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Our Moral Duty To Build Nuclear Weapons
Those who want to weaken and disarm America in the face o f  world Communism have found powerful allies 

in a few o f  the clergy o f  all faiths. The beautiful word “peace ”  has led them into the fatal error o f  arguing that it 
is our “moral duty ”  to stop building nuclear weapons and that it is “ un-Christian”  to prepare for war. Believing 
that it is necessary for these mistaken members o f  the clergy to be refuted on moral and religious grounds, we 
reprint here a letter written by Phyllis Schlafly to the Most Reverend Carroll T. Dozier, the Catholic Bishop o f  
Memphis. Although three months have passed, the letter has not been answered. Perhaps you can use this 
documentation to answer the pacifist clergymen in your own faith or community.

January 7,1972
Most Reverend Carroll T. Dozier, D.D.
Bishop o f Memphis 
Memphis, Tennessee

Your Excellency:

Y o u r  Pastoral Letter called “ Peace”  to the 
Memphis Diocese has just come to my attention and, 
although I am not a member o f your Diocese, I hope 
you will consider this reply because the issues you raise 
are important to all o f us, regardless o f where we may 
live.

About half your Letter is devoted to beautiful and 
high-sounding phrases and quotations about how 
desirable peace is, sentiments with which we must all 
agree.

When you move into specifics, however, and start 
to apply such laudable objectives to U.S. defense 
policy, I respectfully must say that you are talking 
about a world which not only does not now exist, but 
never can exist unless God Himself intervenes to 
change human nature. Please consider:

1. Original sin is not merely an old theory or 
doctrine o f Christianity, but a fact o f human nature. 
There are criminals in the world and will always be -  
criminals who, unfortunately, cannot be reasoned with 
or appeased. No person who uses the intelligence God 
gave us can claim that we can eliminate crime in our 
cities by abolishing the police. It is the responsibility 
o f decent, civilized people to take the necessary means, 
including force, to protect us from criminals.

2. It takes two sides to make peace, but only one 
to make war. It is ridiculous and unrealistic for our 
side to renounce war when the evidence is clear that 
the Soviet Union has no intention o f renouncing it, 
and Soviet military doctrine specifically espouses the

doctrine o f a massive genocidal first strike.
As a matter o f fact, we did officially renounce war 

as an instrument o f national policy in 1928 when we 
and 62 other nations, including Germany and Japan, 
signed the Kellogg-Briand Pact. And what was the 
result? Hitler --because, like all aggressors, when he saw 
the enemy disarmed and lacking the will to fight, he 
deduced that he could win quick and easy victories. I f  
you had addressed your Pastoral Letter urging a 
renunciation o f war to the men in the Kremlin, it 
might have had some logic (though it would be as 
futile as Henry Ford’s “ peace ship”  o f 1915). But it is 
completely unrealistic to tell the people o f Memphis 
that they can have “ peace”  by “ turning the other 
cheek”  to Soviet 25-megaton missiles.

3. Self-defense against criminals -  whether stalking 
the streets o f  our cities or plotting inside the Kremlin -- 
is an inalienable human right, recognized by God, 
religion, Christianity, and the state.

4. Although you, your Excellency, as a single man 
without wife or children, have the moral option to 
abjure your own right o f  self-defense and “ turn the 
other cheek”  to the murderers (in the streets or in the 
Kremlin), men who have wives and children, and 
mothers who have children, have no such moral 
option. It is our duty to defend and protect those 
under our care. When a man has a wife and children, he 
has no moral right to renounce force and greet the 
robber-rapist with nothing but pious sentiments about 
“ non-violence.”

Jesus fr e e ly  chose to abjure his right o f 
self-defense when he told Peter “ put your sword 
back,”  so that He could proceed with the Redemption, 
the mission for which He came to earth. By no stretch 
o f Scripture, logic, or imagination can this passage be 
used to absolve a man from his solemn obligation to 
use whatever force is necessary to protect his wife and



children from the intruder. I f  he fails to resist, he is 
not only a physical and moral coward, but a moral 
derelict who has failed in his solemn responsibility.

5. A ll the beautiful phrases you cite, including 
hopes fo r  peace on earth , “ n on -v io len ce ,”  
“ international disarmament,”  etc., spoken by the 
Popes, th e Bishops, and other authorities, are 
addressed to both sides o f the conflict. A t no time did 
the Pope or any other authority you cite call for 
unilateral U.S. disarmament in the face o f the military 
buildup o f an implacable enemy which refuses to 
disarm. Unilateral disarmament cannot be supported 
by Holy Scripture, Papal pronouncements, Christian 
theology, Catholic doctrine, logic, history, or common 
sense -- and words should not be juggled by anyone to 
give this impression. St. Luke’s Gospel quotes Jesus as 
saying: “ When a strong man armed keepeth his palace, 
his goods are in peace.”  (11:21)

