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This study is an attempt to develop an ethic tor those
who must perform soidierly duties in this era. it 18
an examination of core values. and how thecse vaiuec
have been transjiated into military ethics ana opiiga-

ti1ions within the conteixt of western civil:ization.

fhis study uses the most recent app:l1cation o+ 1Ust

war thearwv. the Catholic Bisheop's Fastorai on ruciear
war, fhe Challerage of Feace: God = Fromicse are Lur
Response, arnd compares 1ts i1nstruction to cseilscted
findings of another contemporarv applicaction. the
Nuremberg War Trials. lhe manner i1n which we
construct and reinforce our morail values 1n consc:ence.
coupled with appreciation for the sanctitv ot human
existence, evolve as tundamental under{vinao bprincirplacs.
A+ter having established the scope of author:tyv +rom
which the Cathglic Bishop s Fastoral derives 1ts
credibility, these principles are compared aagairnst the
United "tates Army Ethic and a contemporarv eth:c 1s
proposed.

The study concludes that ultimatelv we are respons:pie
for the decisions and choilces that we make. Saidiers
ares not absoived. especirally within the Judeo-
Christian context. from the obligation to make choilces
based upon sound moral reasoning. simplv hecause thev
are enaaqged i1n activities which run aaainst tne ara:n
o+ orderiv human existence. ¥ ln tact, because ot the
nature of soldierly obligations. the soldier s
standard may be more stringent. 1+ the t+orecoina
logic holds, then a soldier must e:pect and be
provided a guide 9r set ot standards against wnich he
can measure his contemplated actign 1n the potential
to actual nuclear envaironment. fhat set ot standards.,
or code of ethics. 1n order to be trulv protessinnai,
must allow for rule ot conscirence and assume =2
relationship which transcends rational i1nstirurionat
and territorial i1ntegratv.
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CHAPTER 1

A3 INTRODUCT ION

? fhose of us who train and plan for the conduct of
' nuclear wartare do indeed influence the destiny of this

i planet and life as we now know it. It is not the

sl

* process which governs this judgment, that causes us to
2 pause and consider our condition, but rather it 1s the -

2.

- product itself which is frightful. It is frightful in

L

the sense that mankind has achieved a collective

. condition from which he can virtually alter those
.

ﬁ constants of his environment so as to make life as we

: now know it near impossible.
:: For those responsible members of the Armed

\l

~4

. Forces, this revelation is certainly not a
Ny

= contemporary realization. Nor is it an issue which

. the defense establishment feels obliged toc shield ¢rom

. public scrutiny. More than thirty years ago our most

N prominent soldier articulately characterized what has

: become the challenge of this century.
| heeerein or
- Military Alliances, balances of [ NTIS G7ACT / |
o power, leagues o+ nations, all in CrIre T Ll !
- turn failed, leaving the only path  ‘=w o " |
> to be by way of the crucible of Tart R
) war. The utter destructiveness of S : 7
- war now blocks out this v S

alternative. We have had our last ' n: - ' g
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chance. [¥f we will not devise
some greater and more equitable
system, our Armageddon will be

at our door. The problem
basically is theolagical and
involves a spiritual
recrudescence, an improvement of
human_character that will
synchronize with our almost
matchless advances in science, art
literature and all material and
developments of the past two thou-
sand years. It must be of the
spirit i1f we are to save the
flesh.

General Douglas MacArthur,
Speech to the Joint Meeting of
Congress, April 19,1951

Three decades following General MacArthur's
speech to Congress, the National Conference of
Catholic Bishops published a naow controversial
Pastoral Letter on war and peace in the nuclear age.
This letter generated a pervasive controversy(l), due
in part to the sensitive nature of its substance, and
in part to the fact that old fears of church-state
meddling die hard. One point in this continuum of
discontent, however, remains indisputed. Nuclear

weapons reach out to touch the very fabric of

contemporary human existence.

It is this last point, and General MacArthur's
characterization of the problem as "basically

thenlogical”, which provides the framewark for an

et
e e




WA A AN

-

AN Y PR bl i

O

A N

a

'
e
2

e R

understanding of this recent, lengthy and highly
controversial instruction. If General MacArthur was
carrect, then the American Bishops’' Pastoral letter on
War and Peace may well be seen as a reaffirmation of
"the importance of religion as an essential support to
public order and marality.' (2) In a more specific
sense, it may offer incisive moral direction when
applied to the evaluation of those ethical standards

that govern scldiering in a nuclear age.

