberts wrote an introduction. 
Another volume by British Catholics, cited above, also contains a strong 
strand of nuclear pacifism. It is Morals and Missiles; Catholic Essays on 
the Problem of War Today. The essay "Unjustifiable War" by E . I. Watkin, 
which appears in Morals and Missiles, has been widely quoted. The tenor of 
the two British volumes contrasts sharply with the discussions of nuclear 
warfare by American Catholics which appear in Morality and Modern Warfare: 
The State of the Question, ed. William J. Nagle (Baltimore; Helicon Press, 
1960), and Christian Ethics and Nuclear Warfare, ed. Ulrich S. Allers and
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addresses itself in the first place to Catholics, in the hope 
of establishing a valid application of principles to the im
mensely urgent problems of the nuclear age. It is, however, 
equally concerned to engage in discussion with other Chris
tians, as well as with those who would not claim this title: 
we are all Westerners confronted by a common challenge«5

The main elements of the discussion have "special relevance to Britain

and Western Europe; though some of these arguments are no less relevant

to the position of the United States." The authors feel a responsibility

to specify, not only for their co-religionists and countrymen but for men

of broad awareness and humane sentiments everywhere, the response that

the common conscience of the West, schooled by the Christian faith, must

make to the debasement of politics by the threat and counter-threat of

massive nuclear bombardment.

One does not need to be a Christian - nor indeed any sort of 

a theist at all - to recognize in these threats a deracina- 

tion from humanity, and from the humanity within ourselves.^

There is now a thought-race, over against the arms-race, to 

master the new facts of death. But the perception that things 

like these simply must not be - the simple acknowledgment of 

our status as human beings - remains strangely muddled and

William V. O'Brien (Washington, D. C.j Institute of World Polity, George
town University, 1961). With the exception of the contributions of John
C. Ford and Gordon Zahn to the Nagle volume, it is difficult to find any 
traces of nuclear pacifism in the two American symposia.

muffled

5Stein, p. 9
7Ibid ., p . 31.
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The authors have been forced to educate themselves in the vocabu

lary and conceptual realm of military strategy, for the debate concern

ing arms policy tends to be monopolized by those who "prefer to clothe 

themselves in elaborate pragmatic expertise." "It thus becomes necessary 

to restate this essentially simple plea in precise, analytic detail, in 

the hope of driving out mistaken analyses. ”9 Heretofore, the debate has 

been sterile and confused.

Politicians are content to rely on pre-nuclear modes of appeal, 

the press is content to echo the politicians, Christian opin

ion is divided and ineffective. 19 

The Church has been particularly remiss.

The Church, in its very nature, has a special mission for 

peace: because, as a human society it commands vast loyal

ties throughout the world, and because it is divine, headed 

by Christ himself, Its tradition on questions of war and 

peace reaches back to the Gospels themselves and only re

quires application to new circumstances and problems. . . .

But no adequate Catholic witness has emerged. 11  

In the public arena the debate has become polarized around alternative 

values of peace and freedom.

In the one view, a world enslaved and corrupted by commun

ism is the primary fear; in the other, a world either anni

hilated, or reduced to chaos and savagery. No wonder if, on 

each side, the temptation to ignore, or undervalue, the

Ibid ., p. 126. Ibid., p. 148.
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other's emphasis has too often prevailed: in the face of

these alternatives, our habitual calculations break down
I Obefore the facts.

Each side finds "that it is hard to be serious about opposite risks , " 15 

wEach case establishes the absurdity of the other; so that neither can 

establish the expediency of its own . " 12 * 14 Stein and his colleagues hope 

to cut through this tangle by bringing sharper analytical tools to bear.

Stein's first step is to challenge not only the empirical analyses 

held by anti-communists and middle marginalists but also many of the be

liefs cherished by members of the anti-war schools. His analysis of the 

nature and utility of warfare in the nuclear age is designed to confute 

the middle marginalists and anti-communists. He sets out to show 

(i) that nuclear "deterrence" is at best a highly imperfect 

instrument of protection; (ii) that no military means at all 

can win for us the underlying "battle for minds"; (iii) that 

the implications of nuclear war are such that it could not 

sanely, be chosen even in preference to the most appalling 

alternative; (iv) and that the uneasy "balance of terror" 

between such opponents can hardly fail to explode, sooner or 

later, into total nuclear war - even if neither side deliberately 
"chooses” to trigger it off . 15

12Ibid., p. 127. 13Ibid., p. 129. 14Ibid., p. 150.
rbi_d., p. 149. A somewhat different summary is given in Stein's

introductory essay. There the "negative" case is made to rest "on the 
three facts that no amount of nuclear power can guarantee Western security; 
that no military means at all can shield us against communism as an ideo
logical force; and that the concept of nuclear war has indeed obliterated
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Stein's critique aims not only at the prohibition of forms of 

warfare that might be anticipated by middle marginalists and anti-commun

ists. It also questions the possibility of conventional, non-nuclear 

limited wars that might be permitted by many anti-war marginalists. A 

key premise is "that without nuclear weapons military security is now 

altogether unthinkable.” Without nuclear weapons and the will to use 

them it would be folly to become embroiled in a military contest with 

an opponent so armed. There can be no'half-way" military endeavors in 

the nuclear age. One must either be willing to permit the use of nu

clear weapons or eschew all reliance upon military means.

Stein pursues his argument even to the disadvantage of anti-war 

systemists. We would

be left with a lingering insecurity, even if 'controlled 
disarmament' could be achieved. The tortuousness is in
herent in the situation. Whatever the measures of disarma
ment agreed, whatever the stages and means of control, there 
can be no assurance of ultimate safety.17

"Much could be done (especially by controlling the means of delivery) to

diminish the consequent risks, but vast risks would remain to be lived 
18with." A small cache of concealed nuclear weapons would suffice to 

establish domination in a disarmed world. Fear of the opponent's decep
tion could not easily be banished.

And - in the long run, even more challenging - how, if we 

were stripped of these weapons, how, in the last resort,

the concept of military defense." p. 20. Each of these points is then 
amplified in succeeding paragraphs.

16 17 18Ibid., p . 22. Ibid., p p . 18-19. Ibid ., p . 17 .
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could we balance the increasingly explosive pressure of
_ 19Chinese numbers?

The fact remains that anything short of a World State would

leave us so far from "secure" that it might actually seem

more hazardous to risk betrayal after disarming than to
20risk betrayal whilst one remains armed.

Stein concludes^ that "it seems improbable that it will ever be
21safe for the West to relinquish these weapons«" The emphasis here be

longs upon the word "safe." "It may be necessary to dispense with our
9 9•deterrent,' But we should not demand its sacrifice on false pretences."

Stein adopts a hard line with respect to the challenge of communism to

Western freedoms. He opposes members of the anti-war schools who are

guilty of "insufficient aliveness to the risks of a possible communist 
23comi nation."

There are some who would not be disturbed by such an outcome. . . . 

There are others who consider military aggression unlikely. . . .

And there are some who simply affirm the sufficiency of conven-
2 A

tional weapons,

Stein can accept none of these hopes. Communism is a tyranny. Its 

leaders have used force to subdue weaker nations such as Hungary and 

Tibet. There is no reason to conclude they would not employ nuclear 

weapons to crush any conventional military defense put up by the West.

19Ibid. 20Ibid., p. 18. 21

22Ibid ., p. 130. 23Ibid. 24
Ibid., p . 

Ibid.

17.
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’’Clearly it is as hard for unilateralists to accept the full burden of

their position as it is for others to accept as now real the real pos-
25sibility of nuclear war." "Lord Russell underestimates both the im-

26mediate threat of communism and its more long-term dangers."

Following the analysis of Commander Stephen King-Hall, Stein is 

led to "expose the absurdities of 'nuclear defense’,to draw attention 

to the limitations of 'nuclear deterrence' and above all, to accept the 

logic of 'escalation':"

since physical violence, in any major conflict, is now ulti

mately subject to the violence of nuclear weapons, the re

jection of nuclear weapons must, in reason, involve the re

jection of all other physical means of defense in such a con

flict. Only a strategy of non-violence remains open on these 
27assumptions.

In spite of the accuracy of his analysis King-Hall eventually becomes 

prey to "questionable optimism" in his hope that non-resistance may pre

serve the democratic way of life against a hostile invader. Stein is 

forced to concur in the judgment that "non-resistance may save our skin,

or some of it, but will not save our way of life - which is what Sir
28Stephen thinks of achieving."

By rigorous application of "the argument from expediency" Stein 

has eliminated almost every position conceivable along the spectrum of 

arms policy views. He would agree with the anti-war schools that national * 28

25Ibid. 26Ibid., p. 133. 27Ibid., pp. 130-131.
28Ibid., p. 132. The conclusion is quoted from a letter by 

Professor David Mitrany to The Guardian, March 21, 1958.
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policy should seek the goal of "agreed disarmament." But

there is in fact only one realistic basis for such a policy 

(however rarely this may be confessed or perceived): a

readiness, if need be, to disarm unilaterally, or, in the

last resort, to fall back on non-violent resistance, as
29if we had thus unilaterally disarmed.

"The argument from expediency" cannot suffice, however, to make

such drastic policy recommendations seem reasonable.

The case suffices to prove the absurdity of "nuclear deterrence."

Prudence itself cannot tolerate a posture so inadequate even

in purely military terms, so impotent on the ideological plane,
30and so recklessly intemperate in its accepted risks.

But prudence does not suffice to establish the reasonableness of the ex

treme anti-war systemist policy Stein espouses.

The predicament is so extraordinary that there remains this 

counter-claim on behalf of present policies: that unilateral

disarmament also is absurd. If it is reckless to accept the 

risks of a nuclear war, it is reckless to place the whole 

world at the mercy of communism, (i) Nuclear deterrence may 

not give us full security, but it does give protection within 

limits, and it is all the protection we have; (ii) only by em

ploying it can we hope to gain time, to win the "battle for 

minds;" (ili) even if a communist triumph were agreed to be 

the "lesser evil," as compared with a nuclear war, it is 29

29 TOStein, p. 18. Ibid.., p. 149.
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n e v e r t h e le s s  so a p p a l l in g  as to  re n d e r  i t s  d e l i b e r a t e  a c 

cep tan ce  ab su rd ; ( i v )  and, w h i l s t  th e  p r e v a i l i n g  "b a la n c e  

o f  t e r r o r "  m ig h t , w ith  lu c k  and good management, be p r o 

longed w ith o u t  an e x p lo s io n ,  u n i l a t e r a l  disarmament could 

h a r d ly  f a i l  to  r e s u l t  in  a communist d o m in a t io n .

Arguments based upon e xp ed ien cy  cannot s e t t l e  th e  is s u e *

The two s e t s  o f  arguments do not e x a c t l y  c a n c e l  o u t ,  but the  

main e f f e c t  o f  c o n fr o n t in g  them w ith  each o th e r  i s  to  p a r a ly z e  

t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  f o r c e .  Once t h i s  n ig h tm a r is h  s ta le m a te  o f  

in e x p e d ie n c ie s  i s  f a c e d ,  exp ed ien cy  may be re ad y  to  abandon 

i t s  s o v e r e ig n  p r e t e n s i o n s ,  and - ackn o w led gin g  i t s  n a tu r a l  

human l i m i t s  - r e t u r n  to  i t s  own s u b o r d in a t io n  to  moral l a w . ^

"The argument from e x p ed ien cy" le a d s  o n ly  to  a " s ta le m a te  o f  i n 

e x p e d ie n c ie s * "  The c a se  f o r  u n i l a t e r a l  disarmament must be p re s s e d  by 

" th e  moral a rg u m en t."  "S e c u re  or  in s e c u r e  . . . th e r e  i s  now no moral 

a l t e r n a t i v e  to  an u n c o n d it io n a l  r e n u n c ia t io n  o f  1 the d e t e r r e n t 1 : t h i s
o o

i s  the  c e n t r a l  su b m iss io n  o f  t h i s  b o o k ."  In s p i t e  o f  i t s  o b vio u s  

d a n g e rs ,  we must r e l y  upon n o n - v io le n t  r e s i s t a n c e .  "There i s  now no 

v a l i d  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  m o r a l ly ,  to  such a com m itm ent."3^

I t  i s  o f  most p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  to  us th a t  in  p r e s s in g  th e  ca se  

f o r  u n i l a t e r a l  disarmament through use  o f  " t h e  moral argument" th e

I b i d . ,  p p . 14 9 -15 0 . The l i t e r a t u r e  o f  the arms d e b a te ,  w hich i s  
f u l l  o f  i n v e c t i v e  and s lo g a n s ,  does not c o n ta in  a more sober and f a i r  d i s 
c u s s io n  than t h a t  p re s e n te d  by S t e i n  and h i s  c o l l e a g u e s .  They may or may 
not be m ista k e n , but in  any ca se  th e y  speak as honorable  and ser io u s-m in d ed  
men o f  i n t e g r i t y .

32 33I b i d . , 34t m , I b i d . ,I b i d . ,  p .  150. p .  2 3 . p . 19 .
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contributors to Nuclear Weapons and Christian Conscience seek to emphasize 

that they are not "paeifistsQ" They wish to establish their conclusions 

through the application to a new situation of the traditional criteria of 

the just war. It is only the definition of the situation that has changed. 

We have emphasized that our ease does not rest on any sort 

of general objection to the employment of force by states.

We deny the pacifist position, and maintain that states 

have the right, and the duty, to protect their communities 

against unjust attack, so long as they do so by means that 

themselves accord with justice. In the past, wars - even the 

most terrible wars - could be fought honourably and even 

nobly, although time and time again they in fact degenerated 

into murderous license. Tt ĵ s only with the most recent tech-

nolog!cal advances that major war - and hence the threat of
35such a war - has become inherently atrocious.

Stein does not want to suggest changes in the traditional theo

logical, ethical, or cathectic orientations of his predominantly Roman 

Catholic audience. He wishes to impress upon readers the implications 

that new facts in the political and military sphere bear for reasoning

Ibid.., p. 125. Italics added in the last sentence. Cf., p.
30: "We are not saying that war can never, in principle, be justified.
Nor that there are not powerful motives in justice - and even charity - 
to protect our countries against communist aggression. We can envisage 
situations in which, other things being equal, we ought to defend our 
countries - our liberty, our institutions - by force, even at enormous 
sacrifice. The point is that other things are not equal: their name is 
'massive nuclear bombardment' and 'virtual annihilation.'"
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that proceeds within the traditional framework of the just war doctrine. 

War in the nuclear age must be abjured because it violates the criteria 

of the just war.

We have the Prophets and the Gospels; and we have a full and 

precise tradition of the Church's thinking* evolved over the 

centuries, about the tolerable limits of war. Can it reason

ably be claimed that commitments like these do not transgress
q  (L

the traditional limits?"*
37Stein draws from the analysis of E. I. Watkin the observation that 

there are three principles that have decisive implications 

in a world of H-bombe:

1. Only just uses of violence may be employed.

2. There must be good hope of success.

3. There must be good hope that the ultimate gains 

will outweigh the evil effects of the war.

Can it really be supposed that a war of "massive nuclear 

bombardment," of "virtual annihilation" - of "mutual anni

hilation" - might somehow be justified in terms of these 
38conditions?

Stein and his colleagues seek to employ the criteria of the just 

war to disqualify resort to war in the nuclear age. They do not deny in

36 , ,Ibid ., p . 31.
37"Unjustifiable War," Morals and Missiles, pp. 51-62.
38Stein, p p . 31-32.



588

principle the moral legitimacy of the vocation of the soldier. "We think 

that it is possible, or at least that it used to be possible, for a sol
dier to do his job without moral guilt.

Here the line has to be drawn between killing enemy com

batants in a just war, which may be legitimate, and the 

deliberate killing of non-combatants (or "harmless") 

whieh is murder . . . we think it is one thing to be a 

soldier and another to be a murderer.^

Non-combatants must not be made the objects of direct and deliberate at

tack no matter what military advantages may be gained. Yet according 

to the principle of "double effect" military action that results in the 

death of non-combatants may be morally permissible if their death is an 

indirect, unintentional consequence of an otherwise legitimate attack 

that serves a definite and justifiable military purpose. Stein does not 

seek to deny the principle of double effect.

It seems, then, that I may sometimes take action whieh 

issues in the death of non-combatants, provided that their

death is merely a circumstance attendant upon the thing I
. 41am trying to do.

He does, however, attempt to demonstrate that the type of military action 

foreseeable in nuclear warfare could not be justified by appeal to the 

principle of double effect. First, conditions under which the principle 
may not be evoked are defined.

39 40 41t,., Ibid.,Ibid., p. 26. Ibid., pp. 25-26. p. 28.
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But, clearly, the consequences of an act can be "unintentional" 
in this sense only (i) if there is a resonable CsicD propor
tion between the intended good and the unintended evil,
(ii) if the evil effects do not become too vast in them

selves (for there comes a point when sheer scale must deprive 

the concept of "unintended effects" of meaning), and (iii), 

above all, if the evil effects do not constitute a foreseen 

means of the good ones (for, of course, if they did, they 

themselves must needs be intended). And to intend evil is

evil, whatever the ultimate aim: the end does not justify
42the means.

Then it is asserted that each of these disqualifying conditions applies 

to the type of attack predictable in a nuclear war. Such an attack 

would involve mass-murder through the deliberate destruction of non- 
combatants .

This is why nuclear warfare is immoral. It could hardly 

achieve a just balance of consequences; and the hugeness of its 

evils . . .  reduces the notion of "unintended effects" to par

ody; whilst it is, above all, absolutely clear that its indis

criminate terrors must in fact be directly willed, since "de

terrence" ultimately rests on the possibility of "massive re- 
43taliation."

At this point Stein and his collaborators come into collision with the

42Ibid., pp. 28-29. 43Ibid ., p . 29,
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foremost American Protestant proponent of the just war theory, Paul Ramsey. 

Their sharp discrepancy with regard to policy recommendations hinges di

rectly upon disagreements concerning the definition of the situation.

A Middle Marglnalist Critique 

of Stein by Paul Ramsey

Although Ramsey, in order to accentuate the theme of "love-trans

forming- justice,'1 would seek to modify certain of the theological assump

tions that remain implicit within the Stein volume, his main criticism of 

Stein is directed at his "finding of fact" or definition of the situation 

in the realm of political and military strategy. Ramsey accepts Stein's 

general description of "the anatomy of the just war doctrine." He agrees 
that

it is never right to do wrong that good may come of it. . . .

Neither is it right to intend to do wrong that good may come 

of it0 If deterrence rests upon intending massive retalia

tion, it is clearly wrong no matter how much peace results. . . .

The distinction between murder and killing in war, or between 

directly killing combatants and directly murdering non-combat

ants, posits an ethico-political principle that can only be 

violated, never abrogated. ^

Ramsey is forced to concede that if Stein's facts are correct the 

policy recommendations he derives from his moral argument would be com

pelling. 44

44Paul Ramsey, The Limits of Nuclear War (New York: The Council
on Religion and International Affairs, 1963), p. 46.
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Does reliance on nuclear weapons for deterrence hypotheti

cally commit us, here and now, to murder, there and then?

Xf so, such deterrence is wrong, and can never be anything 

but wickedness. This conclusion would seem to follow from 

the comparatively simple moral truth that "if an action is 

morally wrong, it is wrong to intend to do it ." ^ 5 

Ramsey, however, evades the conclusion concerning the illegitimacy of 

deterrence by contradicting the empirical assumptions upon which Stein's 
argument rests.

This is surely a correct "finding" as to the moral law. The 

authors of these chapters, however, intermix with this a certain 

"finding of fact" which may be questioned. They assert that 

"deterrence rests, in the end, on the intention to use nuclear 

weapons," not that in some or many of its forms it may or might 

rest on either present murderous - intention or on a "conditional 

willingness" to do murder. No wonder the conclusion follows . . 

Ramsey denies that deterrence need rest upon the intention to launch a 

massive, disproportionate, and direct assault upon civilian targets. He 

believes that counter-force warfare could be conducted in a manner which 

would allow collateral civilian damage to be morally accounted for under 

the principle of double effect. Moreover, the awareness of the probable 

scale of this extensive but legitimate collateral damage may provide for 

adequate deterrence.

Ibid., p p . 46-47.45 46Ibid., p . 47.
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The collateral civilian damage that would result from counter

forces warfare in its maximum form may itself be quite suf

ficient to deter either side from going too high and to pre

serve the rules and tacit agreements limiting conflict in the 

nuclear age. In that case* deterrence during the war and col

lateral civilian damage are both "indirect effects" of a plan 

and action of war which would be licit or permitted by the 

traditional rules of civilized conduct of war. . . .  The de

terrent effect, of which we are now speaking, is then, as it

were, an indirect effect of the foreseeable indirect effects
47of legitimate military conduct.

In the contrast between Stein and Ramsey we see that reasoning ac

cording to the traditional forms of the just war doctrine can lead to very 

disparate conclusions according to the content of the empirical beliefs 

that are an inevitable ingredient of the total process of reflection. 