Catholic Doctrine

C a th o lic  doctrine clearly and unequivocally 
recognizes the absolute right o f self-defense, both for 
in d iv id u a ls  and fo r  nations. The C a th o lic  
Encyclopedia, in the article on Self-Defense, confirms 
this with consummate clarity:

“ Everyone has the right to defend his life against 
the attacks o f an unjust aggressor. For this end he may 
employ whatever force is necessary and even take the 
life o f an unjust assailant. . . . Sometimes . .  . official 
duty imposes the obligation o f defending others. A  
father ought, for example, to defend the lives o f his 
children; a husband, his wife; and all ought to defend 
the life o f  one whose death would be a serious loss to 
the community.”

The New Catholic Encyclopedia (1967) confirms 
this in every respect and states: “ Catholic moralists are 
unanimous in upholding the right o f  self-defense.”

The morality o f  war is spelled out in modern terms 
in the New Catholic Encyclopedia article on War: 
“ Given . .  . the gigantic threat to values inherent in the 
Sino-Soviet ideology, and the unprecedented growth o f 
weapons technology, it is to be expected that the 
analysis o f  war as a contemporary moral problem will 
reveal truths o f relative certainty . .  . . ; defensive war 
is morally justifiable; defensive preparations on the 
part o f  sovereign states are morally legitimate; 
conscientious objection is morally indefensible. . . . ”

St. Thomas Aquinas stated the doctrine on war 
this way: “ Just as it is lawful for (those in authority) 
to have recourse to the sword in defending that 
common weal against internal disturbances, when they 
punish evil-doers,. . .  so too, it is their business to have 
recourse to the sword o f war in defending the common 
weal against external enemies.”  (Summa Theologica, 
II, II, Q. 40).

The Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the 
Modem World issued by Vatican Council II (Gaudium 
et Spes) reaffirmed the right o f self-defense for 
individuals and nations as authentic Catholic doctrine 
in these words: “ War has decidedly not been 
eradicated from human affairs. So long as the danger 
o f it persists. . .  it will not be possible to deny 
g o v e r n m e n t s  t h e  r i g h t  o f  l e g i t i m a t e  
se lf-d e fen se . . . .  Rulers and others sharing the

responsibility have the duty o f looking to the safety o f 
those in their charge. . . . ”  (79)

In the past several years, the American people 
have been subjected to great waves o f propaganda 
designed to persuade us to abandon our right o f 
self-defense on the specious argument that nuclear 
weapons are so much more destructive than weapons 
o f past wars. But the right o f self-defense cannot be 
altered by the kind o f weapons which are used. War is 
always total to those who are killed. Men who died by 
the spear or the arrow are just as dead as those who 
may die from the bomb. The consequences o f war have 
been magnified by the splitting o f the atom, just as 
they were magnified by the invention o f gunpowder. 
But moral principles do not change, and the right o f 
self-defense cannot be eroded.

In your Pastoral Letter called “ Peace,”  you say 
that the Second Vatican Council (Gaudium et Spes, 
80) called upon us to evaluate war “ with an entirely 
new attitude.”  This statement in Gaudium et Spes does 
not imply that the absolute right o f self-defense has 
been weakened in any way.

The nuclear facts o f  life today do, indeed, demand 
an “ entirely new attitude,”  namely, a recognition that 
the moral right o f  self-defense is the most relevant and 
crucial aspect o f any discussion o f war and nuclear 
weapons. Since the Communist criminals in the 
K rem lin  have built nuclear weapons which are 
generally conceded to be capable o f killing from 
100 ,000 ,000  to  160 ,000 ,000  Americans and 
destroying us as a viable nation, the primary moral 
question to which the Free World must address itself is 
“ should we build weapons to enable America to 
survive as a nation and to prevent those Soviet 
weapons from being used against us?”

Your Pastoral Letter on “ Peace”  answers no. You 
state on page 11 that we must make “ clear’ ’ that “ newer 
must a nuclear bomb be dropped on a city, under any 
circumstances, including retaliation.”  (your emphasis)

Since the plain fact is that the United States 
possesses no nuclear weapons which are capable o f 
hitting any targets except cities, therefore, you must 
be saying that the United States should “ never”  use 
nuclear weapons at all, “ under any circumstances, 
including retaliation,”  and furthermore, that we should 
announce this policy in advance. Such a foolish policy 
is tantamount to telling the Kremlin criminals that 
they will be taking absolutely no risk to themselves in 
proceeding with attack or aggression against us.