PERSPECTIVE ON SUBSTANCE

The Challenge of Peace: God's Promise and Our

Response(3) properly concentrates upon the larger
issues of nuclear warfare, the responsibilities of
states and the general application of traditional
theory to war and peace in our modern world. Within
the context of a long and complex Catheolic tradition
on this subject, it outlines universally binding moral
principles. (4) At the same time, however, it:

makes specific applications,

observations and recommendations

which allow for diversity of

opinion on the part of those who

assess the factual data of sit-
uations differently. (5)

T O T S . .. P T N N P
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By so doing, it elicits response from members of

the laity, differently informed regarding these facts,
and by implication assumes a constituency beyond
purely practicing Catholics. What becomes pertinent
to this thesis, however, is the more narrow question
o+ "Pastoral Challenge and Response” as this concept
applies to the obligations of serious Catholics and
other morally concern;; men and women in the military
service. More specifically we might ask: Can a
prescription be developed for ethically correct
individual action in this nuclear era, based upon the
tenets of the Bishops Pastoral Letter, which defines
viable courses of action open to members of the
military community as they carry out their daily
tasks? This same question approached critically might
r <ad: Does an attempt to abide by the princaiples of
the Bishops’' Pastoral letter and the tenets of the
military professional ethic place practicing
Catholics, and other seriocus maoral thinkers, i1n an

untenable moral dilemma?

In an attempt to reduce and focus upon these
questions, this thesis accepts distinctions drawn by
the Bishops ' Conference regarding i1ts constituency and

the audience faor whom their letter 13 i1ntended.
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Minimumly it includes "the Cathalic faithful formed by
the premises ot the Gospel and the principles of
Catholic maoral teaching.'"(6) It equally offers
association to the wider "civil community:; a more
pluralistic audience in which our brothers and sisters
with whom we share the name Christian, Jews, PMaoslems,
and aother religiocus communities, and all people of -
good will"(7) find comfort. The latter subset derives
its affiliation from the universality of maral

principles common to all men.

[ have further focused upon the officer corps as
a subset of the military community as they perform
their roles as teachers as well as scldiers. It is
they who ultimately are responsible for pursuit of the

military ethic. (8)

In this thesis [ intend to examine whether or not
the position of the Council and that aof the military
ethic are in conflict. [n doing so I begin with a
review of literature, followed by an examination of
the general nature of ethics, and then more
specifically the military ethic as it relates to the

Bishop s Pastoral Letter. The latter two positions

potentially act as countervailing forces. I¢ they
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prove to be operating at odds, 1 will then examine
whether or not each proponent agency is working within
the scope of its authority. [f it proves that each is
independently within its proper scope, 1 shall then
attempt to propose some form or method of

reconciliation.
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CHAPTER 1

ENDNQTES

i. Donald A. Davidson, Nuclear Weapons and
the American Lhurches: Ethical Positions on Modern
Warfare (1983): xui.

2. Avery Dulles S.d, “"Thinking It Over,”
Wilson Quarterly Vol. V, No. 4 (Autumn, 1981): 131.

3. The Challenge of FPeace: God s Fromise
and OQur Response (1983).

4, Ibid., S5é. In sum, the universally
binding moral principles deal with the general
immunity granted to innocents and non-~combatants, and
the proportionate use of force. )

5. Ibid., 1.

6. Ibid., 6.

7. Ibid.

8. This conclusion is inescapable. See

Samuel P. Huntington, The Scldier and the State (1957):
11-18 and 62-64.
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CHAPTER 2

B REVIEW OF LITERATURE

.“-‘

o

Pt

A review of literature associated with
~
N responsible soldiering must start with an examination i
;E of that which we are about--the conduct ot warfare.
Once made, we can then begin to examine whether or not

3 narms of conduct ean be established for those

-3 associated with its prosecution. The central question
_ of this paper represents a complicated and personal

*

-i search for that way of acting professionally. By way
{E of examination, I have asked some very basic questions
| which deal with fundamental phileosophies and

Q professional values that transcend scoldiering. The

2

3 questions: Who am I professiocnally, where am [ going
8 with this profession, and how do I get there form the
,: pedagogical foundation for my examination.

o

‘ In framing my argument I have chasen to draw upon
ﬁ: the wisdom of ancient philoscphers, and to let that

{: wisdom serve as the foundation for an examination of a
':.ﬂ .