Ramsey accepts Stein's insistence that the principle of double effect can

not be applied to justify an attack in which the destruction of civilian 

life is disproportionate, too vast, or direct. But he denies that counter- 

force nuclear attacks need necessarily be conducted in a manner that would 

disqualify them from the moral sanction offered under the principle of 

double effect. "The nations of the world should and can devote all their

attention and intention to making only just or counterforces war pos- 
48sible." Ramsey's conclusion that a just form of counterforce warfare

47Ibid., p. 48, 48 Ibid., p. 50.
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is possible and that, therefore, the possession of nuclear weapons does 

not of itself involve the guilt that would accrue from the misuse that 

Stein and his colleagues consider implicit and inevitable, is dependent 

upon certain technical judgments of fact. The moralist may or may not 

be accurately informed upon the effects of nuclear weapons, the range 

and accuracy of delivery vehicles, the availability of strictly military 

targets, the capabilities of systems of active and passive defense. But 

willy-nilly, he cannot avoid the inclusion of more or less informed as

sumptions concerning such technical "details*' in his reflection upon the 

morality of arms policies. Ramsey recognizes the inevitable presence of 

empirical judgments and their interpenetration with the formal ethical 

elements of the arms poliey calculus. The need for conscientious atten

tion to the specific facts of the ease must bridle the false autonomy of 

the uninformed or ill-informed moralist. The moralist can make an help

ful contribution to the broad debate concerning policy.

But the moralist must be careful how he rushes in with his 

ethico-political principles mixed with an assortment of 

findings of fact and various arguments ad horrendum. He 

must be careful how he spells out his moral guidance for 

deterrence policy. . . .  The moralist must be careful how 

he disparages the so-called "argument from bluff" to a 

morally licit form of deterrence; and he should examine 

whether the reasons he uses to dismiss this argument are 

telling moral ones or rather technical judgments he has



gathered to fulfill a prejudice.

One cannot predict the content of policy recommendations from 

knowledge that the formal ethical categories of the just war tradition 

are being employed in the reasoning process. The policy outcome varies 

with changes in the input of the empirical category. Stein summarizes 

’»the moral argument” by which he seeks to establish the conclusion that 

’’there is now no moral alternative to an unconditional renunciation of 

’the deterrent':”

In essence, the plea is very simple indeed: (i) that some

things are intolerable irrespective of circumstances; that 

total war is thus absolutely intolerable; and that "nuclear 

defence” means total war; (ii) that the mere willingness to 

risk a war that could annihilate civilization, poison the 

whole of this planet, and for ever violate the life of the 

future, if life survives, is a wickedness without parallel, 

a blasphemy against Creation; and (iii) that the policy of 

"deterrence” involves a conditional willingness to unleash 

such a war - and is therefore not only wicked in what it 

risks, but in terms of implicit intention.

The italics we have added to the phrases " ’nuclear defence' means total 

war" and "such a war" are intended to call attention to the fact that 

these phrases conceal massive assumptions concerning military fact. By 

appeal to his own panel of military experts, Ramsey is able to deny these

^ I b l d ., pp . 50-51.

^Stein, Nuclear Weapons and Christian Conscience, p. 23. In the 
original only the terms "risk" and "intention" appear in italic type.

49
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assumptions regarding the nature of prospective wars and to insist that 

limited, counterforce warfare is a possibility that contradicts the state

ment that '’’nuclear defence' means total war." Ramsey is able to argue 

that adequate deterrence may be achieved by exploitation of foreknowledge 

of the collateral effects of morally legitimate attacks against an enemy's 

military forces. In counterforce warfare there need be no "conditional 

willingness to unleash such a (total) war."

Stein and his colleagues may be admired for their integrity.

Having described the horrors of nuclear war and having espoused the pri

macy of the value of peace, they do not indulge in wishful thinking con

cerning the intention and capability of the opponent or deny that a threat 

to freedom exists. They pursue their argument rigorously within the speci

fied framework of the inherited doctrine of their church and do not shrink 

from the hard conclusions they are forced to draw for policy. They at

tempt to give an honest statement of opposing viewpoints and candidly ad

mit that many uncertainties remain no matter what course is followed. Yet 

they are firm in their insistence that "if-and only if - our basic line of 

dfefence is non-violent resistance, these uncertainties can be lived with 

with open eyes - and perhaps turned to creative account

In the end the authors cannot resist the hope that their policy, 

based upon absolute ethical obligations, will yet be successful in terms 

of worldly politics:

There is this to hold on to: A policy of unconditional dis

armament could break through the closed circle of terror
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within whieh we eo-exist. It could form the basis of re

ciprocal disarmament without illusions. It could free our
52resources to fight world-poverty and world-resentment.

In the next-sentence, however, they indicate the full extent of what they

would demand of public policy. "Should we, however, be invaded, there is
53the ultimate weapon of meaningful suffering.”

Driven by the "stalemate of inexpediencies" exposed by their ad

herence to the balanced values of peaee and freedom and their presenta

tion of "hard” analyses of both war and the opponent, the authors of 

Nuclear Weapons and Christian Conscience are finally forced to obliterate 

the distinction between church and state by making the Christian summons 

to the acceptance of "meaningful suffering" a demand of national policy. 

The success of their policy is contingent upon "a revival of Western re

ligious energies." "Without this religious dimension, non-violent re-
54sistance seems doomed." But even more, the motive to undertake such a 

policy as a reasonable course of national action is itself contingent 

upon a particular brand of faith that is now demanded of the entire nation, 

By its unconditional preclusion of total war - and, equally, 

the hypothetical readiness to engage in such a war - morality 

transcends the apparent stalemate of "necessary evils" and 

redeems the alternative course from absurdity. But it is 

only in the light of faith that this alternative course can 

itself give ground for rational hope.“̂

p . 151. Ibid ., p. 150.



597

The dilemmas of nuclear arms policy prove to be insoluble at the level 

of the conventional morality obtaining within a particular community. 

Stein and his colleagues finally are forced to depart even from the 

ethical level at which they may claim to command the rational assent of 

all men of good will to the universal norms of right reason. "The 

challenge transcends not only prudence, but morality as well* to Chris

tians it is a challenge to their faith; to unbelievers to their unbe- 
56lief." The dilemma of arms policy can be resolved only at the theo

logical level where categories are particularistic and therefore not 

suited to serve as the foundation of public policy in a pluralistic na

tion.

Stein is able to draw assurance and consolation from his own con

fession of God's sovereignty and power: "The future may then safely be

left to God. Pharaoh's armies may be close upon us and the Sea extend 

before our feet, but we know that our Redeemer liveth,"^ But he is not 

able to escape the charge that he has recapitulated the error that many 

Protestant Americans make less knowingly when they attempt to usurp the 

power of the state to enforce the obligations of their private consciences 

informed by particular theological premises and peculiar empirical beliefs.

Throughout the volume, Nuclear Weapons and Christian Conscience, 

there is a steady declension from universality. The argument is first 

advanced on the grounds of expediency. The universal demands of reason 

operating through prudence are cited. When a stalemate is acknowledged,

56 57Ibid., p p . 150-151. Ibid ., p . 151.
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appeal is made to the formal ethical procedure for defining the justi

fiable limits of warfare which has been historically sanctioned by the 

religious association of which the authors are members. Finally, when 

the demands of policy derived by the authorized procedures appear severe 

and unappealing, men are summoned to assume a vocation of "meaningful 

suffering" sanctioned by particular theological beliefs that are not 

necessarily shared by the public for whom policy is being determined.

It is easy to make the descriptive prediction that with this loss of a 

universal "point of contact" there will be a consequent loss of political 

receptiveness. Moreover, it is difficult to provide a normative state

ment of why men ought to pursue a dangerous course of policy that can 

"give ground for rational hope" "only in the light of faith," if this 

faith is a particular faith that they may not share.

Ulrich S. Allersj An Anti-Communist Marginalist 

Using the same traditional ethical apparatus, Paul Ramsey chal

lenges Stein's empirical predictions concerning the nature and probabil

ity of warfare in the nuclear age and arrives at the conflicting judgment 

that a policy of deterrence may, in certain forms, be licit and that re

course to limited war may be a legitimate instrument of national policy. 

The same theory of the just war is used by a third author, Ulrich S. 

Alters, to substantiate strong anti-communist views. Whereas Ramsey's 

argument brought into question Stein's definition of the situation in the 

military sphere, Alters offers an alternative description of the political 

situation which stresses the irremediable conflict between the tyranny of
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communism and the liberty of the West.

Allers is certain that Christians bear a responsibility to speci

fy the implications of their faith for public policy.

We are accountable to God for our use of our rights as 

citizens and therefore we are required to form judgments,

to develop principles, and to act upon our insights and
. , , 58principles.

A  dependable set of valid principles have been handed down from our fore

bears in the faith. But in order to apply them we must attend closely 

to the given facts of our own situation.

Only when we have understood the basic structure of our 

situation may we try to apply the principles of our great 

predecessors « . . .  The demand to understand our situation 

is God’s demand. . . .  God Himself has enjoined the use of 

reason. . . .  Our task is thus twofold. On the one hand

we must study the given, on the other, bring the Divine in-
59structions to bear on this our world.

It is imperative that we make a proper definition of the situation. 

Allers' perception of the situation is dominated not by the hazards of nu

clear holocaust but by the menace of totalitarian communist tyranny. The 

main threat is clears "For the present and the immediate future we are 58 59

58Ulrich S. Allers, "What is Christian Ethics?", in Christian 
Ethics and Nuclear Warfare, ed. Ulrich S. Allers and William V. O'Brien 
(Washington, D. C.: Institute of World Polity, Georgetown University,
1963), p. 165.

59Ibid ., p . 167 .
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"Moral liberty” is the fundamental category of Allers' political 

philosophy.

I understand by moral liberty man's ability to choose for him

self the supreme values which guide his actions. The most 

excellent case of this liberty is man's power to accept or to 

reject God's grace. I hold that this moral liberty is the 

distinguishing mark of human nature. Without this liberty 

men are not men. Hence, no totalitarian form of society - 

even if it profess Christian values - is licit. 60 61

"This fundamental liberty is at issue in the present conflict between 
62East and West." By exploiting the "growth of the means of social con

trol" Soviet rulers are able "to manipulate the conditions of selfhood." 
They demonstrate that

in our days the instruments of human engineering, of manipu

lating the individual persons that make up an on-going so- 

ciety, are so far developed that it is now possible effec

tively to restrict man's fundamental liberty. 63 

Communist tyranny violates the most fundamental and sacred rights with

60Allers, "The Uniqueness of the Conflict," ibid., p. 187. Allers' 
contribution to the symposium consists of two chapters that appear con
secutively and flow together. We shall henceforth dispense with the chap
ter titles and indicate the source of references with page numbers alone.

6lIbid., p. 168. 62Ibid., p. 186.
63Ibid., p. 184.

confronted with a ruthless, relentless, and very clever foe and the danger

to our fundamental liberty is very grave.” 6
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which man has been endowed by his creator.

The Christian - indeed, any and every man - is called to 

serve his God, to accept His grace. But how can man serve 

God, or how well can man serve God if the individual person 

is severely restricted in his fundamental liberty, or if
fcy /1conditions deprive him altogether of this basic right?

It is very important that the fundamental nature of the conflict 

with communism not be underestimated. Alters* case hinges upon the as

sertion that "in terms of Christianity the conception offered by Commun

ism is simply anti -human.

At bottom the conflict between Communism and the West is

an ideological conflict. A disagreement on the nature and
66destiny of man so basic that no compromise is possible.

The virtue of prudence, operating through the principle of proportion

ality, may, however, prevent the eruption of all-out war.

This, it must be stressed, does not imply that this conflict, 

incapable of resolution, necessarily leads to outright war

fare, for the coexistence of incompatible ideologies is pos

sible. But such a coexistence will have to be grounded in 

the practical order. Both sides may come to the conclusion 

that to effect the victory of their causes involves an ex

pense of energy and a degree of destruction wholly dispro

portionate, and damaging to the goals they pursue and that

Ibid., p. 184.64 65Ibid., p. 186. 66 Ibid ., p . 176 .
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therefore coexistence is to be preferred.

If nations are to attain the common good for which they exist it 

is necessary that international, order be maintained. Communism threatens 

to disrupt this order which, ideally* should rest upon a consensus that 

seeks to harmonize the national and the international common good. Early 

in his discussion Allers "pointed out that where consensus was lacking, 

conflicts that threatened to erupt into outright warfare or in some other

way significantly disturbed tranquility would have to be deterred by
, . - „68brute force."

Where outright enmity is coupled with ideological disagree

ment deterrence is the appropriate means of preserving 
69peace.

The conflict between East and West is one that does not admit 

of settlement on the basis of consensus. . . .  Thus the re

sort to deterrence on the part of the West is necessary

since a lasting settlement apparently is without the realm 
70of possibility.

This then is Allers’ definition of the situation! We are con

fronted by a powerful and ruthless regime espousing an atheistic ideology 

that threatens to disrupt the international order upon which the attain

ment of the common good depends and seeks to impose upon all men a tyran

nical order that frustrates the realization of the true moral liberty to

67t,,, Ibid.

Ibid.,69
^ Ibid ., pp. 184-185. 
70p. 173. Ibid., p. 185.
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which God has called his creature. Clearly* we are the defenders of "a 

just cause." We need be restrained only by the dictates of prudence as 

defined by the principle of proportionality embedded in the traditional 

just war theory.

The principle of proportionality stands as the one barrier to an 

anti-communist offensive. The significance of Allers' repeated insistence 

that communism "restricts or violates man's nature" finally becomes ob

vious in his discussion of this remnant of the just war doctrine.

It is commonly admitted that there are proper and improper 

relations of means and ends. . . . Warfare belongs in the 

category of means and its use therefore must be propor

tional to the dignity or value endangered. That is what is 

understood in traditional ethics of warfare when the term 

'just cause' is employed. The more basic to human society 

and to man himself the thing threatened or endangered, the 

injury suffered, the graver the cause, the greater is the 

value at stake. No cause of armed conflict could involve 

more basic a right than man's right to be man, to exercize 

what we called his fundamental liberty, which in our opinion 

constitutes his very essence. Where man's freedom in respect 

to his choice of ultimate values is endangered, there man 

himself is in danger.■ 71

71Ibid. The similarity in the structure of opposed arguments is 
strikingly illustrated by this excerpt from the Stein volume: "Indeed,
since we are thus obliged to renounce nuclear weapons, irrespective of 
what the other side may do, and since without these weapons we could not,
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Alters thus uses his political-ethical analysis of the menace posed by 

communism to the "moral liberty" that is "the distinguishing mark of 

human nature" to lay a foundation for the moral justification of unspeci

fied but potentially unrestrained anti-communist action. The reasoning 

is simple. Force must be proportionate to the value at stake. In the 

conflict against communism "man himself is in danger." Therefore, any 

necessary form of military action may be considered proportionate. The 

restraining power of the criteria of the just war is here effectively 

eroded by an extreme "empirical" analysis of the-opponent linked to a 

particular political philosophy.

Allers* contribution to Christian Ethics and Nuclear Warfare does 

not contain specific policy recommendations. It does not devote any 

space to a discussion of the definition of the situation in the military 

sphere or to a description of the effects of nuclear weapons. The author 

is content to provide a theoretical foundation for anti-communist policies 

He demonstrates the necessity and the legitimacy of vigorous action and 

leaves to others the task of defining whatever specific limits such action 

should observe.

in the last resort, be militarily successful, Western governments should 
be pressed to face up to the problem of non-violent resistance. . . .  
CTJiere is at least one line of simple political action open to us: might
it not be obligatory in conscience to vote only for such a candidate who 
is prepared to endorse our unconditional rejection of nuclear warfare. . . 
This may outrage one’s political allegiance} but . . .  some of the deepest 
and most genuine political issues cut across the existing party-divisions. 
This is certainly one such issue} for here in a double sense, our very 
humanity is at stake." R. A. Markus, "Conscience and Deterrence," Nuclear 
Weapons and Christian Conscience, p p . 86-87. (Latter italics added"?)
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The constant struggle with our opponents may easily bring 

about a situation where the defense of our fundamental 

liberty calls for the use of armed force. How far the 

Christian statesman may go in the employment of arms has 

been discussed in a number of the preceding papers.7^

A hint of the spirit that might justify an anti-communist crusade and 

a suggestion of the elasticity of "limits” of the just use of force are 

communicated by the closing sentences

From the point of view of the Christian, man’s freedom to 

decide for God is at stake - insofar as such freedom is 

humanly calculable. We maintain that this state of af

fairs permits the maximum defense. 5

The odor of intolerance that accompanies the crusading spirit is 
exuded in Aiders’ comments upon pacifism.

If we are right in holding that this fundamental liberty 

is the excellent human characteristic, then I believe

that in all conflicts where it is at issue pacifism is
, 74impermissible.

If a man wishes not to resist an attack, he is free to do so unless the 

rights of his neighbors are endangered by his action." 75 "But where 

fundamental liberty is endangered through the threat of an imposed 72 * 74

72 77Allers, p. 187. Ibid., p. 188.
74Ibid., p. 187. 75Ibid.
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totalitarianism, there is a radical danger to each and every one of his 
7 6neighbors.” At this point '»love" itself disqualifies the pacifist 

option.

If, however, he prefers to endanger the others, to neglect the 

social aspect of his being, if he is willing to forget the re

quirement of love, he has become self-centered and worships 

his own perfection instead of God. ^

Allers simply does not say anything concerning what is demanded where 

existence itself may be endangered through the threat of nuclear war. 

This is "a radical danger to each and every one of his neighbors” which 

is eloquently ignored.

In the course of Allers’ essay the primary value of life somehow 

becomes transmuted into the primary value of freedom. In explicating 

his political philosophy in the opening pages he seems to employ a func

tionalist pattern of reasoning in which the preservation of life claims 

priority as a minimal pre-requisite of all other activities.

It is evident that the social self is the product of human 

sociability whose general rules or minimal demands may be 

summarized as the preservation of life, the presupposition 

of social coexistence, cooperation resulting from man's de

pendence upon his fellows, property, the instrumentalities 

of cooperation as well as the result of men's creative ca

pacities; order, the prerequisite of any cooperative action,
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hence rules or law; and finally institutional and cus-
7 Btomary devices embodying the social habits of society.

But near the end of the essay, after reminding himself and his readers

of the evils of communism, Allers asserts that

it is the duty of the Christian statesman to maintain 
this freedom that we have called fundamental liberty for 
all of those that are in his charge. In acting for the 
common good he is required to effect a common good com
patible with man’s nature, and this freedom somehow is man's 
nature.79

He says nothing to remind us that survival is a prerequisite to the en

joyment of freedom.

^ Ibid., p. 169.
79Ibid., p. 185. A more vivid expression of the priority of 

freedom over peace in the value hierarchy of an American Roman Catholic 
clergyman is contained in the essay "Thermonuclear War and the Christian," 
by the Rev. Robert Paul Mohan, S.S., in Christian Ethics and Nuclear 
Warfare, p. 76j ". . . a s  one who considers capitulation to communism 
equivalent to extinction, I would prefer smashed buildings and smashed 
skulls as preferable to a Soviet world without God and freedom."



CHAPTER TWELVE

CONCLUSION

We have tried to illumine and eliminate the barriers to dialogue 

among Christians concerning the moral questions involved in the posses

sion and prospective use of nuclear weapons. We have constructed an ana

lytical paradigm to assist in isolating points of disagreement so that de

bate may proceed directly to the point at issue. We have found that dis

agreement may have its origins in one of four major elements that are in

evitably present in every train of reasoning concerning arms policy. Dif

ferences regarding policy recommendations may be rooted in different under

standing of empirical, cathectic, ethical, or theological elements of policy 

thought.

In considering the Methodist Report, The Christian Faith and War in 

the Nuclear Age, and the prize-winning essay, "Man and Nuclear Weapons," by 

Sylvester P. Theisen, We have attempted to demonstrate the utility of our 

paradigm by applying it to documents that represent types of analysis that 

recur frequently within the major Christian communities in America. Exam

ination of the debate among three adherents of the just war tradition,

Stein, Ramsey and Allers, has provided illustration of the systematic inter»- 

penetration of the four factors of the paradigm! when basically similar 

patterns of reasoning are employed, variation in the empirical input of the 

definition of the situation will result in significant changes in the out

come of policy calculation.

Our primary task has been to demonstrate the utility of a complex 

analytical scheme that may be employed in relation to innumerable topics
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of debate. We have elected to illustrate the scheme in relation to a 

salient issue of suitable complexity - the question of the moral status 

of nuclear weaponry and warfare. It has not been our purpose to provide 

an exhaustive history of the arms debate nor a comprehensive survey of 

present positions. We have not analyzed the writings of anti-war or anti

communist systemists. The bibliography serves to document the range of 

present positions and the extent of our omissions. It suggests the vari

ety of the materials to which we might have applied our apparatus and 

itemizes the wherewithal for an extensive history of the arms debate with

in the American churches in the late nineteen fifties and early nineteen 

sixties. The writing of such a history is* however* a different project.

It is not our task to apply our scheme to every notable author. 

Neither is it our undertaking to '•solve" the problem of the morality of 

nuclear war. Our only "answer" to the nuclear dilemma is the confession 

that there is no "answer" in the vague but popular sense that anticipates 

a coherent rational demonstration which will prove compelling to "all men 

of good will" or to "all who call themselves Christians."