You, as an individual unmarried man, may have 
the right to close your eyes to the destructive power o f 
Soviet weapons, and to choose to leave yourself 
undefended in the face o f that threat; i f  you are hit 
with a Soviet SS-9, you can die with a clear conscience 
and go straight to Heaven. But, your Excellency, you 
have no moral right to counsel husbands and fathers to 
leave their wives and children defenseless in the face o f 
the Soviet strategic threat and their announced desire 
to “ bury”  us. We do not have the same moral option 
that you have. We must defend those entrusted to our 
care -- and we must use all the means with which God 
has so r ich ly  endowed America, including our 
intelligence, economic resources, technology, and 
nuclear weapons.



Soviet Objectives

The Communist drive for world conquest has not 
deviated since Lenin predicted: “ In the end . . .  a 
funeral requiem will be sung over the Soviet Republic 
or over world capitalism.”  (Selected Works, Vol. 7, p. 
298). Since ancient times, aggressors have dreamed o f 
world conquest -- in vain. The oceans were always too 
wide; the people were too dispersed and unruly. Now, 
for the first time in history, the fantastic destructive 
power o f nuclear weapons gives a would-be aggressor 
the means o f achieving his objective.

The knowledge o f the potential power o f nuclear 
weapons is why Khrushchev ordered the Soviet Union 
to race ahead in strategic nuclear and space weapons 
especially designed for a massive genocidal surprise 
attack on the major obstacle to Soviet conquest o f the 
world -- the United States o f America. The Soviet 
nuclear weapons program, initiated by Khrushchev and 
carried out by Brezhnev as czar o f the Soviet space and 
rocket programs, is even more precisely designed for 
carrying out the assassination o f a whole people than 
Lee Harvey Oswald’s mail-order rifle, fitted with 
telescopic sights, was suited for the assassination o f 
President John F. Kennedy. The men in the Kremlin 
know that nuclear superiority in their hands means 
control o f  the world -- on their terms.

Colonel Oleg Penkovskiy, a high Soviet missile 
expert and intelligence officer who defected to the 
West, delivered into our hands thousands o f secret 
Kremlin documents which set forth in detail the Soviet 
military doctrine. He summarized this doctrine in his 
book, The Penkovskiy Papers, in these words:

“ (The Soviets) have adopted the new military 
doctrine o f the sudden strike employing atomic and 
hydrogen bombs, (p. 260) . . .  To be the first one to 
deliver a nuclear strike is important. . .  because it 
concerns the entire course and the outcome o f the war. 
(p. 2 5 7 ) . . .  This plan has been worked out in every 
detail and is on file in the General Staff, (p. 2 1 3 ) . . .  I 
know the extent o f their preparations . .  . the plan to 
strike first, at any cost. I know their new missiles and 
their warheads . . . the horror o f  a 50-megaton bomb.”  
(p. 57)

Penkovskiy made it clear that when Khrushchev 
threatened to “ bury”  America, what he really meant 
was that he wants “ to reach the level o f producing 
missiles by the tens o f thousands, launch them like a 
rainstorm against the West.”  (p. 212)

Now in 1972, we can easily see the military 
hardware that has been built by the Soviets in 
pursuance o f the military doctrine enunciated in 1960. 
The result o f  a decade o f Soviet strategic buildup is 
that the Soviets have a megatonnage lead over the 
United States o f five-to-one. The Soviets now have at 
least 1,550 intercontinental ballistic missiles (whereas 
the U.S. has only 1,054); the Soviet missiles are vastly 
more powerful (each Soviet SS-9 is 25 times the power 
o f each U.S. Minuteman missile); the Soviets are 
building very large new missile launch silos at the rate 
o f about 150 per year (whereas the U.S. has not built 
even one since 1967); the Soviet fleet o f Polaris-type 
missile-firing submarines is roughly equal to the U.S. 
and the Soviets are still building at a rapid rate 
(whereas the U.S. has not built one since 1967); the

total Soviet submarine strength is 355 (compared with 
only 142 for the U.S.); the Soviets have 67 ABM 
launchers already operational (whereas we are still 
ta lk in g  about our first two); the Soviets have 
test-flown a new swing-wing strategic bomber (which 
puts them five years ahead o f the U.S. in this field); 
the Soviets have the FOBS and other space weapons 
which can strike with zero warning (whereas the U.S. 
has no space weapons at all); the Soviets have 
d em on stra ted  a new  capability o f destroying 
reconnaissance satellites (but we have not); and the 
Soviets are spending 40% more than the U.S. on 
military research.

I am not asking you to take my word for these 
facts. Please take the word o f recognized experts who 
have warned o f the dire peril to the United States 
today. A t the end o f this letter, I am listing some o f 
these warn ings issued b y  scientists, scholars, 
journalists, military men, businessmen, and public 
officials. Taken together, these dozens o f warnings 
from a “ m ix”  o f distinguished experts in so many 
fields constitute such overwhelming corroborative 
evidence o f danger as to make everyone realize that 
what is at stake is the very survival o f our country and 
churches. I have assembled a packet containing 27 
valuable documents on this subject which I will be glad 
to send you i f  you will read the material.