very contemporary problem unique to twentieth century

)

M) man. Using this method, 1 intend to evolve a bias

*

B which clearly favors Aristotelian-Thomistic ethical

K
= constructs. That is, a particularly ordered dialectic
‘s

‘" 8

-,

"o

*,

._:(
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frame of mind based upon deductive reasoning. it
represents a methad of search for “"truth" in a
contemporary setting, dealing with a contemporary
issue, based upon time tried rationalization. Austin
Fagothey notes that it is a method of search which:

may be external (where) our

knowledge (of the subject) is -

fragmentary. Newly discovered

fragments must be fitted into the

whole, either bringing aqut more

clearly the old picture, adding to

it a new perspective, or

correcting a previocusly hasty

judgment as to how the picture

should develop. (1)

Within this method of reasoning, that is the
examination of an old picture, the time worn issue of
an ethical code for military officers acquires
relevance from a new perspective: That of the Bishops

Pastoral Letter, and eases us further along in our

search for "truth'.

Just thinking about the subject of a code of
ethics for soldiers is in itself a complicated process
and must involve a look at the nature of warfare.

Fagothey's Right and Reascn: Ethics in Theory and

Practice, by Milton A. Gonsalves, and its previous

adition by Austin Fagothey has provided a base line

T . = Y M ™ Tuw . ~ . - - '..'-4'-.' S - e " l'-l-l‘. T !— -'!‘--.I.. .-' b. - - ) -\ .
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for organizing my thoughts according to what they call
the "Aristotelian—-Thomistic synthesis"”. Both editions
provide a rudder for this study which 1 believe
eminates from a simple and consistent paint of view.

Faghothey's Right and Reason, and the earlier edition

by Father Fagathey himself, provide a succinct and
readable analysis of what can be said "to be the
ultimate in hum;ﬁ social failure”".(2) In his chapter
on "War" Gonsalves specifically asks seven basic
questions within the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition,

five of which provide instruction for this study.

1. Is there a middle ground

between militarism and pacificism?

2. Is there a moral justification

far war?

3. What is the Just-War Theory

and its conditions?

4, How can we assess the morality

af nuclear warfare?

S. Is nuclear deterrence

justifiable?

10
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These questions framed in what he calls Practical
Ethics, give way to more basic questions governing
conduct, responsibility and conscience. The latter,
which he labels elements of Theoretical Ethics, 1 have

quoted from extensively.

If Fagothey's Right and Reason provides the base

line for this study then Richard A. Gabriel 's To

Serve With Honor: A Treatise On Military Ethics and

the Way Of The Soldier provides its focus. Gabriel

clearly understands and articulates:

What those who have served in the
profession through-out history
have always known: That the
effectivness and success of a
military force rests more on the
moral quality of its officers and
men than it does on technical
expertise, (4)

Gabriel sets ocut to find that "sense of ethical
certainty” which all professicnals require in arder To

Serve With Honor. Several of my specific code

recommendations are in fact direct quotations from
Gabriel. He argues that confusion surrounding a

military ethic eminates from two basic issues.

"The first involves a tendency to confuse the

ethics of the professional with the ethics of the good

11
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morai {ite.” (5) Gabriei argues that an attempt to
li1ken membership in a profession to being a good man,
simply because one lives according to the tenets of
that profession, is an error "aof the first crder." In
fact (Gabriel is correct as [ argue in the remaining
chapters of this paper. ihe converse i1is indeed true,
one must +irst be a morally straight man 1n order tao be

an ethically 2traight soldier.

fhe second issue that Gabriel raicses follows from
the first. Gabriel contends that there 1s a tendency
within the military to confuse an "ethic of virtue"”
with an "ethic o+ duty". (&) Simply because a man
possesses certain traits of character, or virtues,
does not guarantee that he will always act ethically.
At its extreme, to make this assumption attempts to
deny a man the opportunity to be author of his own
chorce. Conceivably, quidelines can be posited to
help him make an informed and hopefully morally
carrect choice, but ownership of choice remains with

the individual i1in each unique adventure.

[+ Fagothey s Right and Reason provides the base
line for this study, and Gabriel 's To Serve With

Honor, its focus; then the Bishop s letter must

12
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3 outline "the framework and essential terms of the

i present debate."(7) At first glance the arguments

: contained in The Challenge O0f Feace seem to provide

b simply a repackaging of old just war issues. However,

f on closer examination a change in tone and drift

i; surface with respect to the nuclear question.