The survey of conflicting policy views engenders respect for the 

limits of ethical discourse^ Conscientious participants in the arms de

bate will be driven through the emotive* moral, and ethical levels of 

moral discourse towards that which Henry David Aiken refers to as the 

"post-ethical" or "human" level where "decision is king."^ The motiva

tions and rationalizations that lie behind particular policy viewpoints 

are so complex that the most rigorous and lucid ethical argument cannot

Aiken, Reason and Conduct * p . 67 and p . 87 .
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be expected to compel universal assent. Even if one could gather up the 

strands of diverse ethical arguments and guide all forms of ethical rea

soning through their separate paths from their disparate starting-points 

to a single point of convergence* there is nothing to prevent men from 

bringing the entire ethical enterprise into question^ or at least exempt

ing themselves from any set of presumed imperatives. Aiken observes that 

philosophers* in thinking about ethics and

in emphasizing the limits of moral reasoning which govern the 

strictly “ethical” applications of “ought” or "right*“ . . .  

forget that such limits are themselves manmade and that the 

autonomy which* as social beings, we normally grant to moral 

rules can itself be transcended by the raising of questions

which require the whole enterprise of morality to justify it-
2self before some other court of appeal.

That which lies beyond the ethical level we have chosen to refer 

to as the "homiletical level." When formal ethical reasoning breaks down 

men may still witness to one another by the proclamation of word and deed. 

They may still exert other modes of influence through the quality of their 

being in the world. The shape of this influence and the quality of this 

being in the world are ultimately dependent upon explicit or implicit the

ological convictions which express the basic pattern of orientation to ex

istence. The profundity of the present Crisis is appreciated fully only 

when Christians realize that the difficulties created by the nuclear di

lemma penetrate even to this post-ethical* homiletical level to pose se

vere questions concerning traditional theological formulations.

^Ibid.* p p . 84-85.
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The Need for Theological Reconsideration 

Reflection upon the nuclear dilemma can give rise to severe theo

logical questions. The nuclear impasse is, as we suggested in the intro

duction, not simply "a problem to be solved” but also "a situation to be 

understood.” It cannot adequately be understood in the terms that were 

employed twenty years ago by an all-star cast of Protestant theologians 

assembled under the auspices of the Federal Council of the Churches of

Christ in America to consider "The Relation of the Church To the War in
3the Light of the Christian Faith.”

The ”Calhoun Commission," in the pre-nuclear year 1944, was able 

to look upon the most extensive war history had known as a tragic inter

lude. In the opening "diagnostic" portion of the report the commission 

attempted to define "our present situation and its problems." The authors

3The Relation of The Church to the War in the Light of the Chris
tian Faiths Report of a Commission of Christian Scholars Appointed by 
The Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America (New Yorks The 
Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America, 1944). Professor 
Robert L. Calhoun of Yale Divinity School served as chairman of the Com
mission which included E. A. Aubrey, R. H. Bainton, J. C. Bennett, C. J.
I. Bergendoff, R. H. Branscomb, F. H. Caldwell, A. Dun, N. F. S. Ferre,
R. E. Fitch, T. M. Greene, G. E. Harkness, W. M. Horton, J. Knox, U. Lee,
J. A. Mackay, B. E. Mays, J. T. McNeill, H. R. Niebuhr, R. Niebuhr, W.
Pauck, D. V. Steere, E. F. Tittle, H. P. Van Dusen, T. 0. Wedel, and A. C. 
Zabriskie. The document is frequently referred to as "The Calhoun Report."

Following the explosion of atomic bombs at Hiroshima and Nagasaki the 
Commission issued a further report, Atomic Warfare and the Christian Faith 
(New Yorks The Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America, 1946).

In 1950 Angus Dun served as chairman of another commission assembled by 
the Federal Council that issued a statement, The Christian Conscience and 
Weapons of Mass Destruction (New Yorks Department of International Justice 
and Goodwill, The Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America,
1950) .
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concluded that:

All these insights must contribute to, but they do not con

stitute, a distinctively Christian understanding of our 

situation. In such understanding, the war is an event in 

the providential reign of God whom we know best through 

Christ Crucified and triumphant. For Christian faith the 

whole cataclysm, having all the characters just noticed, is

a tragic moment in God’s work of creating and redeeming man,
4and in man’s long struggle with himself and his Creator.

After Hiroshima a redefinition of the military situation was seen to 

have implications for reflection upon the human situation.

It seems at least as likely that by misdirection of atomic 

energy, man can bring earthly history to a premature close.

His freedom, then, is more decisive and dangerous than we had 

suspected. In making man a little lower than the angels, God 

seemingly has laid on him a weight of responsibility that has 

not only personal but cosmic import.

War may no longer be viewed as a tragic interlude. Men must now reckon 

with the possibility that human agency will bring about an end to human 

history upon this earth. Of course, one can claim that the situation 

really is not new. The plague and assorted natural disasters have pre

viously been viewed as threats to all human life. It has never been

^The Relation of the Church to the War in the Light of the Chris
tian Faith, p. 12.

^Atomic Warfare and the Christian Faith, p . 20.
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totally inconceivable that men could exterminate one another by non-nuclear 

means. But the present combination of technological capabilities and 

centralized command creates a situation which, without being totally dis

continuous, is still significantly different from that of any previous era. 

Now the destruction of all life by human agency must be reckoned with as 

a statistical probability confronting sober policy makers rather than as 

a limiting ease conjured up by obscure theologians.

In considering ’’God's Relation to the War" the Calhoun Commission 

adopted a not unprecedented outline. "God's relation to the war is de

fined in broad terms by His essential unitary activity as Creator,

Redeemer, Life-Giver«"^

"The doetrine of God as Maker of heaven and earth forbids any as

sertion that He is aloof from the war."^

God, then, acts in the war as the creative ground that con

tinuously keeps the warring world and its members in existence, 

and enables them to act in accordance with their respective 

natures or decisions.^

God then is present, active, creative, in every part of nature
9and history, and so in this war.

"There is indeed a divinely established 'order of creation,' a universal 

'law of nature' that has both natural and moral aspects. . . In the

midst of war God is upholding the order He has established in creation.

6The Relation of the Church to the War in the Light of the Christian 
Faith, p. 29.

^Ibid ., p. 29. ^Ibid ., p. 31.
9 10Ibid., p. 30. Ibid., p. 32.
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"He Is maintaining invincibly an order that men cannot overthrow. . . .  

First of all, He is, in war as in peace, the Creator and Sovereign whose 

power sustains and governs, but does not annul, the activities of nature 

and of men." ^

At the same time, "God is in the war as Redeemer."

Redemption embraces both judgment and forgiveness. So we

speak of divine justice and mercy, and we seek, both in

this war, remembering that nowhere ought we expect to find
12the one without the other.

The judgment of God "is never merely punitive." War is not to be inter

preted as a divine punishment for the waywardness of sinful men. The

judgment is indirect. "Man brings down punishment when he acts in vio-
131ation of God's law made dynamic by God’s will."

It is not God’s will that war shall come upon mankind, at

any time, nor that it be regarded’as a suitable instrument

for good. It is God’s will that the primary order of natural

and human life be maintained, and in presence of that order
14some sorts of human conduct bring war.

"Divine judgment is not vengeful. It is inexorable. . . .  In a terrible

way, the fury of war vindicates the existence and inescapability of di-
. . „15vine law."

God the Creator and God the Redeemer is one God. The Creator's

1 1 T i_  .i JIbid., p. 33. 12t m , Ibid.
14t u , Ibid., p. 35. 15Ibid.

13Ibid., p , 36 .
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decrees, -when ignored or infringed, are the instruments of judgment.
. . „16But ’’divine judgment is redemptive in purpose.”

To make this clear to ourselves, we seek in the war for 

evidences also of divine mercy. First, we find such evi

dence in the fact that in the midst of the terrifying bit

terness and hatred, deceit and disruption of war, there are 

signs of recreative forces at work it would seem continuously.

. . . Secondly, to some individual men in war there come search

ing insights into the meaning of human life and the will of 

God. . . . Underlying the two sets of detailed evidence just 

reviewed . . .  we are able to discern what may be called a 

residual health of mankind that resists and survives the 

fevers of war. Herein is the active mercy of God to be seen, 

quietly and invincibly at work.^

The triune God is also present in war in "His special work as
18

Holy Spirit, Sanctifier, Sustainer, Life-Giver." The divine mercy is 

evident in

the actual remaking of persons hard hit by the war, yet quick

ened into faith and devotion so that they become new and bet

ter men and women. This is the Spirit’s work of sanctifica

tion, springing from God's redemptive love, and issuing in

human life transformed, rededicated, with new dimensions in
, . , „ 19which to grow.

16 , ,Ibid., p .
18t,,,Ibid., p .

36. 1 Ibid., p. 38. Italics omitted.

39. Ibid., p. 40.19
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For the Calhoun Commission the redeeming and sanctifying activity 

of God is to be seen within the context He has set in his role as Creator. 

The marks of God's mercy are to be found in the good that the present and 

future may bring to men even in the midst of turmoil and fright. The up

building of true and universal community among men is a special mark of

God's grace and mercy which gives particular significance to "the church
20as a nucleus for world community." The Commission assumes that there 

will be a future within which the present mercies of God shall be more 

evident and the redemptive dimension of his judgment shall be praised.

But now, under the mushroom cloud, it appears that man's world may have 

no future. Where then shall the merciful works of God be seen? If the 

entire race is shattered upon the inexorable order maintained by the law 

of creation, how shall the redemptive purpose of God, hidden within his 

judgment, be said to succeed?

The emergence of a new situation in which it is not altogether im

probable that man might put an end to his own history in a sudden "spasm 

war" waged to the death highlights certain theological perplexities. How 

is such a war to be viewed as "an event in the providential reign of 

God. . . .?" The problem of theodicy here is raised to the nth dimension. 

Some seek refuge in the assurance that a merciful God simply will not let 

such an event take place. They thereby render more burdensome the task 

of delineating the relationship of human freedom to divine action.

Others concede that such a manmade cataclysm must be reckoned as a

20„(  . . .  ,Cf ., ibid., p. 75.
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possible outcome to history. They may assign to the event varying de

grees of probability. But in any case hard theological choices must be 
made.

If the justice and mercy of God are vindicated by the claim that 

the extermination of humankind is not his work, a profound dualism has 

been readmitted to the discredit of the faith described as radical mono
theism.

If the end of history through nuclear holocaust is somehow to be 

interpreted as the work of God, other difficulties arise. If it is his 

direct judgment upon human sin, what can we say concerning the indis

criminant effects of his wrath? What then can we mean by his mercy and 

loving-kindness? If we view such a war to end history as the Calhoun 

Commission viewed World War II, as the indirect consequences of God's 

inexorable upholding of the laws of his creation, then either the 

Creator has overridden the purposes of the Redeemer, which again would 

be an intolerable conclusion for monotheistic faith, or modern Christians 

must concede that they have seriously erred in perceiving the purpose of 

God in terms that had significant, if not primary or exclusive reference 

to the indefinite extension of true community among men on earth.

If God's saving work has not yet had its culmination within his- 

tory, and if this world may have no further history, then there must be 21

21Cf. ibid., p p . 35-36: "War is not, then, 'a judgment of God' in
the sense that God wills it as a punishment for men. It serves to reveal 
and vindicate the judgment of God that upholds inexorably the order of His 
world even though in the presence of that order some combinations of human 
decision and natural causation, in resistance to God's will for peace, 
bring war."
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some locus of salvation beyond history if we are to preserve the con

fession that there is but one God who as Creator is all-powerful and as 

Redeemer is merciful unto the salvation of his people, Christians now 

are forced to reflect with new seriousness upon the question whether God 

in any way needs this world and its historical drama as the context of 

the fulfillment of his purpose for man.

Considered as "a situation to be understood” the nuclear dilemma 

demands a resurrection of the resurrection faith, a reassertion of the 

eschatological dimension of Christian belief, a reconsideration of Chris

tians* hopes for this world, and a reapprehension of the daring strategy 

whereby God is willing to risk the appearance of defeat in these early 

stages of an affair that shall extend beyond the curtain that may fall 

with the descent of nuclear warheads.

The Calhoun Commission, when it was reconvened after the bomb fell 

on Hiroshima, recognized "that by misdirection of atomic energy, man can 

bring earthly history to a premature elose."22 23 It went on to give notice 

of a shift in theological focus toward eschatological concerns: "The

problem then is whether beyond the end of history God*s justice and mercy 

are still a ground for hope, or whether the stultification of human life
O Oby a premature end is to be feared."

The new situation that is to be understood is virtually incompre

hensible in terms of the conceptual framework employed by members of the 

Social Educatiori and Action staffs of the major denominations who retain

22Atomic Warfare and the Christian Faith, p. 20.
23Ibid.t p. 23.
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a this-worldly conception of the Kingdom of God and a strong note of 

voluntarism inherited from their Social Gospel ancestors. For many of 

them the sign of God's grace and mercy and the clue to the meaning of 

history is revealed in the slow extension of community and brotherhood 

from the nucleus of the church to the eventual inclusion of all men.

The church is God's instrument in this task of reconciliation. Its 

obedience may be measured in terms of its effectiveness in promoting 

universal community. The prospect of nuclear war is perceived as "a 

problem to be solved," a problem that must be solved if Christian faith 

and action are to remain meaningful. This pervasively teleological 

understanding of Christian behavior creates a quandary when the nuclear 

dilemma is to be discussed.

Given the presuppositions of the heirs of the Social Gospel, in 

order to "understand the situation" created by the nuclear threat it 

is necessary to have assurance that we may "solve the problem" by the 

prevention of a cataclysmic war. Such action must succeed or the world 

of meaning will crumble along with the world of men and mortar. In 

order to generate motivation to undertake the concrete forms of action 

judged necessary for solving the problem of the prevention of war both 

the enormity of the task and the openness of the future must be empha

sized, But as the problem is portrayed as more immense it becomes more 

difficult to repress the thought that it might not be solved. There 

is a tipping point beyond which one no longer motivates strenuous 

activity but rather induces a despair which leads to passivity. More

over, if despair is counteracted by the communication of a faith that
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lives in the hope of a consummation beyond history, there is danger 

that the zeal for ethical activity within history will be diminished. 

Thus, given the fundamental interpretation of the church as an instru

ment for the realization of God's purposes within this world, the dis

cussions of the nuclear dilemma produced by professional Social Educa

tion and Action staffs tend to ignore the eschatological dimension of 

Christian faith that is needed to illumine the situation within which 

the "problem" of nuclear war ought properly to be perceived.

Tn their own eyes, and in the eyes of their employers, the func

tion of Social Education and Action staffs is to stimulate participation

in a "Nationwide Program of Education and Action for Peace" or a "Race 
24for Peace." They are geared for activity rather than reflection. Yet 

they are charged with responsibility for guiding the thought as well as 

the action of the churches upon matters pertaining to arms policy. The 

materials they produce and circulate reflect their activist orientation 

in which the focus is clearly upon problem-solving in this world. The 

Methodist report, The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, speaks 

of the power of God; but it is always a power of God that may be used 

for the solution of problems within this puzzling world.

God’s power, speaking through man’s power in the church of 

Jesus Christ, could be instrumental in saving man from nu

clear destruction and bringing peace to the world.

24These are the titles of educational programs undertaken within 
the churches in recent years under the sponsorship of the National Council 
of Churches and the Methodist Church, respectively.

25The Christian Faith and War in the Nuclear Age, p . 97.
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in and through the individual that the power of the Holy 

Spirit in the church will most effectively bear its wit

ness. Jesus' word, "Ye are my witnesses," lays upon

everyone bearing his name an inescapable responsibility
, , ,. 26 and privilege.

In-the first instance the church is viewed not as the fellowship elected

to enjoy the presence of God but as the instrument of God's purpose in

the world. Likewise the individual has significance not so much as the

child of the heavenly Father but as the agent of a purposive ruler.

"Therefore, the individual must not forfeit his significance through a
27lack of responsible activity."

In considering the source of most of the major denominational

statements concerning the threat of nuclear war, the insights of the

sociology of knowledge help to explain why the debate in the United 

States has tended to focus upon the practical issues pertaining to the 

nuclear dilemma as "a problem to be solved" rather than upon the theo

logical issues raised when it is viewed as "a situation to be understood." 

The topic has been commonly defined as a matter within the province of 

the practical moralist. Few major theological figures have dealt with 

the question persistently and profoundly as a theological rather than as 

an ethical and political problem. William G. Pollard suggests the outcome

"To bear witness" comes to mean to bear witness to what could be accom

plished here and now if all Christians were to become truly committed

and well informed upon the great cause of peace. It is

2 Ibid ., p. 97, 27Ibid ., p . 101.
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of an. unbalanced problem-solving approach.

When we Christians confine ourselves to an exclusive con

cern with the ethical aspects of nuclear warfare, we are 

likely to appear to the world at large just as fearful and 

dreadfully anxious about preserving the human race as the 

most terrified secular humanist, who has to wrestle with 

the problem in a world without either God or Christ, and in

which the preservation of any meaning at all depends cru-
28cially on the continuation of its history in time.

One may predict that the problem-solving approach to the nuclear 

threat will itself be destroyed by the problem it attempts to solve. The 

recognition that perhaps there is no "Christian answer to the nuclear di

lemma" when the issue is posed in political terms may open the way for a 

more adequate understanding of the new situation in which the greater 

scope of man's freedom and greater depth of his danger are revealed to

gether. Then the way will be open to reaffirm, in the words of Paul

Tillich, that "mankind itself is a pilgrim on earth. . . .  Christianity
29gives no indication of the length of man's history. .

It tells us nothing about the duration of human history.

It does not say that it will continue after tomorrow, nor 

how it will come to an end in scientific terms. All this

28William G. Pollard, "Providence and Peace," The Student World, 
LIII, 4 (1960), 443.

29Paul Tillich, "Man and Earth," Sermon preached at Harvard 
Memorial Church, Cambridge, Massachusetts, April 20, 1962, p. 8. 
(Mimeographed.)
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is none of its concern. What the Christian message does 

say is that the meaning of history lies above history and 

therefore its length is irrelevant for its ultimate meaning.

But it is not irrelevant with respect to the innumerable 

opportunities time affords for creation of life and spirit, 

and it is for these that we must fight with all our strength.

Still, if history ended tomorrow in mankind's self-annihila

tion, the appearance of this planet and of man upon it would 

not have been in vain . . .  the Christian experience of the 

divine power and glory implies an inexhaustible divine cre

ativity beyond the limits of earth and man and any part or

state of the universe. The Christian message must include 
30the cosmic view.

The nuclear dilemma can give rise to severe theological questions. 

They are questions that shatter the theological categories of the culture 

Protestantism that has provided the usual context for the discussion of 

arms policy within the American churches. They are questions that may be 

dealt with more adequately, however, if there is a recovery of those di

mensions of the Christian faith that have, for the most part, been left 

unexplored in the optimistic, pragmatic American environment.

The Need for Humility, Competence, and Integrity

From the classical Christian tradition it is necessary to recover 

elements of Christian faith that have been obscured in the social and

30Ibid., p p . 8-9.
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political thought of the major denominations in America. At the end of 

our study, in which we have tried to isolate the innumerable factors 

that may serve as points of differentiation among Christian authors re

flection upon the issues of arms policy, there seems to be little reason 

to suppose that any revival of disused doctrines at the theological level 

will enable the church soon to speak forth "with one clear voice." The 

Babel of tongues speaking concerning nuclear arms policy remains and 

shall remain. The Babel creates both theological and ethical problems.

The Babel of voices poses theological problems in raising the is

sue of truth, the question of the proper norm of Christian faith and ac

tion) the standard by which the Christian community might extrude opin

ions regarding arms policy that may be considered to be in error. How can 

any viewpoint be branded as erroneous? By what norm could even a majority 

of the Christian community correct a dissenting view when the most funda

mental norms are themselves subject to debate? Must we say that even the 

most outrageous recommendation may only be condemned as "unfitting," 

"immature," or "atypical"? Who can escape from their particular vantage 

point in history to bring down a true standard undefiled by the flux of 

historical circumstance? But if there is no certain norm of Christian 

obedience in the face of the dilemmas of nuclear arms policy, how then 

can the Christian enjoy confidence that he is doing the will of God in 

the vocation he assumes towards questions of policy? What can he say to 

his brother, and to himself concerning his brother who follows a dia

metrically opposite course of conduct and yet enjoys equal or greater con

fidence that he is doing that which God requires? What is God doing in
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the world if he permits such a disparity of viewpoints and seems to with

draw any certain basis for judgment among them? Is he silent, aloof, or 

himself confused? Has he spoken clearly in words that we cannot discern 

due to pride born of theological and historical-critical sophistication?

Or is the apparent conflict of callings somehow an expression of his con

stant but mysterious will?

Surely God is now accomplishing his abiding purpose through the 

multiple and sometimes conflicting vocations to which he calls men. When 

we ask, "What is God doing in light of the apparently irreconcilable con

flict of the Christian consciences of those who are Pentagon planners 

and those who are pacifists?” we must aver that he is teaching men hu

mility and imposing upon them the tolerance that is necessary to hold 

things together in a highly differentiated society. He is teaching them 

the humility of Christ who risked the uncertainty of his vocation to the 

point of crying, "My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?" (Mt. 27:46). 

And he is imposing the tolerance of those who recognize that they alone 

cannot comprehend what is necessary for the operation of a society so 

complex, let alone what is auspicious for a creation so vast.