: ' "Nuclear Weapons particularly and Nuclear Warfare as

17 it is planned today raise new moral questions." (B)

.S Robert W. Tucker outlines this shift of positions

;. with respect to the legitimate use of nuclear weapons

x% in, "The Nuclear Debate", found in the Fall 1984

E edition of Foreign Affairs.(9) It is not the fact that

S nuclear weapons exist and form the basis for our own'

_ﬁ destruction that is esse2ntial to the new debate, but

JE rather it is "the new elevations of that predicament®

-

= (10) which have changed the context of its argument.

-

a The Bishop ' 's ocbserve that "what previocusly had

% been defined as a safe and stable deterrence is taday

" viewed with moral skepticism”. (11) Tucker notes that

if the climate itself was considerably different twenty

:; years ago, following the publication of the Second

2 Vatican Council ‘s Pastoral Constitution of the Church

E In_The Modern World, December 7, 194635, by the then
National Catholic Wel fare Conference. At that time,

3

R 13
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the Vatican Council applied the Just-War measure of

E discrimination, not to condone the use aof nuclear

S weapons, but on the other hand not to summarily

‘t condemn their use so long as they are not "aimed

tf indiscriminately at the distruction of entire cities

E or extensive areas along with their populations.”(12) -

- A discrimingte application of nuclear force seemed to

i be talerated and deterrence as a concept and policy

<,

< remained intact.

rﬁ The Catholic Bishops, on the ather hand, in The

a Challenge of Peace, step considerably beyond this

| point to actually limit use of nuclear weapons(i3l), H
reasoning from the position of proportionality.

j Proportionality, another just war concept, sugqests

» that some reasonable ratioc must be drawn in favor of

é the good to be achieved versus the destruction caused

AF by the use of a destructive means.

3 Both concepts flow from the basic phi osophical

?ﬁ principle that it is wrong to commit an act which

.

N causes more harm than good, In effect, they argue

 ; that the use of these weapons cannot be controlled and

A; the destruction cauced by their use cannot be limited.

This argument finds particular applicability 1n a

14
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Western European context, where urbanization and the
preoliferation of villages and towns prevails,

especially in Eastern West Germany.

What the Bishops appear to have done by invoking
the principle of proportiocnality is to set a series of
conditions to be satisfied betore a nuclear weapon can
be used. By expressly condeming indiscriminate and
disproportionate warfare as preordained conditions,
they may have s0 limited the use of nuclear weapons as
to nearly preclude their use. I1f these conditions are
acceptable, then a logical linkage can be drawn
between the moral correctness of nuclear warfare and
the threat to conduct that form of warfare, the latter
forming the heart of deterrence. 0Once that linkage is
made, then the strategy itself becomes suspect and
those individuals charged with it’'s execution must

pause to consider their role.

Needless to say, this interpretation has
stimul ated considerable debate. Bruce Russett arqgues
in "Ethical Dilemmas of Nuclear Deterrence", found in
International Security, that the Bishops' condemnation
was not absolute. Russett finds justification for the

planned use of nuclear weapons, but not their actual

15
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use. (14) This distinction is dealt with to considerable

"™

extent by Robert McNamara writing in Foreign Affairs,

A4

Fall 1983.(13) In this article, "The Military Role of
Nuclear Weapons: Perceptions and Misperceptions,'

McNamara argues that nuclear weapons were never meant

| IRV S

. to be used. If McNamara is correct, then his thesis

A leads us €ull circle back to the question of whether

P

or not the threat to perform an immoral act is an

P I

immoral act itsel+f.

Robert W. Shaw picks up the argument in "Nuclear
. Deterrence and Deontology"” in Ethics, January
1984. (16) Shaw is able to defend the maral legitimacy
of nuclear deterrence within a deontological
framework, finding that nuclear deterrence as a "pure
case" need not be impermissable. He is careful,
- however, to caution that this defense of the pure
& case, the case for planned use, should not be
transfered directly to a morally legitimate finding in

favor of American strategic policy. In this regard,

he notes that the application of a basic moral tenet .
to practices which lie at the core of a policy must be !

judged within the complex enviranment in which that

AN

policy is made, as well as the environment in which
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the permisability of aspects of that policy
additionally come i1n question. Without passing
judgment on policy, Shaw moves the argument back into
a systemic framework in which the rightness or
wrongness of a specific act, or the planning for that
act, may find justification. It is possible that by
developing a nuclear deterrent, and training to
deliver that deterrent, some perverse form Sf maral

transfer occur: regarding its actual use.

Rather than simply completing the circle, the
"new debate" begins to take on a character of its own.
Begining with Tucker, above, and following his
argument through Russett, who takes a different if
not contrary approach, and then to McNamara, who
questions the basic premise of Russett; and then to
Shaw who arguably weaves both back on to seemingly safe
ground, prompts us to find out why we could not leave

the well enough of Vatican II alone.

A more specific loock at the development of the

basic document which has caused so much controversy 1s

clearly in order. Jim Castelli, in The Bishop s and

the Bomb: Waging Peace in a Nuclear Age,(17) provides

an indepth look into the behind the scenes maneuvering

17
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and church politics involved in the two-year debate
over its contents. Castelli was given direct access
to records and meetings chaired by Cardinal
Bernardine, under whose stewardship the letter was
prepared at the behest of the US Catholic Conference.
What he offers is a look into the character of the
Church heirarchy as it dealt with its own internal
debate,.as well as external public pressures, while
trying to exercise what it sees as a teaching role on

a very complex, highly politicized moral issue of

potentially staggering consequence.

Probably the most valuable early analysis of this

debate comes in Judith A Dwyer 's The Catholic Bishops

and Nuclear War: A Critique and Analysis of the

Pastoral The Challenge of Peace. (18) This is an edited
text which attempts to capture a divergents of aopinion
surrounding the Bishops®' letter under the guise aof a
single theme. This collection of essays focuses upon
the meaning of realism and how interpretations of that
meaning have produced a wide range of conclusicns as

well as spin—-off issues of the type seen in Russett,

McNamara and Shaw.

Dwyer ‘s appraoach is particularly instructive for

18
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this paper because 1t represents exactly what I am
attempting to do. I hope to find an application for
wider meaning and substance which can be applied to
related issues within the framework of this letter.
Specifically, I hope to find and develop a
perscription for ethically correct behavior on the
part of soldiers charged with the possible prosecution
of nuclear war. To do so requires that I.skirt the
larger issue of nuclear deterrence policy and focus an
the role of an individual. The latter will require
that I impute meanings drawn from the pastoral and
frame those meanings within a discussion of realism
similar to that found in Dwyer. I am operating
between tne extremes of pacificism, nonviolence and
nuclear warfare in the applicaticon of bellicose

theory.

The Francis X. Winters article(19) in the Dwyer
volume is of particular value. As with most articles
on the letter, it also deals with the larger questicn
of war and peace. Consistent with the rest of the
volume, Winters outlines the radical nature of the
debate seeing a larger effort on the Bishops part
surface as they try to reject unilateral disarmament

and at the same time reject use of nuclear weapons.

19



Beyond this issue, however, he also sees the Council
forbid Catholic Officers from taking part in those
military strategies which "viclate human instincts
that control the use of violence."(20) Winters asserts
that the Bishops "forbid Cathaolic officers tao
participate in certain integral functions of the
preseqﬁ deterrent strategy, such as attacking civilian
centers. " (21) In fact he argues for the possession of
the deterrent with a declaratory non-use policy, but
without giving much consideration to the possibility
that such a policy could be revoked or reversed.

This belief seems ta rest on the

perception that a US policy to re-

nounce utilization of the arsenal,

coupled with the maintenance o+

the arsenal itselé¢, would be

dismissed by the Soviets as merely

(and perversely deceptive)

declaratory policy adopted far

propaganda purposes. (22)

The issuve of credibility and all of its

implications are available for question with the

logical extension of this argument.

What Winters does lead us to is a variation of
the counter concept of reassurance, which Michael
Howard treats in his article "Deterrence, Consensus

and Reassurance in the Defense of Europe," found in

20
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Adelphi Papers. (23) Reassurance is that comfortable
feeling which should flow from a nuclear stalemate aof
near equal possession. What seems clear, however, is
that in order for the policy of deterrence to both
deter and reassure, the weapons must first exist, be
so deployed and targeted. Winters in effect moves us
into the realm of realism and the maintgnance of the

status quo.