The persistent Babel of "Christian answers to the nuclear dilemma" 

creates a crisis in moral certainty. In responding to this crisis we 

have suggested that God chooses to work in the world through a plural

istic pattern of vocations. This inflicts such a sense of tentativeness upon 

every viewpoint that some may fear that general moral paralysis will re

sult. But given the history of mischief created by confident prescrip

tions concerning what is good for society issued with the assumption of



626

divine sanction by the churches in the past a very large dose of modest 

tentativeness may serve as a needed corrective.

Spokesmen for the churches, like everybody else, should be forced 

to make clear the form of reasoning by whieh they derive their policy 

recommendations. The Social Education and Action agencies of the major 

denominations seldom claim to extract their policy views directly from 

Scripture. They seldom resort to proof-texts. Just as seldom do they 

avail themselves of the full heritage of the ethical tradition of the 

West or the systematic, rational resources of the specialized policy 

sciences. How then do they come by their published findings concerning 

the responsibilities borne by Christians with respect to nuclear arms 

policy? They engage in an intuitive apprehension and rendition of the 

'•common mind" of their constituencies. Frequently it seems that the 

professional staffs, certain that their own inclinations have guided 

them to "the right side of the issue," estimate "how far the laymen are 

willing to go" as of the moment on any given issue. Pronouncements and 

programs are then tailored to promote and advance this line. Political

analysis, analysis of the civil community and of the church community,
31substitutes for theological and ethical analysis. Given the conviction

31Cf . Paul Ramsey, "Protestant Casuistry Today: Christian Social
Engineers Have Pre-empted the Field," Christianity and Crisis, XXIII, 3 
(March 4, 1963), 24-28. "What happens in Protestant casuistry? The the
ological assertion is made that since God is God nothing can be unrelated 
to him. We are then told that there must be ethical implications to be 
found when anything is viewed in the light of God and wheh any social prob
lem is brought into connection with the whole understanding of God, as 
Christians are given to know him.

"There is nothing wrong with these statements-- except the burden of
theological-ethical analysis they place on anyone who seriously makes them. 
In fact they must always be made, and the burden borne of demonstrating
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tain projected goals, and given the breakdown of the theological, ethi

cal, and empirical consensus within the denominations, this may be the 

only feasible way to proceed, lest debate upon "fundamentals'* shatter 

the possibility of convergent agreement upon specific issues. It is 

possible to claim that through the Holy Spirit God makes his will known 

through their interpretation of the corporate consensus of the church. 

It should be made clear, however, that denominational statements on

their truth as far as possible. But what happens in "social ethics" and 
church pronouncements?

"God or Jesus Christ is introduced as an unexplained cipher, an open
ing paragraph, a pious platitude, a citation from scripture, or a little 
bit of ideology to set the tone. All the while the substantive analysis 
proceeds as it probably would were no such terms ever used. Nothing or 
very little is drawn out from Christian premises; what is spelled out or 
structurally articulated from within biblical or Christian theological 
terms is minimal. In fact religious terminology becomes an excuse pre
cisely for lack of Christian ethical analysis in getting down to cases.

"This is casuistry in the worst sense. It is a casuistry without
formulated premises-- the details of legalistic application without rules
of law or clear principles behind them, supposed Christian ethical conclu
sions reached only by factual analysis. No matter how correct these find
ings of fact are or how important the technical decisions they seem to re
quire, this is not proper Christian social ethics but a bad (!) case of 
(bad?) casuistry, properly so-called.

God Is Greater Than Our Consciences

"There can be no surer way to identify Christ with culture. Not, to 
be sure, with this or that actuality, but with this or that ideal or pro
posed reform of the present culture. Christian social ethics as practiced 
today by too many amounts to the identification of Christ with the highest 
aspirations of this civilization. No critical distance unfolds between 
Christian ethics and the ethical goals of culture at any particular time.

"Christian ethics then becomes the bulldozer to fill in the gap be
tween actual practice and the ideals sought in the present age. Simply be
cause we do not proceed from the most disciplined thinking about the mean
ing of God in Christ for human experience and conduct and resolutely stick 
with that, Christian goals and ideals and definitions of right conduct be
come identified with the goals and ideas by which our society currently 
seeks to reform itself ."
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particular policy issues are twice removed from this fountain of authority. 

Those who claim to interpret the mind of the church may be mistaken and 

that mind itself is subject to innumerable vagaries.

Where complex matters of military and political fact are involved 

it is appropriate for the churches to exercize modesty. Even if their 

theological beliefs and ethical premises were infallibly established the 

empirical element of their policy thought would introduce uncertainty.

It is, to say the least, difficult for those who claim to speak for God 

to accept the tentativeness imposed by recognition of "perceptual rela

tivity." Not infrequently ecclesiastical spokesmen seek to avoid sub

mitting their empirical assumptions to the scrutiny of those who would 

be acknowledged as experts by their peers within specific disciplines.

They either cathect certain empirical generalizations and elevate them 

to a realm of certainty beyond scrutiny or pretend that their policy 

thought contains only theological and ethical elements and is not con

taminated with particular elements that might be falsified. Paul Ramsey 

criticizes this willingness to evade the responsibility to account to 

technically informed judgment on matters of empirical fact:

A man's perception of the fact-situation is invoked as if 

this were a truth in the moral order, or a premise in a 

syllogism leading to theoretical certainty. "There can 

be no greater evil than war" or "no greater evil than nu

clear war," it is said; or, less modestly than Pope John, 

and less correct as a guide for practical wisdom, "In the 

atomic age, war .cannot be an instrument of justice," or
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"no form of nuclear war can be.” Not only are the percep

tions of the fact-situation summarized in these conclusions 

absolutized. Not only is it strongly suggested, from the 

point of view of these universalized perceptions of the 

facts, that only the stupid or the wicked will make any 

other calculation. It will also be insisted both that these 

perceptions of fact cannot and ought not to be corrected in 

those who possess them and that the objective facts per

ceived (i.c. that any war today will inevitably produce more

evil than good in its manifold effects) cannot and ought not 
32to be changed.

With respect to questions of ethical method our central conclu

sion is that there can be no separation of dubious "technical questions" 

from presumably indubitable judgments derived by application of formal 

ethical procedures. In thinking about arms policy it is not as if formal, 

abstract ethical procedures could carry us almost all the way to the point 

of action under the shelter of "moral certainty" at which spot "technical 

competence" must take over to determine the minor details of application. 

Technical, empirical elements are present from the very beginning of the 

policy calculus. They interpenetrate throughout with the theological, 

ethical, and cathectic ingredients and infect the outcome of the entire 

procedure with whatever degree of tentativeness that must be accorded to 

empirical statements concerning how things are or empirical-predictive

32Paul Ramsey, "Justice in War and in Deterrence," p. 20. 
(Mimeographed.)
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statements concerning how things could be.

If practioners of Christian social ethics wish to speak meaning

fully to the nuclear dilemma or to any other massive issue of public im

port they must be willing to accept the limitations determined by their 

own capacity to assimilate the best empirical analyses of the facts that 

pertain to the topic. If they wish to enter into the world in which 

public policies are determined they must forswear any insinuation that 

they have come to a right knowledge of what is to be done through some 

immaculate ethical conception. They must practice a brand of "incarnate 

ethics" in which their reasoning willingly takes on flesh, assumes the 

burden of specificity, and accepts the risk of being found wrong. There 

is room for humility and a need for specialization in the conduct of 

Christian social ethics. No ethicist can attain an extensive knowledge 

of the factual content of the whole range of salient problem areas. He 

must be willing to empty himself, abandoning the pretension of being in 

the form of God having knowledge of good and evil in respect to all 

things. He must have confidence that God does indeed work through the 

manifold vocations to which he calls other men also. He must try hard 

to master the subject matter that pertains to the limited field in which 

he has determined to focus his interest and be willing to spell out his 

assumptions and submit them to critical evaluation in terms of the ex

pert opinion obtaining within the relevant disciplines. With respect to 

the empirical ingredients of his reflection he must assume only such 

authority as is accorded him by the judgment of his peers who have em

ployed with discipline the resources of reason with which they have been
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endowed by God. To claim more than this must be despised as a work of 

sinful pride.

Our analysis of the origin and persistence of the disagreements 

among Christian authors concerning arms policy reinforces the conclusion 

that there can be no thought of constructing an overwhelming demonstra

tion of the truth and imperative authority of any particular view. There 

is no common ground to serve as the foundation for such an assault. Each 

view is vulnerable to internal criticism, one can question its internal 

coherence and adequacy to fact. Ramsey, for instance, discovered the 

only avenue of attack by which the conclusions of Stein could be over

thrown: he granted that certain policies must follow upon the judgment

that particular acts are ’•wicked" and agreed to the procedures by which 

it might be determined whether the policy of deterrence is "wicked"; he 

then demonstrated by empirical argument, by challenging the perception

of the "fact-situation," that the forms of political-military action to 

be anticipated do not fit the commonly acknowledged definition of imper

missible behavior.

Stein and Ramsey pursue the same ethical method. They can carry 

on their dispute within the rules of the "regular" method with some 

prospect of concurrence. Where different methods are used, and especi

ally when different methods are themselves invested with religious sanc

tions, there is considerably less hope of fruitful debate. John Courtney 

Murray, who is neither ill-informed nor ill-equipped for disputation, con

fesses that "I have found myself in a fog as I have listened intermittently, 

while cynics dispute with moralists, and political realists dispute with
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ethical idealists, and fundamentalists dispute with 'ambiguists' . . 

Murray goes on to express one of our central observations.

Only one thing is clear. The real issue does not concern the 

•moral quality of this or that element of American foreign 

policy. The real issue concerns the nature of morality it

self, the determinants of moral action (whether individual or 

collective), the structure of the moral act, and the general 

style of moral argument. One cannot argue moral issues until 

they are stated; but what are the terms of statement of the 

moral issues involved in foreign policy? One cannot come to 

practical solutions until one has first formulated the rele

vant principles and also analyzed the factual situation in 

which the principled solution is to be practiced; but by what 

methods do you arrive at your principles and establish their 

relevance, and what is your analysis of the factual situation?

As these issues are touched, or as they are avoided, the whole
34argument flies off in all direction.

The argument concerning nuclear arms policy indeed ’’flies off in

. 3 3

33John Courtney Murray, ’’Morality and Foreign Policy," Worldview, 
III, 5 (May, 1960), p. 4. This article is drawn from two previous es
says published in the March 19 and March 26, 1960 issues of America.

34Ibid., p. 5. In criticizing "the ambiguists," who clearly are 
le£d by Reinhold Niebuhr, Murray complains that "my main difficulty, how
ever, is that I never know what, in their argument, is fact and what is 
moral category (surely there is a difference) , or where the process of 
history ends and the moral order begins (surely there must be such a 
point)." p . 5.
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all directions." We have tried to chart the flight patterns with the aid 

of the typology of arms policy viewpoints elaborated by Robert A. Levine. 

His work has helped us to achieve some descriptive order; we are better 

able to isolate the points of difference and assess the possibilities 

for convergence. But the project does not support extravagant hopes that 

the dimensions of disagreement will be significantly reduced by reasonable 

debate. Within the five ideal types defined by Levine there are innum

erable sub-types. The reasoning that supports each sub-type is compounded 

of four major elements, the theological system, the ethical system, the 

point of cathexis, and the definition of the situation. Within each of 

these quadrants of our analytical paradigm countless combinations of 

lesser elements are possible. Within the church and within the broader 

society we seem unable to reach agreement, yet without some considerable 

measure of agreement across the boundaries that divide men and nations 

our civilization stands threatened with its own annihilation. What then 

shall we do?

In a civilization thus threatened there is only one thing to do,

that is to observe the basic standard of civility: "Civilization is

formed by men locked together in argument. From this dialogue the com-
35munity becomes a political community." We must take upon ourselves a 

commitment which we can only hope others will emulate. That is, to re

main locked together in argument and to bring to that argument the most

35Thomas Gilby, Between Community and Society (New York: Longmanf,
Green and Co., 1953), quoted in John Courtney Murray, We Hold These Truths: 
Catholic Reflections on the American Proposition (New York: Sheed and
Ward, 1960), p. 6.
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We have spoken of the necessity of recovering theological elements 

that have been largely ignored in the course of modern American social 

ethics. At the ethical level we must assimilate elements of contemporary 

existentialism. We must accept the circumstance into which we have been 

cast and not long for another world more simple and more pure. And find

ing ourselves in this same dispensation we must listen to our neighbor 

and respond according to the best light available to us. In the absence 

of some certain eternal truth fully explicated in relation to the immedi

ate problems of nuclear policy and unsullied by the marks of historicity, 

we must rely in the course of our reflection upon our own sense of in

tegrity, we must check to make certain that our stance in relation to 

nuclear weaponry and warfare is coherent with our total mode of being in 

the world. But lest a subjective "sense of integrity" become mere license 

for complacency, it must be proved and reproved by the gaze of Jesus Christ 

as we confront him in the scriptures and be continually subjected to the 

criticism of those who share our loyalty to him.

At the empirical level, as we set about to define the situation 

with regard to political and military affairs, we must take over the high

est standards of the most conscientious social and political scientist, 

striving for such objectivity as may be possible through the social mech

anisms of the scholarly community and availing ourselves of most accurate 

sources of information.

sensitive theological insight, the most rigorous ethical reasoning, and

the best informed empirical perception possible.

Ethical dialogue is necessary. "The specifying note of political
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association is its rational deliberative quality, its dependence for its
3 (5.permanent cohesiveness on argument among men.” But ethical dialogue 

is limited in what it can accomplish. Men in their fallen state are not 

as rational as John Courtney Murray would like them to be. Their assent 

may not be compelled by even the most strict rational demonstration of 

moral propositions. No matter what ethical method is employed, when 

one is speaking to an adherent of another ethical procedure all that 

ethical terms can say is "Think again. Reconsider. Be mindful of these 

factors.” I hope that the participants in the arms debate will think 

again and reconsider their views in light of the full range of factors 

in our paradigm»

Yet, when confronted with persistent disagreement, ethical dis

course is forced to move to the homiletical level. When the resources 

of systematic discussion are exhausted men may seek to extend their com

mon ethos by witnessing to one another concerning dimensions of belief 

and mystery that surpass their powers of formal presentation. No ethical 

discourse, no denominational statement, and no dissertation will "solve" 

the problem of nuclear warfare. Our existence is not divided up into dis

crete problems like an arithmetic textbook. One can only learn to live 

within a situation in which there are no such solutions. One can only 

learn to live and to love, to work and to play, to wait and to pray. For 

this the Christian faith offers abundant resource.

36Murray, We Hold These Truths, p. 6.
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The distinction between "Stabilizers” and "Supremacists" adum

brated in Chapter Four raises the difficult question of the existence 

of sub-types within the major types of arms policy schools outlined by 

Levine and the even more difficult problem of defining the boundaries 

between types and between sub-types. The categories "Stabilizers" and 

"Supremacists" are intended to serve as heuristic devices useful in dis

cerning distinctions of emphasis within middle marginalism, although 

their relevance could be extended across the entire marginalist spec

trum. The boundary between the middle marginalist stabilizers and the 

anti-war marginal school is marked by the stabilizers' appreciation of 

the fact that even Type I Deterrence is not an automatic result of the 

possession of nuclear weapons and their consequent willingness to devote 

study and expense to insuring a second strike capability adequate in the 

worst conceivable circumstances. In Kahn's categories the boundary runs 

between the (anti-war) believers in Minimum Deterrence and the (middle 

marginalist) advocates of Finite Deterrence. In the view of Minimum De

terrence a firm balance of terror has been imposed with the development 

of nuclear striking forces by both parties in the Cold War. Nuclear war 

has thus become unthinkable for any rational policy maker. Both sides 

are deterred, since a nuclear exchange would mean the destruction of the 

nation, the end of civilization, or annihilation of the race. There can 

be no prospect of mitigating the consequences of nuclear war; the only 

hope, and hence the only strategic task, is to deter. The real problem 

is not the elaboration of forces to insure deterrence against a scheming 

enemy - any rational leader would be deterred by the risks entailed in
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striking with even a great preponderance of force. Rather, the crucial 

problems have to do with the danger of war by accident, insanity, mis

calculation, or irresponsibility. Attention thus tends to be shifted 

from precise calculation of the military requirements and objective 

capabilities of forces to contemplation of their control. Minimum de

terrence has particular allure for anti-war marginalists because it al

lows continued reliance upon weapons which are vindicated as producing 

a fortuitous stability, while also proving that war has become so mon

strous that it must be eliminated or confined to the scale of interna

tional police actions. Minimum deterrence is thus frequently viewed as 

the temporary expedient necessary to preserve stability while prepara

tions are made to hasten the day of peace in a disarmed world ruled by 

law.

When similar ideas are translated into the middle marginalist 

idiom they are expressed in what Kahn has labeled "Finite Deterrence."

"One might characterize the Finite Deterrence position as an expert ver

sion of Minimum Deterrence, held by an expert who wants to look good to 

other experts. . . .  The believer in Finite Deterrence is willing to con

cede that it takes some effort to guarantee Mutual Homicide, that it is 

not automatic" (On Thermonuclear War, p. 15). But once again the only 

function of strategic forces is to deter war. Given the capacity of modern 

weapons to "overkill" there is a definite, a "finite" limit to the amount 

of force required to deter. By assumption, there can be "no victor" in 

nuclear war; therefore one need not be preoccupied with what might happen 

after the launching of a nuclear exchange. Military distinctions, indeed
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all distinctions are then irrelevant, for nothing can be done to protect 

people or property. Since deterrence is the only possibility, and since 

it is accomplished by the overwhelming might of strategic retaliatory 

forces, other proposed expenditures for "war-fighting” capabilities, air 

defense of civil defense, or a "credible first-strike capability" with 

which to threaten the Soviets with the possibility that we might start 

a nuclear war in retaliation for some severe provocation, are viewed as 

useless diversions of resources which might destabilize the situation by 

tempting the enemy to pre-empt. The military problem is the attainment 

of invulnerable retaliatory forces able to insure an "unacceptable" 

level of damage to an aggressor and hence deter his act. If both sides 

achieved such invulnerability it would be to their mutual benefit for 

then the weapons of mass destruction would be effectively cancelled.

The middle raarginalist adherents of Finite Deterrence are distinguished 

from the anti-war Minimum Deterrence school by their greater concern for 

the technical competence necessary to insure the reliability of deter

rence. They perceive the necessity of having objective capabilities 

able to deliver a retaliatory blow even when striking second. They wish 

to be prepared for all contingencies, including the very worst which 

might be created by a diligent and skilled enemy. Thus, they may desire 

to obtain mixed forces that give convincing appearance of the capacity 

to retaliate.

The boundary of the middle raarginalist supremacists with anti

communist marginalism is more difficult to describe in terms of military 

force structure or strategy. The anti-communists have been more concerned
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to develop and utilize a capacity to wage unconventional warfare and have 

sought to erode the distinction between conventional and tactical nuclear 

weapons, a boundary that many middle marginalists, such as Kahn, have 

been eager to maintain and strengthen for the sake of the long-run pros

pects of controlling or slowing down the diffusion of nuclear weapons.

The anti-communists are less concerned about the projected complexities 

of life in the world in which the Nth Country possesses nuclear warheads; 

they are in general inclined to give less attention to arms control and 

more emphasis to the creation of forces necessary to impose political 

purposes upon enemies, friends and neutrals. The differences are easier 

to describe in terms of purpose and tone. Kahn, along with the anti

communists, would create a system in which there are "no gaps" to be 

exploited by the enemy; "the whole purpose of the system is to enable the 

U. S. to take much firmer positions" (On Thermonuc1ear War, p. 647). He 

also wants the U. S. to possess the capacity to threaten credibly to es

calate any conflict to the point where the enemy will desist. But Kahn’s 

measures seem to flow reluctantly from the desire to survive, whereas 

Strausz-Hupe, Possony, Kintner, Dougherty, et. al. seek the wherewithal 

by which to exploit the arms race for political goals. Although Kahn 

devotes 651 pages in On Thermonuclear War to discrediting the simplic

ities of the Minimum Deterrent and Finite Deterrent views, one may still 

interpret his goal to be some form of stability, a stability which can 

be achieved only in a world that has undergone fundamental political 

changes through the development of some form of world government through 

the abdication of a degree of national sovereignty: "I believe that even
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a poor world government might be preferable to an uncontrolled arms 

race” (On Thermonuclear War, p. 7). The anti-communists substituted 

«Victory” for «stability” as the ultimate goal of policy. The change 

makes a significant difference in the attitude towards the use of weapons 
if not to their nature.

The internal boundary within middle marginalism of stabilizers 

and supremacists is again more difficult to draw. It could be placed 

between Kahn’s categories of Finite Deterrence and Counterforce as insur

ance against unreliability, at the point at which there emerges the de

sire to provide forms of active and passive defense that might mitigate 

the consequences of nuclear war. According to Levine's analysis this 

division would place nearly all middle marginalists in the supremacist 

category. It may be that since the publication of On Thermonuclear War 

in 1960 a pure-bred stabilizer is harder to find among middle margin

alists. Perhaps then the boundary should be placed between those who 

do and do not want to invest in a credible first strike capability.
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THE CHURCH AS THE PROPER POINT OF CATHEXIS 

IN "KOINONIA ETHICS”
The "koinonia ethic” elaborated by Paul Lehmann1 2 3 illustrates the 

significance of the category we have defined as "the point of cathexis” 

in the analysis of Christian statements regarding nuclear war. The 

koinonia ethic strongly asserts the priority of the religious fellow

ship as the appropriate starting point and point of reference in the 

consideration of arms policy issues. Lehmann states that:

A Christian, according to a contextual analysis, would take

up the question of his responsibility in war, first of all,
2with respect to his membership in the koinonia.

Lehmann is keenly aware of the power of the reference group to shape 

the directions, categories, and contents of perception.

In our thinking about Christian ethics everything depends

upon the point of departure. . . . The starting point for

Christian thinking about ethics is the fact and the nature
3of the Christian church.

"We have been urging that Christian thinking about ethics starts with 

and from within the Christian koinonia. In the koinonia it makes sense

1See especially Paul L. Lehmann, "The Foundation and Pattern of 
Christian Behavior," Christian Faith and Social Action, ed. John A. 
Hutchison (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1953), pp. 93-116, and
Paul L. Lehmann, Ethics in a Christian Context (New York: Harper and
Row, 1963).

2

3Ibid., p. 45.

Lehmann, Ethics in a Christian Context, p. 141.
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to talk about the will of God as the answer to the question: What am 

I, as a believer in Jesus Christ and as a member of his church, to do? 

F°r jJr the koinonia that one comes in sight of and finds oneself

involved in what God is doing in the world. What God is doing in the 

world is setting up and carrying out the conditions for what it takes 
to keep human life human

The four major categories of our analytical paradigm are given 

unwitting prominence in Lehmann’s description of Christian decision

making. The point of cathexis is of decisive import. It is through 

participation and identification with the fellowship of believers that 

the Christian assimilates theological categories that enable him to 

discern "what God is doing rn the world,” Presumably, he is able to 

act upon a more profound and accurate comprehension of what is taking

place among men than "those who have no eyes to see the signs of the 
„5time

Such knowledge comes by insight, not by calculation. It is 

the gift of faith available to those who are willing to take 

seriously what faith knows about the doing of God's will in 

the world.

Theological convictions formed within the koinonia concerning the form 

and purpose of God’s activity in the world compel one to be concerned 

for precise empirical analysis as a faithful means of attempting to shape

Ibid., p. 124. Italics added.4 ,
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ethical acts in accordance with God's will.

If one does believe and lives by the fact that God is picking 

up the pieces, it is incumbent upon one to be clear about 

where and what the pieces are.

Ethical decisions, as Christians try to make them, are be

havioral acts which exhibit the connection between what God 

is doing in the world and the diverse and complex circum

stances, motivations, purposes, and interrelations which are 

the 'stuff' of concrete human situations.

Theological belief, empirical perception, and ethical action are all 

seen to be interrelated and decisively influenced by the quality of the 

collectivity that is taken as the ultimate point of reference. For 

Lehmann it is both descriptively and normatively true that the Christian 

must carry on his ethical reflection within a salient reference group. 

The identity of this group makes a difference. Clearly, for him it is 

Church rather than the state that is to serve as the context and the 
touchstone of ethical thought and action.

7Ibid., p. 143.
g
It would seem, however, that protagonists of a koinonia ethic are 

hard pressed to provide a foundation for answers to the questions, "What 
is the basis of the authority properly to be conceded to the state?" and 
"When is the state to be considered to have transgressed the limits of its 
legitimate demands?" The report of a special committee, entitled Relations 
Between Church and State in the Uni ted States of America (Philadelphia! 
Office of the General Assembly of the United Presbyterian Church, 1963), 
adopted by the 175th General Assembly of the United Presbyterian Church in 
May, 1963, reflects to a considerable degree the thinking of the Rev. 
Benjamin A. Reist, of San Francisco Theological Seminary, a former student 
of Paul Lehmann at Princeton Theological Seminary. The report has a con- 
textualist flavor throughout. It states that: "Worst of all, from the 
church's point of view, is the confusing of the Christian's loyalty to
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Christ with other loyalties. Jesus Christ alone is Lord; the claims of 
family, state, and voluntary organizations are real to the Christian only 
in a pattern of life and thought established by the supremacy of Jesus 
Christ. Loyalty to Christ may on occasion put the Christian in clear op- 
position to certain demands of the state." (p. 19. Italics added?} But 
the Report resolutely desists from an attempt to indicate on what occasions 
and on what basis the church must oppose the alleged presumption of the 
state. It provides no basis for understanding the legitimate dimensions 
of the competence of the state. It claims on behalf of the church some 
special form of insights "The sole ground for the church's critique of 
the state is that in Christ, God and the world are reconciled. . . .  To 
the degree that Christians know this, they have an insight not available 
to the state, and must call the state to a level of self-criticism which 
it cannot reach alone.” p. 4. "A church seeking to be itself, constantly 
challenges the state to be a true and authentic state.” p. 5. Nowhere is 
there the slightest hint of how one would proceed to reflect upon the 
criteria of "a true and authentic state.” We are told that "The Church 
must seek out those points at which the state, as it functions, is incom
patible with the reconciliation of the world to God in Christ and challenge 
it to cease such activity" (p. 4), and that "the church must be itself if 
the state is to be the state” (p. 36), but there is no sustained reflec
tion upon the questions, "What is it to be the state?" "When does a state 
become inauthentic?"

Lehmann acknowledges that the crucial difficulty of a koinonia ethic is 
how the behavior of Christians is to be related to the behavior of non- 
Christians. Ethics in a Christian Context, p, 145. He states that "A 
koinonia ethic may thus conceivably dispose of the problem of a double 
standard by including the unbelievers among the other sheep of the Holy 
Spirit of God." Ibid., p. 159. This device may "solve" certain the
ological problems for Christians, but it hardly provides guidance needed 
in relation to political problem of creating consensus necessary for ac
tion that the Christian may feel is fitting in the particular context.
No matter on what basis the Christian may reach his own decision concern
ing what must be done in the public arena, there is very little he can do 
unless he is able to marshall the support of non-Christians. Koinonia 
ethics leave us bereft of any means of expressing a broad appeal for ac- 
tion.
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TWELVE APPROACHES TO THE UNDERSTANDING 

OF THE SERMON ON THE MOUNT

In introducing the following typology Harvey K. McArthur states 

that "it is the purpose of this chapter to review twelve interpretations 

which have been given the Sermon in connection with the application of 

its injunctions. . . .  A subtitle might well be 'Versions and Evasions 

of the Sermon on the M o u n t . W e  have rearranged the order of pre

sentation and have regrouped the types under four headings.

Approaches That Preserve the Literal Sense 
of the Sayings of Jesus

The Absolutist Approach

The Absolutist Approach is used by those who, in dealing with the 

detailed injunctions of the Sermon on the Mount have insisted that they
2should be interpreted literally and applied universally and absolutely. 

This view is likely to contribute to the sharpest sense of discrepancy 

and most fervent quest for religious solutions to the problems posed by 

the imperfection of the world. Depending upon the other elements in the 

theological paradigm, the manner of adjusting to this discrepancy may 

range from withdrawal into special religious communities to aggressive 

attempts to impose "the perfect way" upon all men. Or, use of the

^Harvey K. McArthur, Understanding the Sermon on the Mount (New 
York: Harper and Bros., 1960), p Q 106.

^Ibid.
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absolutist approach may lead to the outright rejection of the Christian

faith and its presumed ethical implications as fanciful and impossible.

The secular humanist commentators upon nuclear arms policy who are most

critical of the churches' "participation in the fact of moral insensibil-
3ity" and "general lack of effective opposition" to nuclear weaponry seem 

themselves to be adherents of the absolutist approach.

The Unconditioned Divine Will Interpretation 

The Unconditioned Divine Will interpretation holds that "the com

mands of Jesus were given in absolute, unconditioned form but that those 
who follow after must make their own adjustments in the light of the 

earthly limitations and necessities experienced . . .  the demands retain 

their full weight, but the disciple accepts responsibility for compromises 

and detours."^ This view is the exegetical analogue to the concept of the 

"relative natural law" tailored to the situation of fallen humanity in 

contrast to the "absolute natural law" that expresses the "way things 

ought to be" according to the abiding will of God. The commandments of 

the unconditioned divine will are eternal and unchanging. But concessions 

must be made in practice for "it is the sign of this passing age that the 

fulfillment of God's will is hampered and embarrassed by the conditions 3

3C. Wright Mills, "A Pagan Sermon," chap, xxiii, The Causes of 
World War III (New York: Ballantine Books, 1960), p. 173. Cf. p. 172:
"In the end, we believe the decisive test of Christianity lies in your 
witness of the refusal by individuals and by groups to engage in war. 
Pacifism, we believe, is the test of your Christianity - and of you."
Cf. the works of Bertrand Russell and J. R. Newman.

^McArthur, p p . 126-127.
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of our worldly existence." This view tends to shift burdens from the 

ethical to the theological realm. It opens loopholes for exculpatory 

casuistry but generates the need for some account of the discrepancy 

between the way God intends for things to be and the way they are. It 

also condemns men to live with a continual tension arising from aware

ness of the disparity between the perfection demanded by the law of love 

and the imperfection that marks every attempt to approximate God's un

conditioned will within a sinful world.

The Repentance View

The Repentance View represents an application of the Reformed 

understanding of the "first use of the law" to the interpretation of the 

Sermon on the Mount. Calvin comments upon this usus elenchtieusi 

While Cthe law]] shows God's righteousness, that is, the 

righteousness alone acceptable to God, it warns, informs, 

convicts, and lastly condemns, every man of his own un

righteousness . . . .  The law is like a mirror. In it we 

contemplate our weakness, then the iniquity arising from

this, and finally the curse coming from both - just as a
hmirror shows us the spots on our face.

The quote, attributed to Martin Debelius, is given in McArthur, 
p. 126. McArthur does not provide a complete citation. He states that 
the quotation is from the John C. Shaffer Lectures for 1937, given at 
Yale Divinity School and published in 1940, p p . 51-52.

6 _Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, I, 354-355.
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The Repentance View maintains the literal meaning of the hard sayings 

but discounts their implications for practice by imputing a theological 

function rather than a prescriptive ethical purpose to the Sermon. When 

separated from consideration of the third, didactic, use of the law as a 

guide to God's will for daily conduct, this interpretation opens the way 

for pious evasion through the substitution of the theological virtue of 

repentance for the ethical virtue of obedience. But when both of these 

functions are acknowledged this interpretation may create a strong sense 

of discrepancy and thirst for forgiveness.

Approaches That Restrict Application of 
the Hard Sayings to Limited Contexts

The Double Standard Approach

The Double Standard Approach is characteristic of Roman Catholic 

moral theology. The "hard sayings" of Jesus are interpreted as "counsels 

of perfection" that may be observed by those who have chosen a "religious 

vocation." The less rigorous commandments that are more congruent with 

the demands of daily life are viewed as "precepts" incumbent upon all be

lievers. The subversive effect of the radical demands of the gospels is 

diminished by restricting their application to a particular sub-group 

within the Church. A graduated, two-level order of ethical endeavor is 

established. Some are relieved of the pressures of the world in order 

to obey the radical counsels of the gospels. Others are relieved of the 

pressures of the radical counsels in order to obey the necessities of the 

world. Natural life, to the perfection of which man is guided by reason,
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is the preparatory stage, the forecourt of the super-natural life, to 

which man is ordained by grace. The absolute law of nature, the divine 

law expressed in the counsels of perfection is confined to the realm of 

the supernatural life, and is forbidden any disruptive intrusion into 

the natural level. An ordered^ hierarchical progression is assumed: the

gospel fulfills the law as faith completes reason and grace perfects 

nature.

The double standard approach maintains the judgment that the Sermon 

on the Mount sets forth the unconditioned will of God. It concedes that 

concessions to' human weakness are necessary in the present plight of 

humanity. But it asks not "When must I make exceptions?" but "Who may 

be allowed to make exceptions?" It moderates the impact of the Sermon by 

restricting the demand for full obedience to certain categories of per

sons. The double standard approach preserves a sense of discrepancy, 

but by exempting lay Christians from the obligation to fulfill the coun

sels of perfection it relieves ethical tension and may have the paradoxi

cal effect of inducing ethical complacency while institutionalizing an 

awareness of being ethical also-rans. It sacrifices leverage for social 

ehange by authorizing a less rigorous norm for social and political insti

tutions. Yet the universal law of reason may itself serve as a corrective 

to particular distortions of the common good.

The viewpoint may lead to erratic exegesis in the effort to sepa

rate "counsels" from "precepts" and requires the elaboration of an ex

tensive theological apparatus to explain how, within the Church, the 

vicarious merit of the beatified may be dispensed through the sacraments
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to those who fall short of obedience to the divine law. It thus displaces 

ethical questions into the theological realm, offering surcease from im

mediate dilemmas at the price of doctrinal conformity.

The Two Realms Interpretation

The Two Realms or Two Kingdoms Approach also moderates the impact 

of the Sermon on the Mount by restricting the context in which its radical 

injunctions are to be applied. But here the line is drawn not between two 

sub-groups within the church but between two spheres of human activity, be

tween the "spiritual" realm of personal, private relationships in which 

the radical ethic of the gospel is to be observed and the "temporal" realm 

of public, corporate affairs that is to be governed by law. Luther, in 

commenting upon M t . 5:38-42, insists that Jesus "is not tampering with the 

responsibility and authority of the government, but He is teaching His 

individual Christians how to live personally, apart from their official 

position and authority."

The Two Realms approach preserves the radical nature of the sayings 

of Jesus and attempts also to do justice to the necessities of political 

existence. But it tends to create a great strain upon the individual be

liever who cannot sustain the artificial bifurcation of his thought and 

action. Given one's simultaneous participation in both the spiritual and 

temporal realms how can they be so separated, how can the rules and the 

consequences of action in one sphere be so insulated? If the injunctions 

of the gospel are confined to the private, spiritual realm, what resources

Martin Luther, "Lectures on the Sermon on the Mount," quoted in
McArthur, p. 119.
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are available for shaping and restraining conduct in the public, temporal

realm that is thus freed from the direct application of God’s law? The

discrepancy between "what ought to be” and "what is" is here anticipated

and accounted for as the consequence of the sinful abuse of human freedom.

The Two Realms approach generates a religious quest for forgiveness and

justification. But it creates little impetus toward change in the po- 
8litical sphere.

The Attitude-Not-Acts Approach

The Attitudes-not-Acts Approach also restricts the context in 

which the radical sayings are to be carried out, but it does so through 

a bifurcation within the total process of Christian thought and action.

In choosing certain illustrations of desirable conduct Jesus intended not 

to command performance of the specific actions referred to but rather to 

dramatize the power of God's judgment to penetrate the inward heart to 

examine the motive, the inward spirit lying behind all acts and all action. 

Jesus is concerned not for outward conformity to certain rules but for 

the inward disposition, the integrity of the spirit from which all action 

flows. He meant to formulate a Geslnnungsethik, a dispositional ethic, 

that would preserve the freedom of the believer to react in a particular 

situation in a style responsive to the example of his own love.

In the arms debate American Lutherans of strong conservative bent 
are almost invariably among those who deny or neglect the responsibility 
to specify the implications of Christian faith for nuclear arms policy. 
More liberal Lutheran bodies generally reflect a middle marginalist orien
tation which confirms the policies of the Kennedy-Johnson administration 
in regard to nuclear weaponry.
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The attitudes-not-acts approach dissolves the literal meaning of 

the "hard sayings" in a fluid ethos of "love,” "forgiveness," or "con

cern." It leaves no sharp and certain standard by which to measure the 

discrepancy between the "ought" and the "is," It is most compatible with 

what we have defined as the "situational" approach to ethical reasoning. 

Where it is employed freedom rather than obedience becomes the ethical 

burden from which religious relief is sought.

Approaches That Displace in Time the Context 
For Application of the Hard Sayings

The Interim Ethic

The Interim Ethic displaces the relevance of the "hard sayings" 

into the past. Jesus, expecting the imminent coming of the Kingdom, sum

moned his disciples to conduct themselves in the brief interim in the man

ner appropriate to the age to come.

Emphasis upon the eschatological orientation of Jesus helps to ex

plain why his recorded utterances pay so little heed to social and politi

cal matters that occupy men in this age. But it raises the problem of 

accounting for the miscalculation of Jesus and reassessing the authority 

of his utterances in light of the long-delayed Parousia. When did the 

interim end? Although it may be longer than anticipated^do not the words 

of Jesus still reveal the unconditioned will of God?

The Modern Dispensationalist View

The Modern Dispensationalist View displaces the context of imple

mentation of the radical injunctions of the Gospel into the future. In
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the Sermon on the Mount Jesus sets forth the constitution of the kingdom 

that is to be established on earth under a new dispensation. McArthur 

observes that this view

does permit its proponents to assert the absolute inerrancy 

of Scripture while recognizing (a) the contrasts between the 

Synoptics and Paul and (b) the difficulty of applying the 

Sermon on the Mount in contemporary life. Thus modern dis- 

pensationalists are absolutists in their interpretation of 

the Sermon but escape the difficulties of that position by 

postponing its full application until the Kingdom Age, when 
life will be different.^

This postponement facilitates social and political accommodation to the 

patterns of this age. It is not clear what norms the Christian may apply 

in evaluating the conduct of civil authorities here and now. A sense of 

discrepancy may remain, but dispensationalists typically do not seek to 

reduce the gap between "ought" and "is" through efforts to master and 

change the circumstances of this life. Such tension is resolved by 

resignation and renewal of confidence in the imminent intervention of God,

Approaches that Reinterpret the Sayings in Accord 
with a Certain Hermeneutica1 Principle

The Analogy of Scripture View

The Analogy of Scripture View is the first of four approaches which 

lessen the radical nature of the Sermon on the Mount by the application of

McArthur, p. 125.9
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hermeneutical principles. The principle operating through the Analogy 

of Scripture approach is that the ethical injunctions of the Sermon must 

be harmonized with the teaching set forth elsewhere in scripture and the 

actual conduct of those biblical figures who are commended for their pi

ety. It rests on the assumption that scripture must be internally con

sistent in its moral prescriptions, and that a single level of ethical 

sensitivity is reflected throughout. In practice this view mitigates 

the rigor of the "hard sayings** and thus tends to diminish the sense of 

discrepancy. It can be used by those who have a lively concern to influ

ence public affairs. By this device the New Testament prescriptions may 

be rendered more compatible with directives for the ordering of society 

derived from the Old Testament. The attempt may be made to implement 

the injunctions of the Sermon on the Mount in this less radical form that 

has been harmonized with other segments of scripture.

The General Principles Approach

The General Principles Approach assumes that even when issuing 

specific commands Jesus intended to teach general principles through the 

use of memorable illustrations. Jesus used specific and homely examples 

that would appeal to his audiences. In reflecting upon these it is neces

sary , however, to extrapolate the general principles that may guide con

duct in unidentical situations.

The danger of this rule of interpretation is that under the guise 

of extending the range of circumstances to which the principles are to 

apply it is possible to diminish the rigor of the requirements as they
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are translated from the specific to the general and back into the specific 

Depending upon the quality of this translation the general principles ap

proach may or may not contribute to a sense of discrepancy and an aware

ness of a need for salvation. In combination with certain other elements 

this approach offers leverage for change through its inclination to ration 

alize and universalize the commands of Jesus.

The Hyperbole Interpretation

The Hyperbole Interpretation rests upon the theory that Jesus used 

exaggeration as a literary technique to dramatize his demands. The con

cept of what he was exaggerating may vary. Sometimes when the hyperbole 

is stripped away there remains a mild proponent of prudential altruism.

The difficulty is that there is no independent source of knowledge of the 

"real meaning" of the passages. It is an arbitrary venture to determine 

which sayings are to be discounted as hyperbolic. Application of this 

principle of interpretation may or may not reduce significantly the rigor 

of the norm and the sense of discrepancy.

The Modification View

The Modification View is a residual category for all types of ap

proach that evade the implications of the absolutist view by the unsystem

atic use of "escape clauses" that permit exceptions. It includes those 

who profess to hold the absolutist view but who introduce "implicit or 

explicit modifications into the injunctions of the Sermon without giving 

historical, theological, or literary justification therefor."1®
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Depending upon the extent of the modifications, it may or may not diminish 
the sense of discrepancy.

A Thirteenth Viewt The Messianic License 

To the twelve approaches defined by McArthur Krister Stendahl adds 

a thirteenth which he calls "the Messianic License." According to this 

view "the thrust of the Sermon on the Mount undercuts the order of so
ciety," but nevertheless,

Jesus gives his disciples the permission, the license to 

act in a way which undercuts the very structure on which 

society is built; his sharpening of the Law reaches an in

tensity where the Law is fulfilled to the price of its 

function as the Law of this Age, or as the Law of Moses 

given to men in order to counteract sin, with the awareness 

of the hardness of men's hearts. The authority for such 

teaching can be found in Jesus' consciousness of being a 

messianic figure. Or one can equally well stress the high 

eschatological intensity in his teaching. The Messianic 

license is possible since the powers of the New Kingdom is 
at hand.

Krister Stendahl, "Messianic License," manuscript prepared for 
a study conference conducted by the Church Peace Mission, McLean, Virginia, 
June 4-7, 1962, pp. 13, 16. (Mimeographed.) Reprinted in Biblical Realism 
Confronts the Nation, ed. Paul Peachy ([Nyack, New York]: Fellowship Pub-
lications, 1963), p p . 139-152.
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. . . The answer given has the form "you are allowed to," 

not "you must" or "you can." The Sermon on the Mount is 

actually a rebellious manifesto which gives to disciples 

of Christ the right to break the Law in the name of Christ. 