McGeorge Bundy reinforces Winters reasoning in

his 1983 New York Times Review of Baooks article "The

Bishops and the Bomb". (24) Bundy'’'s "existential
deterrence’" goes beyond Winters’' argument for simply
halding the weapons, and allows for exercise of those
functions common to their use: deployment, targeting,
conduct of readiness exercises, communications
planning, general housekeeping functions, etc. The
presumption here is that an officer ar soldier who
choses to participate in these functions tacitly
accepts or agrees to consider their possible use.
Winters might then judge this transition as immoral.
Is it possible that by developing nuclear weapons,
training to deliver these weapons, and then declaring

a nonuse policy, that some perverse sense of moral

21
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transfer occurs, separating the policy maker from its
executor? Is it conceivable that the policy makers
might escape with near clean hands at the expense of
those whom they charge to execute their policy? Is
this not a transfer of authority wholly inconsistent
with our understanding of chain of social and
palitical responsibility? A look at these and related

queéiions is best saved for later consideration.

What Winters does argue relative to the abaove
series of questions is that a particular geniocus of
design on the part of the Bishops emerges and is
central to finding a deeper meaning to their letter.
Throughout its history the church, by design, has
attempted to "hobble governments by denying them the
personnel necessary to carry out their unwarranted
military campaigns. " (23) It is this moral impact upon
the agents aof a government, which results in an attempt

to hobble that government, that concerns us here.

William O'Brien’'s essay in Thought(26) is an
extension of his thinking from a previous article in
the Dwyer collection, linked to Winters and Bundy by
the realism theme. While arguing against the Bishop's

conclusion that nuclear war can ever be controlled, he

22
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takes the same logical step that the Bishops make to
an agrument for improved C31.(27) That is an argument
for improving technology based upon the possiblity
that "a constantly changing technical situation seems
to warrant rejection of a permanently valid judgement
that nuclear war cannot be controlled." (28) Hence,
nuclear deterrence must be pursued as morally
permissible as well as possible. The “applicability of
O'Brien’'s reasoning for this study lies in asking who
indeed would be responsible for pursuing these
technological issues and under what grounds might he

+ind moral justification.

This particular edition of Thaught i1n which the
O0'Brien article appears, devotes i1ts March 1983
edition exclusively to how to improve deterrence. The
lead articles by Secretary of Defense Weinberger and
Govenor Edmund G. Brown Jr.(29) mark the bounds for
the current political debate. Brown's article deals
with the nature of the relationship between the two
superpower rivals, and the need for each to free
itself from the bondage of mutual assured destruction
which links and subsequently immobilizes each. (30)
This is a relevant piece only in so far as it sets an

upper limit for change. The Weinberger article comes
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closer to home. It assumes the unhealthiness of this
relationship as a given, and then arquing like O Brien,
leans on Pope Paul II°'s affirmation of the duty of
christians to resist aggression. Secretary Weinberger
finds room to move away from countervalue targeting(31)
toward the goal of war prevention. He sees this
mgvement as a function of duty and as the main moral
rational for deterrence. But here the concerned
military officer and his soldiers da not get much help
or justification for assessing the moral impact of
acceptable damage to civilians concurrent with a
counterforce strategy. Especially if those targeted
military installations and command posts are situated

in hostage like population centers.

It is at this point that we must move from the
. character of the debate to its foundations in just war
tradition, if we are to enter into the realm of
personal culpability for individual action, and then
into a prescriptive code for professional conduct. I

have already mentioned Fagothey s Right and Reason on

this subject earlier in this chapter. Chaplain
(Major) Donald L. Davidson has published a gececd

survey piece in his Nuclear Weapons and The American

-
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Churches: Ethical Positions On Modern Warfare, in
which the bulk of the text visits with the just war
issue. (32) Chaplain Davidson develops just war from
its earliest tradition through contemporary theory.
He does not limit his view to just the Roman Catholic
discussion, upan which I have drawn heavily. Rather,
he reminds us that Protestants, through the National
Council of Churches, as well as Lutherans, Southern
Baptists and Jews alike, each have presented postions;

and the collective positions of of

(these) churches represent the

most powerful influence on moral

opinions in the United

States...and clearly, the(se)

churches view war and nuclear

weapans as moral issues. (33)

This position we found supported in the last chapter .

by none other than General Douglas MacArthur.

Davidson thinks that "the central issue (of the
new debate surrounding just war) is how to protect and
preserve values worth defending while preventing
nuclear war."(34) This is a much more earthy
perspective from that of Tucker in "The Nuclear ;
Debate", previously noted. Tucker feels that the issue
is not so much what we are doing, but how we do \

it-—more precisely by way of the strateqgy of
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deterrence.