But it is important to remember that it _is subversive, and 

that the disciples must be prepared to pay the price for 

such action. . . .  The license cannot be easily translated 

into a higher ethic. It can only be appropriated in faith,

and will always threaten the equilibrium of God's created
,5 12world. . . .

The Utility of the Typology

We shall use the typology of thirteen approaches to the interpreta

tion of the Sermon on the Mount as the best available clue to the Christo- 

logical orientations of authors engaged in discussion of_nuclear arms pol

icy. Most writers do not provide in this context the wherewithal to al

low us to reconstruct their Christology in detail. Yet it is essential to 

have some idea of the major pattern of understanding of the person, work, 

and mission of Jesus. This is the nucleus, the center of Christian thought. 

The structure of the theological system is determined by the nature of
I  O

fundamental Christological perceptions. As noted above, there is an 

ineradicable diversity in the perceptions of what God is doing in Jesus 

Christ. Troeltsch is able to define three recurring types of Christological

*^Ibid ., p. 18.
13Pt. II, chap, v, n. 17, p. 258.
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emphasis, each of which can claim biblical sanction and each of which 

finds expression in particular ideals of fellowship, different concep

tions of the nature and mission of the church, distinctive forms of 

church order, contrasting attitudes toward the institutions of "the world," 

and characteristic forms of compromise between the religious interests 

around which the religious association is formed and the mundane interests 

upheld by the natural institutions of society.

The Christ of the Church is the Redeemer, . . . The Christ of 
the sect is the Lord, the example and lawgiver of divine 
authority and dignity. . . . The Christ of mysticism is an 
inward spiritual principle,^

An author's interpretation of the Sermon on the Mount in many 

cases may provide a solid clue to his general theological-ethical orien

tation. Where the Absolutist Approach to the Sermon is evident we may 

be fairly confident that we are dealing with an author who will exhibit 

"sectarian" characteristics in the other aspects of his theological 

system. Adherents of the sect-type may also avail themselves of the 

Modification View from time to time.

The Double Standard Approach is a strong clue to a Roman Catholic, 

Church-type theology. The Lutheran variant of the Church-type is made 

manifest by use of the Two Realms Interpretation.

Emphasis upon Attitudes-not-Acts is highly compatible with the 

Mystical-type of Christianity.

It is difficult to ascribe a particular style of interpretation of 

the Sermon on the Mount to the Reformed tradition which represents a

14Troeltsch, The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches, II,
994. Quoted in full above, P t . II, chap, v, n. 17, p. 258.
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fusion of Church and Sect-type elements. Authors strongly influenced 

by Calvinism may combine the approaches referred to as the Analogy of 

Scripture, Unconditioned Divine Will, General Principles, Hyperbole, 

and Repentance.



APPENDIX IV

AN OUTLINE SUMMARY OF THE ANALYTICAL PARADIGMS

Typology of Arms Policy Views1'

I. Anti-war systemist

A. Pacifist
B. Nuclear pacifist

11«, Anti-war marginalist

III. Middle marginalist

A. Balanced value middle marginalist

1 . Stabilizer
2. Seeker for superiority

B. Analytical middle marginalist

1. Stabilizer
2. Seeker for superiority

IV. Anti-communist marginalist

V. Anti-communist systemist

A. Anti-military
B . Military

Spectrum of Responsibility for Ethical Specification

I. Christian responses that do not attempt to 
specify the relevance of Christian faith for 
nuclear arms policy because authors:

A. Deny responsibility to specify.

B. Neglect responsibility to specify.

^Cf. Levine, The Arms Debate, chaps, iii , iv, and xi .
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II. Christian responses that do attempt to spec
ify, with the result that authors:

A. Fail this responsibility

1 . while attempting it as a legitimate 
function.

2 . while attempting it surreptitiously.

B. Perform this responsibility.

Scale of Political Pertinence

Discussion of the question of nuclear arms policy provides

I. Policy recommendations specifying a goal, an actor, 
and means.

II. Indefinite recommendations outlining a goal, an 
actor, but lacking means.

III. Negative recommendations requesting a specific 
actor to desist from more activity, but not 
elaborating a positive goal or means.

IV. General exhortations indicating a goal, suggesting 
means, but directed at an audience not able to 
implement the suggested action.

V. Hopes and dreams portraying a goal but not speci
fying an actor or means.

VI. Ejaculations venting reaction without indicating a 
positive goal, a responsible actor, or practicable 
means.

The Paradigm of Interest

Variation in the Immediate Context

Do the comments concerning ”What the United States ought to do 
with the Bomb” appear in discussions of:

A. International affairs, e. g.:

1. The causes of war.
2. The threat of communism.
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3. Particular crises, such as:
a) Berlin
b ) Cuba
c) Southeast Asia

B. The need for aid to the developing nations.

C. The conditions of lasting peace, e. g.:

1. The United Nations and other international 
organizations.

2. International law.

D. Domestic policy, e. g.:

1 . The test ban treaty debate.

2. The ’’Garrison State” : the ’’military-industrial
complex.”

3. Civil Defense.

E. The relation of the church to public affairs, e. g.:

1. The relations between ’’Church and State.”

2. The role of the church in the formulation of 
public policy.

3. The right of conscientious objection.

F. Christian ethics, e. g.:

1. The legitimacy of resort to force.

2. The realm of the application of the ’’hard sayings” 
of Jesus.

3. The meaning of history, providence, eschatology.

4. The particular vocation of the people of God.

Variation in the Scope of Policy 

Is the author concerned to define policy pertaining to:

A. The community of nations in the decades to come.
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B. The Grand Strategy of the West in the decades to come.

C. The adaptation of the Western alliance to current 
strains and opportunities.

D. Regional organizations.

E. The role of military force in international relations.

F. The role of military force in defense of the Free 
World.

G. American military power:
1. Fundamental military doctrine.

a) Deterrence and defense.
b) Proportionality and flexibility.
c) Civilian command and control.

2. The selection of weapons systems: determining
•'the Mix.”

Variation in the Level of Generality 

Does the author believe that:

A. The church should "keep out of politics.*'

B. "The churches should deal with the general rather 
than with the concrete, and thus contribute to an 
American philosophy of foreign policy."2

C. Men's religious orientations obviously effect their
political behavior: but the Church should seek only
an indirect impact upon the common life by sustain
ing commitment to religious symbols, ideals, and 
values which undergird the particular political 
choices that must be made with high regard for tech
nical competence.

D. The church has a responsibility to define "middle 
axioms ."

E. The church should provide specific guidance for the 
formation of Christian conscience in relation to par
ticular issues pending in the public arena.

Norman Hill and Doniver A. Lund, If the Churches Want World Peace 
(New York: The Macmillan Co., 1958), p. 114.

2
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Variation in Function Assumed 

Does the author function ass

A. A dispenser of advice to magistrates -

1. Defining the ideal state, the norm and the goal 
of political action.

2. Indicating the best alternative available within 
the existing circumstances.

B. A definer of the right conscience of the church -

1. Discussing the general problem of dual citizen
ship .

2. Dealing with particular problems of obedience 
within a given context:
a) within this nation as it attempts to do justly.
b) within this unjust nation as it acquiesces in 

that which is evil.

C. A guide for individual conscience -

1. Dispensing counsel concerning the relation of the 
individual to the state:
a) in a just nation.
b) in an unjust nation.

2. Offering guidance concerning the relation of the 
individual to the corporate body of Christians 
which constitutes:
a) a faithful church in a just nation.
b) an unfaithful church in a just nation.
c) a faithful church in an unjust nation.
d) an unfaithful church in an unjust nation.

Variations in the Audience-in-View .

Does the author address himself:

A. Primarily to a Christian audience?

1 . Are Christians addressed in their role as:
a) believers.
b) citizens.
c) magistrates

2. Are utterances based on:
a) the authority of the Scriptures.
b) the teaching authority of the church.
c) tradition and precedent.
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d) general ethical principles confirmed by an 
assumed consensus with the church.

B. To the entire civil community?

1. Are those who are addressed -
a) the people of all nations.
b) the citizens of a particular nation.
c) an informed elite within the political body.
d) leaders of certain non-governmental agencies.
e) rulers of all the nations.
f) officials of a particular political body.
g) all men of good will.

2. Are utterances given as -
a) an invitation to share in a common search for

a common norm of right conduct in international 
affairs.

b) an instruction in moral precepts held to be 
binding upon all men.

c) a declaration of Christian conviction and in
tention in relation to a particular issue.

Variation in Style, Vocabulary, Töne, and Manner

A. Vocabulary, Are issues of war and peace and questions 
of nuclear arms policy discussed in terms derived pri
marily from:

1. theology.
2 . ethics.
3. political science.
4. psychology.
5. sociology.
6 . philosophy.
7. history.
8 . literature and the arts.
9. military science.

B. The tone of address may vary according to judgment 
concerning the moral legitimacy of current policy 
in relation to norms considered to be binding upon 
the state.
1. If the United States is viewed as a "Christian 

nation" emphasis is upon:
a) exposition of the system of symbols presumably 

acknowledged by the majority of citizens, and
b) deduction of moral guidelines to policy forma

tion .
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2 . If the nation is seen as wayward, emphasis is upon:
a) reaffirmation of traditional values,
b) citation of historical precedents,
c) appeals to renewed fidelity.

3. If the state is considered apostate, emphasis is 
upon:
a) proclamations of doom.
b) reassertion of its true foundation.
c) summons to repentance.
d) assurance of new opportunities still available.

4. If the state is viewed as demonic, emphasis is upon:
a) proclamation of judgment.
b) prediction of continued wrongdoing.

5. If the state is viewed as a neutral or secular 
entity, emphasis may be upon a common search for 
a common norm of public policy.

C. The manner or purpose of discourses may vary according 
to the author1 s certainty concerning what must be done 
immediately. The purpose may be:
1. To mobilize support for specific programs.
2. To provide pastoral counsel and consolation, a 

framework in which to interpret events.
3. To promote a dialogue within which new insight 

may emerge•

Variation in Mode of Influence 
In order to change policy, is influence sought:

A. Directly, by influencing the perception and commitments 
of policy makers through -
1. Persuasion.
2. Activation of commitments.
3. Conversion.

B. Indirectly, by changing the situation through -
1. Inducement.
2. Coercion.

Distribution of Emphasis among the Four Major Variables 
of the Paradigm of Content.

A. Does discussion tend to focus within:
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1 . the theological quadrant.
2 . the ethical quadrant.
3. the cathectic quadrant.
4. the empirical quadrant.

B. Does discussion treat issues falling within all four 
quadrants in a balanced manner?

C. Does discussion tend to neglect certain quadrants 
while focusing upon:
1 . the theological, ethical, and cathectic quadrants.
2 . the theological, ethical and empirical quadrants.
3. the theological and ethical quadrants.
4. the theological, cathectic, and empirical quadrants
5. the theological and cathectic quadrants.
6. the theological and empirical quadrants.
7. the ethical, cathectic, and empirical quadrants.
8 . the ethical and cathectic quadrants.
9. the ethical and empirical quadrants.

10 . the cathectic and empirical quadrants.

The Paradigm of Content 

The Definition of the Situation

I. The Main Threat.

A. Focus upon the Church.

1. Nuclear war threatens the fulfilment of God's plan.
a) Nuclear war would extinguish the People of God.
b) Man may usurp God's prerogative of ending his

tory through nuclear "decreation."
2. Acquiescence to a national policy likely to lead 

to nuclear war involves the Church in such pro
found disobedience and guilt that it cannot be a 
fit instrument of God in the world.

3. Nuclear war involves killing; the Christian is 
called to avoid killing. The salvation of the in
dividual and the sanctity of the Church are threat
ened by cooperation with leaders following a mur
derous policy.

4. Continuation of the Cold War and the arms race will 
contribute to the loss of domestic liberty, the 
rise of fascism and a Garrison State that will in
hibit the life and work of the Church.

5. "Sin," "pride," "self-righteousness" are the real 
enemies.
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6 . "Secularism” brings moral decline, religious 
indifference, neglect of true values.

7. The advance of Communism will inhibit and de
stroy the work of the Church.

8 . Internal communist infiltration threatens the 
Church.

B. Focus upon "humanity," or "the world."

1. Nuclear warfare is the primary threat to humanity.
2. Both Communism and nuclear warfare must be treated 

as equal threats to humanity.
3. The economic and social gulf between the underde

veloped and the developed nations, the tensions 
between the "have" and the "have-not" peoples is 
and will be the most severe source of strain.

4. The spread of reactionary dictatorships is the 
critical menace today.

5. Communist expansion by force and fraud is the most 
severe threat to human values.

C. Focus upon the Nation.

1. Nuclear warfare is the primary threat to the na
tion.

2. Militarism and latent fascism in the U. S. threaten 
us with the loss of civil liberties and the evolu
tion of a Garrison State.

3. Communism and nuclear war pose equal threats to 
peace and liberty.

4. Communist expansion by peaceful economic and cul
tural penetration is the foremost threat.

5. Internal moral decay and the decline of religiously 
grounded values are undermining civic virtue.

6 . Communist expansion by military force must be frus
trated before all else.

7. Communist expansion by internal political subver
sion is the foremost threat.

II. War in the Nuclear Age.

A. What is War? War is primarily to be viewed and con
sidered as: 1 2

1 . a moral crime incurring guilt.
a) an expression of human sinfulness.
b) a blasphemy against God.
c) a violation of the law of love to neighbor.

2. the direct judgment of God upon human sinfulness.
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3. insanity, a crime against reason.
a) a result of hysteria.
b) a consequence of a "thought barrier."
c) the work of a selfish "power elite."

4. the consequence of unjust social conditions.
5. a fact of life, virtually inevitable, but sub

ject to rational control and melioration.
6. a lamentable necessity of life in an imperfect 

world.
7. a catastrophe, in which we are helplessly 

trapped.
8 . a legitimate extension of politics by other 

means.
9. a technique of political action to be exploited 

on behalf of Western interests.

B. The Probability of Nuclear War. If there is no ex
tensive revision of the arms policies of the major 
powers the probability that nuclear war will occur 
is:

1 . inevitable in the near future (next decade).
2 . inevitable in the long run (before end of the 

century).
3. highly likely in the short run.
4. highly likely in the long run.
5. a possibility in the short run.
6 . a possibility in the long run.
7. highly unlikely in the short run.
8. highly unlikely in the long run.
9. completely negligible; it is certain to be de

terred by the balance of terror.
10. a fluctuating possibility depending upon the 

stability of the balance of terror.
1 1 . totally unpredictable.
1 2 . to be dismissed as "unthinkable" or "impossible."

C. The Consequence of Nuclear War. If a nuclear war 
should occur the result would be;

1. the destruction of God's creation: "decreation."
2 . the end of human life on earth.
3. the devastation of the northern hemisphere.
4. the end of "civilization as we know it."
5. the end of "Western culture."
6. the "mutual suicide" of the United States and 

the U.S.S.R.
7. the installation of tyranny in the surviving 

pockets of political organization.
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8. uncertain. Nuclear war is survivable; there 
are many different, but significantly dis
tinguishable, possible levels of destruction.

9. a significant, but tolerable degree of destruc
tion from which the United States might recu
perate in a decade or more.

10. clearly tolerable. Nuclear war is a rational
risk to be taken on behalf of policy goals, with 
the expectation that a well-armed nation may 
"prevail."

D. How Nuclear War Might Start. Nuclear war is most 
likely to start by:

1 . inadvertance.
a) pure accident.
b) unauthorized action.
c) catalytic action.

2 . political or military miscalculation by either 
side.
a) Communist leaders may underestimate American 

resolve.
b) the U. S. may be irrevocably committed to 

carrying out its deterrent threat.
3. pre-emption.
4. escalation from local encounter

a) by "explosion" - "the sudden transformation 
of a local war into central war by the use of 
inter-continental strategic forces."3
(1) in Europe.
(2) in Asia, Africa, or Latin America.

b) by "expansion" - "an increase in the military 
force of one or both of the two sides in terms 
of geography, weapons, targets, or the par
ticipation of various states

5. purposeful calculation
a) Russian first strike.
b) American first strike; "Preventive Warfare."

E. The Pattern of the First Attack.

1. By the Soviet Union.

3Morton H. Halperin, Limited War in the Nuclear Age (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Center for International Affairs, 1962), chap, ii, 
p. 1. (Mimeographed draft manuscript.)

4Ibid., chap, ii, p. 2.
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a) Surprise, all-out nuclear attack against the 
continental United States.
(1) Counter-city.
(2) Primarily counter-force plus some counter

city.
(3) Straight counter-force.
(4) Counter-force plus bonus.
(5) Counter-force with effort to avoid cities.

b) Soviet invasion of Western Europe.
(1) Small conventional fait accomp1i.
(2) Large conventional invasion.
(3) Massive invasion with tactical nuclear 

weapons.
(4) Strategic assault on European nations.

c) Communist attack outside of Western Europe.
(1) Unconventional forays.
(2) "Wars of National Liberation."
(3) Large-scale conventional invasions.

2. By the United States.
a) "Preventive Warfare."

(1) American surprise, all-out strategic nu
clear attack against Soviet cities.

(2) All-out counter-force attack.
b) "Controlled Reprisal" for provocations short of 

military attack.
c) American sponsored attempts to subvert Communist 

regimes.
d) "Massive Retaliation" in response to minor com

munist encroachments.

F. Can Wars be Controlled?

1. Any military engagement anywhere in the world is 
highly likely to escalate into a full-scale nuclear 
war.

2. Any military encounter in which the two major 
powers are engaged will inevitably become a thermo
nuclear war.

3. Local wars may be controlled if the big powers do 
not become engaged.

4. Limited warfare between the great powers is pos
sible through rational control.
a) Limits may be maintained in relation tos

(1 ) weapons.
(2) participating nations.
(3) political aims.
(4) terms of surrender.
(5) locale, geography.

5Kahn, Thinking About the Unthinkable, p p . 60-69.
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b) Controlled Reprisals may be used.
5. Nuclear wars may be fought and won.

G. Duration of War. The type of nuclear war most to be
anticipated is a:

1 . Spasm War, a sudden all out exchange with nuclear 
arsenals.

2. Controlled Reprisal, a series of controlled at
tacks punctuated by periods of negotiation.

3. Broken-back War, a prolonged conventional contest 
for domination of territory following a nuclear 
exchange.

H. The Effects of Nuclear Weapons.

III. The Opponent.

A. Is world domination the aim of the Soviet Union?

1. The apparent aggressiveness and intransigence of 
the Soviets has been mainly defensive.

2. Russia has become a "have" nation and is most con
cerned to consolidate its gains.

3. Russia is basically a western nation and is grad
ually becoming domesticated as revolutionary ardor 
cools.

4. In public utterances the Soviets are trapped by 
their own ideological commitment to world revolu
tion, but their current leaders are pragmatically 
constrained by internal pressures for liberaliza
tion and consumer goods.

5. The Soviets, in spite of themselves, may be driven 
to cooperate with the Western powers out of fear 
of Red China.

6 . Soviet lust for conquest is constrained only by 
the policy of "containment" by American military 
power.

7. Soviet threats mean what they says periodic of
fers of rapprochement are tactical devices con
cealing fundamental enmity with the West. "Peace
ful Co-existence" is a trap.

8 . We are locked in a war to the death with Communism.

B. How to understand the Soviets. Russian behavior can

These categories are taken from Daniel Bell, The End of Ideology: 
On the Exhaustion of Political Ideas in the Fifties (rev. ed.; New York: 
Collier Books, 1961) , chap, xiv, "Ten Theories in Search of Reality: The
Prediction of Soviet Behavior," pp. 315-354.
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best be explained and predicted through the use of:

1. Characterological theories -
a) Anthropological.
b) Psychoanalytic.

2. Sociological theories -
a) The Social System.
b) Ideal Types.

3. Political theories -
a) Marxist.
b) Neo-Marxist.
c) Totalitarian.
d) Kremlinological.

4. Historical theories -
a) Slavic Institutions.
b) Geo-political.

C. The proximate objectives of Soviet strategy.

1. The Soviets truly desire "peaceful co-existence"; 
for the sake of peace they might make concessions 
to the West.

2. The Soviets seek only to consolidate and protect 
their present position.

3. The Soviets still seek to expand their influence 
and domination.
a) The geographic priorities of Soviet expansion. 

The primary target of the present thrust of 
Soviet policy is:
(1) the industrial power of Western Europe.
(2 ) control of key areas of geo-political 

importance.
(3) predominant influence in under-developed 

regions.
(4) the extension of their dominion everywhere.

b) The primary means of Soviet expansion. The 
Soviets rely chiefly upon:
(1) the example of successful development of 

their own economic and cultural resources.
(2) political and cultural penetration through 

propaganda.
(3) economic manipulation.
(4) internal subversion and support of native 

"wars of national liberation."
(5) direct military aggression across interna

tional boundaries.
(6) every conceivable means of "protracted con

flict ."
(7) manipulation of communist "dupes" and "fel

low travelers."
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c) The level of risk acceptable in expansion.
In expanding their control and influence the 
Soviets:
(1) will not risk loss of present gains for the 

sake of further expansion.
(2 ) are fearful of nuclear warfare but will ex

ploit opportunities for expansion through 
indirect means.

(3) will accept considerable risks since they 
believe they can "prevail" after a nuclear 
exchange.

(4) remain reckless and adventurous.

D. Soviet military power.

1. Soviet military power is superior to that of the 
Western allies in conventional force and nuclear 
capability, both tactical and strategic.

2. Soviet military power is superior to that of the 
Western allies in conventional force, but not in 
nuclear capabilities.
a) The West could never match the conventional 

capabilities based upon superior Soviet man
power .

b) The West could outstrip the Soviets in conven
tional forces if it were willing to pay the 
price.

3. Soviet military power is approximately equivalent 
to that of the West.

4. There are numerous asymmetries that make the rela
tive evaluation of the military forces a very com
plex process.

5. Soviet military power is inferior to that of the 
Western allies in conventional and in all types 
of nuclear capabilities. The West would win any 
large-scale military engagement.

E. Soviet control of the satellites.

1. The Soviets may be induced to relax their hold upon 
the satellite nations of Eastern Europe:
a) through negotiated plans for disengagement.
b) in response to a generalized thaw in the Cold 

War.
c) through recognition that their domination is 

economically and politically unprofitable.
2. The Soviets may find it necessary to permit more 

individual liberty and national independence if we 
encourage liberal elements behind the Iron Curtain.
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3. The Soviets may be forced to withdraw from the 
satellite nations if we take active measures to 
subvert their rule and provide support to dissi
dent groups.

4. There is virtually no likelihood that the Soviets 
will relax their grip on their satellites.

5. Some satellite nations may break away from Russian 
domination by allying themselves with Red China 
within the Communist camp.

F. The Sino-Soviet split.

1. The communist bloc has disintegrated into perma
nently antagonistic camps; Russia may seek to ally 
itself with the West against Red China.

2. The communist bloc is rent with divisions; we must 
encourage the peaceful elements by tempering our 
demands and broadening our offers of cooperation.

3. The communist bloc is no longer monolithic; we can 
best promote peaceful development by maintaining 
strong military defenses and extensive aid to non
communist nations.

4. The communist bloc shows signs of internal tension; 
but it is impossible to predict how this will ef
fect the foreign policies of Russia and China.

5. The perennial nationalistic rivalries of Russia and 
China are reasserting themselves; but the communist 
nations remain united in their common goal of over
throwing the international system dominated by the 
western nations.

6 . There is no significant division within the commun
ist bloc; talk of a "Sino-Soviet Split" serves to 
deceive and distract us from vigorous prosecution 
of the Cold War.

G. The structure and trend of Soviet political and social
development.

1 . "The Soviet Union, under Khrushchev's leadership, is 
a conservative, state controlled, industrial man
agerialism, not a revolutionary system; she is in
terested in law and order and anxious to defend her
self against the onslaught of the revolution of the 
'have-not' nations.

Erich Fromm, May Man Prevail?: An Inquiry into the Facts and
Fictions of Foreign Policy (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, Anchor
Books, 1961), p. 14.
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2. There has been a genuine liberalization of Soviet 
domestic control.
a) Concessions have been made reluctantly in re

sponse to the demand for greater freedom by the 
new scientific and managerial elite.

b) The trend reflects the pressure of an inevitable 
social process and can be expected to continue.

3. The more liberal regime of Khrushchev is threatened 
by an internal bloc of Stalinists.
a) We ought to strengthen Khrushchev by making con

cessions that would demonstrate his policy is 
successful.

b) We cannot afford to make momentous policy de
cisions on the basis of tenuous guesses about 
internal Soviet political affairs.

4. The Soviet Union is still a police state in which a 
small elite represses a restless population. The 
claim that there has been a "mellowing" is a snare 
and a delusion.

5. The communist regime in Russia is in serious economic 
and political difficulty. Continued pressure from 
the West may bring about its collapse.

H. The Soviet attitude toward negotiation and rapproche
ment .

1. The Soviets are very eager to reach reasonable set
tlements and will negotiate in good faith. They 
will respond to "unilateral initiatives*' by the
U. S.

2. The Soviets are eager to negotiate on certain is
sues only because they are overextended and need a 
respite.

3. The Soviets are willing to talk but are unlikely to 
make any significant concessions.

4. The negotiable issues are very complex; but well 
constructed agreements might be made which, being
in the common interest, would be kept by both sides.

5. Soviet overtures are intended as propaganda ploys 
and as means of distracting and dividing the Western 
powers.

6. We cannot trust the communists to negotiate in good 
faith or to keep their agreements.

7 . We should have nothing to do with those who are 
sworn to our destruction.

I. Red China.

1. Red China has now become the bearer of world hopes 
for freedom and justice.
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2. Red China must be admitted to the United Nations so 
that it can be domesticated by participation in the 
society of civilized nations.

3. Red China exists and cannot forever be ignored.
4. Red China is Man enigma wrapped in a riddle.'*
5. Red China is the foremost source of unrest and ag

gression in Asia and must be contained by all means.
a) Red China will soon be fearfully strong.
b) Red China will require many decades to reach the 

industrial and military strength of the United 
States.

6. We cannot avoid an eventual military showdown with 
Red China.

IV. The Strategic Situation.

A. The Characteristic Features of the Modern World. The 
historical context in which arms policy must be formu
lated may best be characterized by one or several of 
these terms:

1 . The Atomic Age. The dominant feature of the age is 
the new possibility of racial suicide through the 
employment of weapons of mass destruction.

2. The Age of Social and Political Revolution. The 
•'revolution of rising expectations," expressed in 
the drive for industrialization and rise of national 
consciousness among the peoples of under-developed 
lands, is the most significant trend today.

3. The Technological revolution. The age is distin
guished by the pace and scope of scientific and 
technological innovations which bring vast changes 
in the lives of individuals and nations and accentu
ate the degree of interdependence.

4. The Period of the Cold War. The dominant feature of 
the world today is the bi-polar structure of inter
national affairs created by the threat of communist 
expansion and the determination of non-communist na
tions to remain free.

B. The Continuity of the Present Situation with the Military 
and Political Experience of the Past.

1. The advent of weapons of mass destruction has created 
a fundamental discontinuity in the requirements of 
both political and military thought and action,
a) The concept of absolute national sovereignty has 

become outmoded as nation states can no longer 
perform their protective function behind im
penetrable boundaries.
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b) A significant "thought barrier" must be over
come in relation to both political and military 
affairs.

c) If men are to survive, national sovereignty must 
be relinquished and war must be eliminated.

2. Political realities remain fundamentally unchanged, 
but nuclear weapons demand a reorientation of thought 
concerning the function and control of military 
forces.
a) Military theory based upon pre-nuclear experience 

is now outmoded; planners must rely upon complex 
tools of hypothetical analysis.

b) Any unilateral use of force by a major power in 
relation to a significant point of conflicting 
interest is very likely to set in motion an in
calculable process of escalation.

c) Prudent appreciation of the risks of escalation
forces the conclusion that military forces can 
engage in international operations today only 
under the aegis of an international agency such 
as the United Nations: War cannot be eliminated
but it must be made to serve the common interest 
of a community of nations.

3. In spite of new factors, there is a basic continuity 
of military and political realities.

4. All types of warfare may still be used to obtain the 
interests of the basic political unit, which is the 
nation state.

C. The Cold War.

1. The Salience of the Cold War.
a) The Cold War has been a false pre-occupation:

the most significant factor in the post-war world 
has been the economic, social, and political 
revolution within underdeveloped lands.

b) The Cold War heretofore properly has been of cen
tral concern; but now the bi-polar pattern is be
ing modified by the rise of the Afro-Asian nations, 
the emergence of a neutral bloc, and the inde
pendence of France and Red China.

c) The Cold War still demands priority in the planning 
of American and Western policy which, however, must 
also include concern for other aspects of the 
highly complex international situation.

d) The Cold War, as an expression of the tension be
tween incompatible ways of organizing social ex
istence, will remain indefinitely as the funda
mental feature of international affairs.
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e) The "Cold War** is a euphemism for a death struggle 
that we must win at all costs.

2. Origin and Responsibility for the Cold War.
a) The West is primarily to blame for the Cold War 

through:
(1) its refusal to relinquish the benefits of 

colonial imperialism.
(2 ) its hostile attempt to encircle the communist 

nations and bring about the overthrow of their 
governments.

b) The West shares in the blame for the Cold War 
through:
(1) its failure to appreciate the latent demands 

for justice and dignity among the colonial 
peoples.

(2) persistent suspicion and misinterpretation 
of legitimate Soviet demands.

(3) its naivete in rapidly disarming after World 
War II and leaving a "power vacuum" in cen
tral Europe and elsewhere.

c) The communists are to blame for the Cold War.
3. The Trend of the Cold War.

a) It is meaningless to assess the trend of the Cold 
War, because the threat of nuclear suicide is so 
imminent it does not matter who shall inherit a 
devastated earth.

b) Time is on the side of the communists, in both 
the short and the long run.
(1) We must make concessions and reach a settle

ment now.
(2) We must redouble our effort.

c) Time is on the side of the communists in the long- 
run even though the West may seem to dominate in 
the short-run.

d) The Cold War has reached a stalemate.
(1) We should seek to reach agreements on the 

basis of the status quo.
(2) We should increase our efforts to swing the 

tide in favor of the West.
e) Time is on our side in the long-run even though 

the communists seem to make extensive gains in 
the short-run.

f) Time is on the side of the West in both the long 
and the short runs.
(1) We should now concentrate on other matters, 

such as the Decade of Development.
(2) We should press our advantage to decisive 

victory.
g) The evidence is complex and ambiguous.



4. Who is Ahead in Scientific and Technological
Capabilities?
a) The Soviet Union has drawn ahead.
b) There is approximate parity in the capacities 

of the Soviet Union and the United States.
c) The resources of the Western section far surpass 

the capabilities of the Soviet Union and her 
satellites.

d) The United States remains ahead, except in a few 
areas in which the Soviet Union has expended 
great effort.

e) The Soviet Union has no significant capabilities 
her apparent achievements were made possible by 
espionage and captured scientists.

5. Who Would Gain in a Disarmed World?
a) All men and nations would be relieved of fear 

and would prosper.
b) The underdeveloped nations would benefit especi

ally from the diversion of resources to peaceful 
purposes of development.

c) Western ideas of political freedom would spread 
and flourish in a peaceful world.

d) The United States would enjoy greater security 
and gain reprieve from the encroachment of the 
Garrison State.

e) The United Nations and other international agen
cies would be greatly strengthened.

f) The Western nations would be freed of the burden 
of guilt and could reapply their resources.

g) The Soviet bloc would profit most by gaining re
lief from arms expenditures and would be free to 
wage economic and political warfare without fear 
of Western reprisal.

h) Chinese hordes would overrun Asia and gain pre
dominant power in the world.

D. Priorities of American Policy.

1. Regional Emphases. Our best interest lies in:
a) avoidance of regional entanglements and the at

tempt to work through the United Nations as the 
most comprehensive international agency.

b) demonstrating solidarity with the underdeveloped 
nations whose rise to prominence marks the wave 
of the future.

c) reconfirming our traditional alliance with other 
American states.

d) drawing together the industrialized nations of 
the West into an Atlantic Community.
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e) maintaining closest ties with the England and 
the Commonwealth nations who bear the bond of 
language and Anglo-Saxon institutions.

f) strengthening our partnership with the conti
nental nations of Europe.

2. Our Relationship to NATO.
a) NATO should be disbanded as provocative.
b) NATO should be allowed to atrophy since the 

threat of military aggression in Europe is now 
remote.

c) A strong NATO must still be the cornerstone of 
American policy.

d) NATO is important, but we must give heed also 
to other military alliances.

3. Colonialism. When the interests of our NATO allies
clash with the anti-colonial enthusiasms of the
Afro-Asian bloc it is in our best interest to:
a) always side with the underdeveloped nations.
b) try to remain aloof.
c) attempt to persuade the NATO nations of the im

possibility of continued colonial domination.
d) always side with the NATO powers.

4. Germany
a) We have permitted West Germany to become once 

again a military power driven by nationalistic 
ambitions.

b) The recrudescense of militarism and nationalism 
in Germany is a possibility to be taken into 
account in formulating policy.

c) Germany has been successfully integrated into 
the Western alliance and may be counted upon to 
remain a stable, democratic member of NATO.

d) There is no probability that Germany will return 
to fascist ways.

e) There may be latent militarism and nationalism 
in Germany, but we must risk their emergence for 
the sake of creating a stronger defense against 
the communists.

E. Domestic Reality.

1. The Garrison State.
a) Policy-making in the U. S. is now centralized in 

a power-elite of military, economic, and political 
leaders whose perception of the world is distorted 
by “crack-pot realism” and a “military metaphysic” 
unchallenged by the apathetic public, so that 
“virtually all political and economic actions are
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now judged in terms of military definitions of 
reality.”®

b) The interdependence of military and industrial 
interests has created a "warfare state” in which 
there is only slim hope of reversing the trend 
which is destroying the very freedoms we profess 
to defend and is driving us toward a nuclear 
holocaust.

c) Foresight can save us: "In the councils of gov
ernment, we must guard against the acquisition 
of unwarranted influence, whether sought or un
sought, by the military-industrial complex.

d) It is only to be expected in a time in which we 
are forced to rely upon highly complex alert 
forces for deterrence and defense that military 
leaders should play a more prominent role in the 
formulation of policy; but there are so many 
countervailing forces in American society that 
the acknowledged fact poses no threat to freedom.

e) There is no sign of domination of American policy 
by a fictitious "military mind."

f) The attempt to stir up American sentiment against 
the brave men who risk everything to defend lib
erty is a communist-inspired plot.

2. Civil Defense.
a) The purpose of Civil Defense.

(1) CD is a deceitful hoax designed to make the 
American people willing to run a higher risk 
of war for the sake of the nationalistic 
goals of policy makers.

(2) CD is a means of fulfilling the moral re
sponsibility to save as many lives as pos
sible in the case of an attack.

(3) CD serves two functions. Evaluation of CD
depends upon its purpose in the context of 
military planning: if it is sought in order
to make nuclear war credible, it is bad; if 
it is seen as a necessary form of insurance 
it is permissible.

(4) CD is a prudent means of providing insurance; 
it contributes to the melioration of an attack 
and to the mobilization in a post-attack en
vironment .

C. Wright Mills, The Causes of World War Three (New York: Bailan-
tine Books, i960), p. 38.

Dwight D. Eisenhower, Farewell Address, January 17, 1961, New York 
Times, January 18, 1961, p. 1 .

9
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(5) CD is an essential part of military pre
paredness enhancing the credibility of our 
deterrent posture.

b) The probable effectiveness of Civil Defense.
(1) No CD program could protect the population 

against the effects of nuclear blasts,
(2) Those who survived blasts could not survive 

in the chaotic post-attack environment.
(3) No CD program can defend against the psycho

logical trauma of nuclear warfare.
(4) No CD program can defend against the over

whelming burden of guilt created by par
ticipating in a nuclear exchange.

(5) Even systems of CD constructed through mas
sive expenditures would quickly be obsoles
cent .

(6) Surprise counter-city attack is the least 
likely contingency; CD can provide protec
tion against radioactive fallout resulting 
from a counter-force attack.

(7) A comprehensive CD program can make nuclear 
war survivable.

c) The possible consequences of Civil Defense 
preparations.
(l) On the American people

(a) CD will waste money and energy.
(b) CD will induce a false complacency in

hibiting creation of sentiment to pre
vent war.

(c) CD will create alarm and hysteria and 
hence drive us into war.

(d) CD will divert attention from the real 
priorities, which are:
i) the search for ’’creative alterna

tives,” such as extensive aid to the 
under-developed nations, 

ii) the augmenting of conventional war 
forces providing alternative means 
of resisting aggression,

iii) the attainment of clear superiority 
in strategic nuclear striking power 
and in active defense measures such 
as anti-missile missiles.

(2) On the American leaders
(a) CD will make leaders reckless, more likely 

to run high risks of war.
(b) CD will increase the pace of the arms race, 

creating a provocative situation in which 
’’self-fulfilling prophecies” will lead us 
to war.
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(c) CD will further enhance the power and 
control of the ’'military-industrial com
plex'* and lead us further toward a Gar
rison State.

(d) CD will provide leaders with the measure 
of flexibility they need to successfully 
defend the nation.

(e) CD will help make it possible for leaders 
to successfully prosecute the Cold War.

V. Political Philosophy.

A. The Causes of War.

1. The General Causes of War.^ The search for the 
causes of war leads primarily into the area of:
a) Biology.

(1) Fighting is a natural instinct.
(2) War is a mechanism of natural selection; the

fittest survive.
b) Psychology.

(1) Individual Psychology.
(a) War is an expression of aggression cre

ated by anxiety, insecurity, fear, guilt, 
or frustration.

(b) Individual hostilities are polarized and 
mobilized in particular contexts through 
patterns of culture, education and leader
ship .

(2) Social Psychology.
(a) War is an expression of national character.

This outline of theories of the general causes of war is taken 
from course lectures given by Stanley Hoffmann, Associate Professor of 
Social Science, Harvard University. The course, Social Science 112, en
titled "War,” was given in the Fall term, 1962-1963. In deference to our 
particular sample of commentators we have added the "theological" category. 
In approaching the massive topic of "War" Hoffmann constructed a paradigm 
designed to isolate the key questions to be answered. (1) What is the na
ture of war? What, in general, are its sources? (2) What are the proxi
mate causes of particular wars? (3) What is the nature of international 
society? (4) What are the effects of war upon society? (5) What are the 
effects of war upon the individual? (6) Can there be a remedy for war, 
a means of restraining or abolishing it? (7) What are the requirements 
for peace? How can war be superseded? Class lecture, September 26, 1962.



i) Emphasis must be given to character- 
ological traits.

ii) Emphasis must be given to the histor
ical and social experience of the na
tion.

(b) War is a consequence of hysteria.
c) Material Factors.

(1) Geography and geopolitics.
(2) Demography.
(3) Economics and the question of imperialism.

d) Theology
(1) War is an expression of human sinfulness.

(a) War is a consequence of apostasy.
(b) War is a consequence of unjust, unloving 

relationships among men.
(2) War is the direct judgment of God.

e) Politics
(1) Domestic politics.

(a) Tyrannical and corrupt regimes forment 
wars.

(b) Revolutionary ideologies impel men to 
seek the overthrow of the system of in
ternational relations.

(2) International politics. The nations exist 
in an anarchic "state of nature" in which 
they must ultimately rely upon resort to 
force. 1 1

The Particular Causes of War in the Nuclear Age. 
a) The Arms Race.

(1) The arms race will inevitably lead to war.
(2) The arms race is exceedingly dangerous and 

extravagant and therefore must be slowed down 
or reversed.

Kenneth Waltz, in Man, The State and War (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1959), presents an alternative scheme for analysing the
ories concerning the causes of war. In viewing the complexity of theory 
in the realm of international affairs, he observes: "R. G. Collingwood
once suggested that the best way to understand the writings of philosophers 
is to seek out the questions they were attempting to answer. It is here 
suggested that the best way to examine the problems of international po
litical theory is to pose a central question and identify the answers that 
can be given to it..." The question he poses is, "Where are the major 
causes of war to be found?" He notes that in response to this question a 
great variety of answers has been given. "To make this variety manageable, 
the answers can be ordered under the following three headings: within man,
within the structure of the separate states, within the state system." p. 
12. Waltz takes notice of the tendency toward ideological selectivity and 
distortion: "Staring at the same set of data, the parties to the debate
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(3) The arms race must be accepted reluctantly 
as a necessity in the present political con
text ,

(4) The arms race may be controlled by rational 
planning so that its hazards may be kept 
within tolerable limits.

(5) The arms race provides an opportunity to 
gain dominance over the communists through 
exploitation of the superior technological 
and economic resources of the West.

(6) As long as the United States is willing to 
sacrifice to maintain superiority the arms 
race has no great danger and can serve to 
stimulate patriotic virtues.

b) The Doctrine of Nuclear Deterrence.
(1) Reliance upon the doctrine of deterrence 

will inevitably lead to nuclear war.
(2) Reliance upon the doctrine of deterrence 

exacerbates the Gold War.
(a) It is provocative; it may create a pre

emptive situation.
(b) It increases the likelihood of accidental 

war.
(c) It creates mistrust, blocks efforts to 

negotiate seriously.
(d) It contributes to the erosion of moral 

barriers against genocide.
(e) It breeds hysteria.

(3) Nuclear deterrence is a necessity at present, 
but alternative measures must be found in the 
long-run.

(4) Nuclear deterrence will remain the only long
term hope for the establishment of peace 
through a stable balance of terror.

(5) Our deterrent might can be exploited for the 
extension of western values and the libera
tion of communist bloc countries.

B. Remedies for War

came to sharply different conclusions, for the images they entertained led 
them to select and interpret the data in different ways. . . . whether we 
label them as such, we cannot escape philosophic assumptions. The idea we 
entertain becomes a filter through which we pass our data. . . . The re
calcitrance of the data may cause us to change one filter for another, to 
modify or scrap the theory we hold, or it may produce ever more ingenious 
selection and interpretation of data. . . .M p . 1 0 .