Arthur Holmes approaches the problem of warfare
and just war theory by mixzing the frames of reference
from which all surveyed to this point emerge: That is
the contiguous domains of ethical (bath theological
and philosophical) and political theory. His

Jriistorical anthology, War and Christian Ethics (33,

combines a study of ethical and political theory, and
presents a comprehensive survey of both christian and
nan-christian individual participation in combat.
Value emerges not just in Holmes’' commentary, but
rather in the fact that he laces the text with
original works by those philosophers and theologians

that he surveys.

A similar theme can be found in Just War

Tradition and the Restraint of War, by James Turner

Johnson. (36) Johnson looks deeper into the subject
than Holmes, adding a cultural dimension to his
treatment of those events and characters who have
shaped just war thinking since the middle ages. His
thesis, which brings us one step further toward
finding the relevance which I contend is at the heart

of the Bishops' ' Letter, is that a fusion of history
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and culture forces us to make morally correct
choices within the realm of that which is politically

possible.

Barrie Paskins and Michael Dockrill help with

this transition in The Ethics of War. (37) They

examine three concrete cases which bring our
discussion into the realm of discriimination and
propartionality, the two just war constraints raised
by the Bishaps. They examine the planting of bombs by
terrorists and freedom fighters, the bombing of cities
and metropolitian areas, and nuclear deterrence. The
relevance in considering these three specific cases of
contemporary warfare is that in each case the war is
carried beyond the sphere of traditional combatants:
classical armies, navies and air forces. Their
analysis becomes instructive as we begin to impute
responsibility for action in the following chapters of

this study.

Terry Nardin, in Law, Morality and the Relations

of States argues that law and meorality form the
indispensible structure for all desirable
international association. (3I8) Nardin attempts to move

us from the realm of conscience to the realm of

27
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Judgment by peers in a pluralistic international
society. He sees law’'s purpose to be the regulation of
the relations of states. Nardin sees international
society:

distinguished from a state of

extreme conflict not so much by

the degree to which its members

are moved to cooperate..... (but)

- by the degree to which they

understand themselves to be

members of a society defined by

commen rules. (39)

The link between philosophical thought,
theological temperance, and ethics codified into a set
of rules bound by culture is the way of civilized man.
This study would not nearly beqin to treat the subject
of responsiblity over acts in time of war, without

linking one to the other. Nardin helps thread the

needle for this task.

Finally, as we move from an examination of the
inception of just war tradition, through its history,
to its codification into law, and then to a recent
application in the Bishops' letter: we are left to
draw some prescription for future action. AN initial
review of the American Bar Association’'s Code of

Professional Responsibility and Code of Conduct, and

Samuel Sauthard’'s gghicé for Executives, was

28
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disappointing. (40) But then, that may well be the
postscript for this disimilar attempt. The ABA text,
in my view, becomes lost in the detail of its

application, and Ethics for Executives approaches the

opposite extreme when it attempts to reduce conflict
in roles to:

one caused when we are not will-
ing to relinquish worldly
prestige, possessions, and social
prominence in order to accept
without reticense the strictest
ethical restraints. (41)

Hopefully the treatment found in the remainder of
this text will fall, in some meaningful way, between

what James Sellers, in Public Ethics, calls the

classical half-truths of the teleclogists and
deontologists. (42) He finds that the teleologist
errors in his tendency to:

define his society’'s good as being

realized only in a dynamic future

and in the tendency to disregard

the intrinsic worth of presently

existing motifs and action. (43)

The deontologist, on the other hand, sees his

society as static, a society that is viewed as a piece

in time rather than a continuum. The deontologist:
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in his rejection of a

goal-oriented frameworik for
appraising the moral..

... (describes) morality only in the
special case of a society at rest,
in which present reality were all
that could be hoped for aor ever
dreamed of. (44)

et
;i
D)
»
\
.
.
.
\

The basis for much more perceptive hope lie in
articles such as W.T. Jones’ "Public Roles, Private -
Roles, and Differential Moral Assessments of Role
Performance," (45) or Denis Thompson ‘s, "Ascribing
Respansibility to Advisors in Government". (46) In the
next chapter, I intend to run studies such as these
against my baseline works; The Bishap's Letter,

Fagothey's Right and Reason and To Serve With Honor,

in search of a practical and usable way of prescribing

ethical value to a soldier ‘s actions.
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