1. Where must we seek a cure for war?
a) We must change the hearts and minds of men.
b) We must change the internal structure of states.
c) We must change the international system of na

tion states. _
2. What must we do first in order to establish peace?

a) We must first remove the effective, proximate 
causes of war.

b) We must first create a positive consensus through 
the evolution of new solidarities.

c) We must first establish a monopoly of force in a 
manner analogous to the establishments of domes
tic tranquility within states.

d) We must proceed upon all three levels simultan
eously .

3. What mechanisms or institutions must be relied upon
for the establishment and maintenance of peace?^
a) D i sarmament.

(1) General and complete disarmament is the only 
means through which men may hope to survive; 
unilateral renunciation of nuclear weapons 
would make it possible.

(2) General and complete disarmament is an ap
propriate goal of national policy; it is to 
be sought through reciprocal stages in con
junction with the creation of effective in
ternational controls and adequate peace
keeping machinery under the command of the 
United Nations.^

12Cf. ibid., p. 2: "Yet each attempt to alleviate a condition im
plies some idea of its causes; to explain how peace can be more readily 
achieved ,requires an understanding of the causes of war." The remedies 
suggested correspond to a sometimes implicit theory of the causes of war.

13The three categories presented here were suggested by Stanley 
Hoffmann, class lecture, "War,'* * Social Science 112, Harvard University, 
October 31, 1962.

^Ibid., September 28, 1962. The categories suggested by Hoffmann 
have here been extensively modified.

* Cf. United States Department of State, Freedom From War: The
United States Program for General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful 
World, Department of State Publication 7277 , Disarmament Series 5 (Wash
ington: U. S. Department of State, 1961). The document summarizes the
program submitted by the U. S. to the Sixteenth General Assembly of the 
United Nations: ’’The over-all goal of the United States is a free, secure,
and peaceful world of independent states adhering to common standards of
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(3) General and complete disarmament is un
feasible under any circumstances, but some 
reduction in nuclear striking power is de
sirable through arms control measures.

(4) Disarmament schemes are impracticable, but 
we should continue to negotiate for the sake 
of collateral political benefits.

(5) Any form of disarmament is inimicable to the 
national interest; continued negotiation un
dermines the resolve necessary for success
ful prosecution of the Cold War.

(6) It is treasonable to negotiate disarmament 
agreements with the sworn enemies of our 
nation and our God .

b) International organizations.
(1) World government.
(2) A league of states; a strengthened United 

Nations.
c) International law
d) The establishment of social and economic justice?

justice and international conduct and subjecting the use of force to the 
rule of law; a world which has achieved general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control; and a world in which adjustment to 
change takes place in accordance with the principles of the United Nations 
In order to make possible the achievement of that goal, the program sets 
forth the following specific objectives toward which nations should direct 
their efforts!

"The disbanding of all national armed forces and the prohibition of 
their reestablishment in any form whatsoever other than those required to 
preserve internal order and for contributions to a United Nations Peace 
Force;

"The elimination from national arsenals of all armaments, including all 
weapons of mass destruction and the means for their delivery, other than 
those required for a United Nations Peace Force and for maintaining inter
nal order;

"The institution of effective means for the enforcement of interna
tional agreements, for the settlement of disputes, and for the mainte
nance of peace in accordance with the principles of the United Nations;

"The establishment and effective operation of an International Dis
armament Organization within the framework of the United Nations to in
sure compliance at all times with all disarmament obligations." p p . 3-4 . 
The program provides for "stages containing balanced, phased, and safe
guarded measures. Each measure and stage should be carried out in an 
agreed period of time, with transition from one stage to the next to take 
place as soon as all measures in the preceding stage have been carried 
out and verified and as soon as necessary arrangements for verification 
of the next stage have been made..." p. 5 .



(1) through an end to colonialism and re
actionary regimes.

(2) through extensive aid to narrow the gulf 
between the industrial nations and the 
underdeveloped lands.

e) International trade, which will increase the 
range of common interests and accentuate inter
dependence .

f) Arms Control.
(1) Arms control is a hoax enabling militarists 

to continue their preparations for war under 
the guise of promoting peace.

(2) Arms control is to be rejected because it 
abandons the only suitable goal, which is 
the abolition of war through the elimina
tion of war-making capacities.

(3) Arms control measures are to be supported 
for they will help to ease tensions and 
climate in which more far reaching agreements 
may be negotiated.

(4) Arms control measures may actually hinder the 
attainment of extensive measures, but they 
are necessary if we are to survive the short- 
run dangers confronting us.

(5) Arms control measures may endanger our na
tional interest and should be supported only 
when they work to our advantage by stabiliz
ing areas in which we are superior.

(6) Arms control measures provide needless con
cessions to the enemy.

(7) Arms control is a means by which communist 
dupes sell out our nation.

g) Cultural exchanges through which the diffusion 
of ideas may create a common ethos from which 
institutions of international cooperation may 
evolve.

h) Self-restraint based upon a rational understand
ing of national interest.

i) A complex balance of power among the major powers 
and blocs.

j) A stable nuclear balance of terror enforced by 
multiple national nuclear arsenals.

k) Pax Americana, continued reliance upon the sheer 
deterrent strength of forces that are superior 
at every possible level of encounter.

l) There is no possibility of lasting peace.

C. Theories of Social Change.
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1. The factors or levels within which change may occur. 
On behalf of a more peaceful world, change may be 
encouraged or exploited at any of these levels:
a) the natural setting.
b) the personality or character of actors.
c) the structure and processes of social interaction.

(1) At the sub-national level: primary groups,
voluntary associations, etc.

(2) At the national level.
(3) At the international level.

d) the content of cultural symbol systems, through 
modification of:
(1) systems of empirical beliefs.
(2) symbolic expressions of solidarity and 

loyalty.
(3) standards for the evaluation of action.
(4) philosophical worldviews and religious 

symbol systems.
2. The agency of change. Change is most likely to oc

cur through:
a) the exemplary pursuit of illusory goals of jus

tice and righteousness.^
b) advocacy of an unpopular cause by a perceptive 

and determined group outside of government.^

Cf. the concluding paragraph of Reinhold Neibuhr's Moral Man and 
Immoral Society: A Study in Ethics and Politics (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1932); "In the task of that redemption the most effective 
agents will be men who have substituted some new illusions for the aban
doned ones. The most important of these illusions is that the collective 
life of mankind can achieve perfect justice. It is a very valuable illu
sion for the moment; for justice cannot be approximated if the hope of its 
perfect realization does not generate a sublime madness in the soul.
Nothing but such madness will do battle with malignant power and ’spiritual 
wickedness in high places.' The illusion is dangerous because it encour
ages terrible fanaticisms. It must therefore be brought under the control 
of reason. One can only hope that reason will not destroy it before its 
work is done.” p. 277.

1 Cf. Norman Cousins, In Place of Folly (New York: Washington
Square Press, 1962): "Men like Jefferson and Lincoln believed that every
great development or change in history begins with advocacy. . . the great 
ideas of history were originally dependent on individual advocacy and in
dividual response.” p. 14. "Adequate action begins with a declaration of 
intent. It advances through advocacy. It comes to life through special 
effort with some measure of dedication behind it." p. 122. "A consensus 
in favor of a governed world is not going to take place overnight. But 
everything begins with advocacy and debate. Just in the process of arguing 
the great ideas, a new context for the human situation begins to emerge." 
p. 148. "The central fact about leadership in the present world crisis is
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c) the creative leadership of great men.
d) converting the definitions of reality and the 

policies espoused by members of the top level 
military, economic, and political power elite 
who may, by deliberate use of the concentrated 
means of power available to them, modify the 
situation.

e) purposeful rational planning by governmental and 
international agencies.

f) cultural diffusion through increased interaction.
g) unplanned natural adaptation of many factors of 

massive and complex social forces.
h) unanticipated consequences of purposive acts.
i) deduction of the implications of the fundamental 

ideas underlying social and cultural patterns.
j) variation of the economic and technological sub

structure of society.
k) organic expression of a unique and mysterious 

spirit of a people.
l) direct intervention of God.
m) dictate of fate or destiny.
n) change is entirely random, and cannot be planned, 

predicted, or explained.
3. The margin of freedom to effect purposeful change.

a) Social structures and processes, including the 
••war system,” are the creations of men and can 
be changed by them if they so will.

b) There are kairotic moments in history when radi
cal changes may be brought about.

c) The forces that shape history are so vast, com
plex and impersonal that the margins of potential 
change are very small and can be detected and ex
ploited only by intensive analysis.

d) Men may discern and co-operate with the massive 
trends of historical development.

e) Men are trapped by their destiny; they cannot 
foresee or control their fate.

that it tends to respond rather than initiate. When the clamor is strong 
enough, there are important stirrings in high places. But the powerful 
thrust toward the making of a safer and better world may have to come 
from outside officialdom.” p. 119.

18.Cf. C. Wright Mills, The Causes of World War Three, passim.



D. Power: The Effective Means of American Influence in
the World Today.19 The United States may best attain
its objectives by the power of:

1 . example; we must, in our domestic affairs and deal
ings with other nations, provide a living demonstra
tion of democratic ideals.

2 . world opinion.
3. aid to the needy, given with Mno string attached.”
4. persuasion, through rational debate in interna

tional forums.
5. propaganda, highlighting our opponents sins and our 

virtues.
6 . foreign aid, made contingent upon conformity to our 

political ideals and support for our foreign policy 
objectives.

7. military alliances, and military aid to nations 
threatened by communism.

8 . economic sanctions, employed to bind nations in de
pendence upon u s .

9. manipulation of the domestic politics of other na
tions through various means, including economic 
and political coercion.

1 0 . explicit threat of military coercion.
1 1 . all forms of influence, combined in various measures 

to fit the different possibilities presented from 
case to case; there can be no single most effective 
form of power in a world so complex as ours.

Cf. Levine's categories for the analysis of power: "the carrot”
and "the stick." The Arms Debate, pp. 68-69, 100-101, 117-121, 136-141,
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Point of Cathexis

I. Primary Concern for a Specific Policy, such as:

A. General and complete disarmament.
B. Disengagement.
C. Close American overseas bases.
D. Admit Red China to the U. N.
E. Strengthen the U. N.
F. Establish international peace keeping force.
G. Expand aid to underdeveloped nations.
H. Preserve superiority of strategic deterrent.
I. Strengthen NATO.
J. Hold fast in Berlin.
K. Contain communists in Southeast Asia.
L. Exclude Red China from U. N.
M. Maintain overseas bases.
N. Liberate eastern Europe.
O. Crush Castro.

II. Primary Concern for a Specific Set of Empirical Beliefs, 
such as:

A. Beliefs about war.
B. Beliefs about the opponent.
C. Beliefs about American society.
D. Beliefs about the strategic situation.
E. Beliefs concerning the nature of social and political 

life.

III. Primary Concern to Sustain the Adequacy of a Set of 
Theological Concepts.

IV. Primary Devotion to a Particular Person.

A. A public figure.
B. A private party.

V. Primary Concern for the Exhibition of a Mode of Behavior 
Defined by a Particular Group as:

A. "Loving."
I, "Sacrificial."
C. "Non-violent."
D. "Obedient."
E. "Christian."
F. "Moral."
G. "Just."
H. "Competent."
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I. "Mature."
J. "Responsible."
K. "Relevant."
L. "Honest."
M. "Far-sighted."
N. "Statesmanlike."
O. "Courageous."
P. "Patriotic."

VI. Primary Concern to Conform to the Norms of a Reference 
Group of which One is a Member.

A. Family.
B. Ethnic group.
C. Church.
D. Informal circle of associates.
E. Professional association or fellowship of colleagues.
F. Voluntary associations.
G. State or region.
H. Nation.
I. Alliance system.
J. Western society.
K. United Nations.
L. Humanity.

VII. Primary Concern for a Reference Group of which One is 
Not a Member.

A. Negative non-membership reference groups.
1. Familial and ethnic groups.
2. .Ecclesiastical bodies.
3. Voluntary associations.
4. Social and professional cliques.
5. Political, economic and class groupings.
6 . Political agencies.

B. Positive non-membership reference groups.
1. Familial or ethnic groups.
2. Ecclesiastical bodies.
3. Voluntary associations.
4. Social and professional cliques.
5. Political, economic and class groupings.
6. Political agencies.

VIII. Primary Concern for the Realization of a Potential such 
as:

A. The Kingdom of God established in history.
B. A classless society.
C . A world state.
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D. A community of nations in a world without war.
E. A federal union of nations empowered to keep peace.
F. A federation of members of the Atlantic Community.
G. A world of stable regional groupings of nations.
H. A world dominated and policed by American power.

IX. Primary Devotion to a Vision of An Ideal Order, con
ceived in terms of:

A. The Kingdom of God.
B. The Good Society, characterized by the reign of:

1 . Love.
2. Peace.
3. Piety.
4. Righteousness.
5. Equality.
6 . Brotherhood.
7. Natural sentiment.
8 . Reason.
9. Justice.
10. Law.
11. Freedom.
12. Prosperity.
13. Order.
14. The American Way of Life.
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The Ethical System

I. The extent of discussion of ethical questions.

A. Little or no direct discussion of ethical issues.
1. No expression of moral judgments on arms policies.
2. No indication of directives for proper formulation 

of policy.
3. No suggestion of the procedures for justifying 

ethical statements.

B. Only incidental discussion of ethical issues.
C. Considerable attention given to ethical matters.
D. Heavy emphasis placed upon ethical discussion.
E. Almost exclusive concern with ethical questions.

II. The level of moral discourse.

A. Emotive level.
B. Moral level.
C. Ethical level.
D. Homiletical level.

III. The style of expression of ethical evaluations.

A. Teleological.
B. Situational.
C. Regular.
D. Revelational-authoritative.

IV. Directives concerning the proper starting-point and 
priorities of policy discussion.

A. Teleological: "Get the facts.”
B. Situational: "Be conscious of your responsibilities.”
C. Regular: ”Be mindful of first principles.”
D. Revelational-authoritative: "Remember God's purposes.”

V. Reasons given in support of normative evaluations and 
directives.

A. What honorific is sought?
1. Teleological: "feasible,” "the best possible.”
2. Situational: "appropriate," "fitting.”
3. Regular: "right.”
4. Revelational-authoritative: "faithful," "obedient."

B. What reason is and ought to be convincing?

1. Teleological: "it is the best possible."
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2. Situational: *• it is fitting.”
3. Regular: "it conforms to rules."
4. Revelational-authoritative: "it is an expression

of obedience to God."

C. Why do some fail to reach the same conclusions or be 
convinced by the same arguments?
1. Teleological: "they are incompetent or uninformed."
2. Situational: "they are morally blind."
3. Regular: "they lack intellectual rigor."
4. Revelational-authoritative: "they are perverse."

VI. Supplemental disciplines considered most relevant in the 
discussion of policy questions. What type and field of 
information is most relevant?

A. Teleological: Social and political sciences.
B. Situational: Humanistic disciplines that may enhance

sensitivity for that which is fitting.
C. Regular: Moral philosophy and intellectual history.
D. Revelational-authoritative: biblical, theological and

ecclesiological studies.

VII. Faculty and source of knowledge considered most indis
pensable for reflection upon the ethical quality of 
policy.

A. Teleological: Empirical methods supplying information
useful for predictive calculation.

B. Situational: Intuition.
C. Regular: Reason.
D. Revelational-authoritative: Detailed knowledge of

scripture and ecclesiastical pronouncements.

VIII. Procedures for interpreting and dispelling disagreement.

A. Teleological.
1. Disagreement is a function of alternative percep

tion of the facts.
2. Disagreement may be overcome by reviewing and cor

recting interpretations of the fact.

B. Situational.
1. Disagreement may be attributed to various causes: 

a) If goodness is considered a property, disagree« 
ment may be attributed to:
(1) moral blindness.
(2) indifference.
(3) bad faith.
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b) Disagreement may be accepted as inevitable be
cause ethical truth is:
(1) indemonstrable.
(2) multiform.

c) Disagreement may be rooted in differences in 
the communal context in which theological, 
ethical, cathectic, and empirical ideas are 
shaped.

2. Disagreement is difficult to overcome but it may 
be reduced by reconstituting the groups within 
which basic orientations are shaped.

C. Regular.
1. Truth in the moral realm is uniform and universal. 

Men fail to acknowledge it for many reasons.
2. Disagreements can best be overcome through reason

able dialogue that seeks out basic principles upon 
which all rational men agree.

D. Revelational-authoritative.
1. Moral truth has been revealed by God but because 

many are disobedient and faithless they do not 
receive it.

2. Disagreements on ethical matters can only be over
come by the conversions of those who resist the 
truth.

IX. Level of Specificity of Prescriptions.

A. Teleological.
1. Acts judged by standard of effectiveness in the 

achievement of goals.
2. A broad selection of procedures is available.

B. Situational.
1. Acts are judged by their style.
2. Acceptable actions are limited to those that seem 

appropriate to common moral sense of the relevant 
community.

C. Regular.
1. The form of the isolated act is examined by test

ing its conformity to a set of rules.
2. Actions that do not conform to the rules of right 

conduct must be forbidden regardless of their con
sequences .

D. Revelational-authoritative.
1. Individual acts are judged by their relation to a 

revealed code of behavior.
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2. Action is prescribed or proscribed in detail.

The Theological System

I. A Framework in which to Discern the Ethical Significance 
of Theological Statements.

A. The Mediation of Knowledge of the Will of God.
1. The Ground of Obligation: God the Father, Creator.
2. The Content of Obligation: God the Son.

B. The Mediation of Power to do the Will of God.
1. The Source of Power: God the Spirit.
2. The Channel of Power: The Church.

II. The Ground of Obligation.

A. The Doctrine of Creation.
1. The hidden ethical premise: "the creature ought to

obey his creator."
2. The starting point of Christian anthropology.

a) The image of God and man's original integrity in 
creation.

b) The Fall, and the effect of sin:
(1) upon reason and the capacity to know.
(2) upon the will and the capacity to do.

(a) the range of human freedom in the 
shaping of history.

(b) the role of human purpose in determining 
social change.

B. The Concept of Providence.
1. The rule of God may be seen:

a) in nature.
b) in history.

2. The rule of God is hidden to non-believers.
3. The rule of God is hidden even to believers.

C. The Problem of Theodicy.

D. The Doctrine of Creation as the Ground of Universalistic 
Values .

III. The Content of Obligation.

A. Where is emphasis placed in the effort to discern the 
Will of God?
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1. Upon the activity of God in creation.
a) as discerned by the individual.
b) as interpreted by the Church.

2. Upon the revelation of Jesus Christ in Scriptures
a) as interpreted by the individual.
b) as understood by the Church.

3. Upon the work of the Holy Spirit in the hearts of 
believers:
a) as experienced by the individual.
b) as verified within the Church.

B. The role of Jesus Christ as the Revealer, Teacher, 
and Model of God's Will.
1. Types of interpretation of the Sermon on the Mount 

as clues to the sense of discrepancy, the need for 
salvation, and basic orientations to the relation 
of Christian faith and political matters.
a) Approaches that preserve the literal sense of 

the sayings of Jesus.
(1) The absolutist approach.
(2) The unconditioned Divine Will interpretation.
(3) The repentance view.

b) Approaches that restrict application of the say
ings to limited contexts.
(1) The double standard approach.
(2) The two realms interpretation.
(3) Attitudes-not-acts.

c) Approaches that displace in time the context 
for application of the hard sayings of Jesus.
(1) The interim ethic.
(2) The modern dispensationalist view.

d) Approaches that reinterpret the sayings in ac
cordance with the hermeneutical principles.
(1) The analogy of Scripture view.
(2) The general principles approach.
(3) The hyperbole interpretation.
(4) The modification view.

e) A thirteenth interpretations "the Messianic 
license."

2. The Equivocal Uses of "Love."
a) Emphasis upon the duty to extend love to the 

unjust aggressor.
b) Emphasis upon the duty of love to sacrifice 

oneself in defense of the innocent victim of 
unjust attack.

IV. The Source of Power: The Holy Spirit.

A. From what is man to be saved?
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1 . Meaninglessness.
2. The tyranny of the flesh over the spirit.
3. Moral guilt.
4. Existence itself.

B. The Effect of God’s Grace.
1. Emphasis upon sanctification.
2. Emphasis upon justification.

V. The Channel of Powers The Church.

A. Is the dual citizenship of the Christian expressed 
in:
1. Temporal metaphors.
2. Political metaphors.
3. Categories drawn from philosophical anthropology.
4. Spatial images.
5. Social metaphors.

B. The theological bases of the involvement of the 
Christian and the Church in political affairs.
1 . Church-types.
2. The aggressive sect.
3. The withdrawing sect.
4. The mystical types.

C. Does the author suggest that the proper function of
the Church is:
1. To suffer and to witness to the absolute law of 

love.
2. To set an example of attachment to religious 

values through detachment from political affairs.
3. To provide a model of Christian conduct through 

the performance of good deeds.
4. To preach and observe the sacraments.
5. To function as the conscience of the nation by 

criticizing actions that are intolerable to 
Christian conscience.

6. To suggest specific programs or policies that may 
advance the common good.

7. To activate its membership in support of specific 
programs or policies.

8 . To mobilize public opinion in support of particu
lar programs and policies.

9. To intervene directly in the policy process by 
invoking ecclesiastical sanctions upon members 
responsible for decisions.
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