The Right To Get Ready

America not only has the right, but the duty, to 
build weapons to defend itself against an atheistic 
aggressor which has already enslaved twenty nations, 
has vowed to “ bury”  us, and has built giant nuclear 
weapons capable o f doing exactly that. In the words o f 
the Catholic Encyclopedia cited above, every father 
has the “ obligation”  to defend the lives o f his children, 
every husband has the “ obligation”  to defend his wife, 
and all o f us have the duty to defend the lives o f those 
“ whose death would be a serious loss to the 
community,”  a category which must surely include the 
U .S . Government, our churches, and our entire 
Judeo-Christian civilization, all o f which are imperiled 
by the new nuclear superiority in the hands o f the 
Kremlin aggressors.

Therefore, in the context o f  nuclear weapons 
which have the power to assassinate a whole nation, 
the right o f self-defense is the relevant doctrine. 
Furthermore, it is not sufficient to say that we have 
the obligation to defend ourselves after the enemy 
makes an overt move against us. The tremendous 
lead-time required for nuclear weapons means that 
such a posture would be equivalent to no defense at 
all. Five years is the minimum lead-time required to 
bring today’s weapons from the drawing board to the 
production line. In the nuclear age, the only weapons 
which mean anything are those which are on alert 
when the countdown for the attack begins.

Pope Pius X II understood this principle very 
clearly. In an address to the Sixth International 
Congress o f Penal Law (Oct. 3,1953), he stated: “ The 
community o f nations must reckon with unprincipled 
criminals who, in order to realize their ambitious plans, 
are not afraid to unleash total war. This is the reason 
why other countries, i f  they wish to preserve their very



existence and their most precious possessions, and 
unless they are prepared to accord free action to 
international criminals, have no alternative but to get 
ready for the day when they must defend themselves. 
This right to be prepared for self-defense cannot be 
denied, even in these days, to any state.”  (emphasis 
added)

There is absolutely no way America can “ get 
ready for the day when (we) must defend”  ourselves 
except to build defensive and offensive nuclear 
weapons. Conventional weapons are as useless against a 
nuclear attack as bows and arrows. Catholic doctrine 
specifically authorizes the use o f “ whatever force is 
n ecessary ”  fo r  self-defense. The force that is 
“ necessary”  for the survival o f our Judeo-Christian 
civilization is nuclear weapons -- because there is no 
way to defend against nuclear weapons except by 
means o f nuclear weapons.

Vatican Council II was deluged with leftist and 
pacifist propaganda designed to persuade the Council 
to condemn the stockpiling o f nuclear weapons to 
defend our nation and to deter enemy attack. This the 
Council wisely refused to do. Gaudium et Spes 
specifically recognized (81) that nuclear weapons are 
not built only to be used in war — but can be built also 
for the supremely legitimate purpose o f self-defense 
and “ to deter likely enemies.”  Gaudium et Spes also 
recognized (81) that informed opinion believes that 
the stockpiling o f nuclear weapons by the West is “ the 
most effective o f all ways o f keeping international 
peace nowadays.”

One o f  the most eloquent and authoritative 
advocates o f this opinion is no less than the 
outstanding theologian, Charles Cardinal Joumet o f 
Switzerland. In a definitive article entitled, “ La 
Conscience du Chretien Devant L ’Arme Nucleaire”  
(December 1964), he defended the moral right o f the 
West to work for peace by the stockpiling o f nuclear 
weapons. He defended the right o f  the West to 
“ produce atomic weapons in the hope never to have to 
use them, but just to build a deterrent against the 
threat o f  the enemy.”  He pointed out clearly that “ we 
cannot hope not to use them unless we are actually 
ready to  use them .”  Cardinal Joumet proved 
conclusively that this opinion is wholly in agreement 
with Pope John X X III ’s Encyclical, Pacem in Terris.

In this same article, Cardinal Joumet administers a 
needed rebuke to those starry-eyed dreamers who 
pontificate about the “ immorality”  o f building nuclear 
weapons, but refuse to face the nuclear facts o f life. He 
stated bluntly that it would be useless for the Pope to 
condemn nuclear war and the stockpiling o f nuclear 
weapons because “ even if  all Christians do follow  his 
order, this war, or the threat o f this war, will not be 
avoided, -- quite the contrary. In Soviet Russia the 
Christian attitude will have no influence; and either the 
Soviets would profit from the confusion, caused by the 
refusal o f  Christians in the non-Communist bloc to use 
nuclear weapons, and thereby resort to war when the 
Soviets have the advantage; or the Christians would 
succeed in imposing unilateral disarmament upon their 
bloc, and the Soviets, by the threat o f war, would hold 
the world in their hands. . .  . We face the moral risk o f 
seeing our freedom destroyed if  the moralists confine 
their condemnations only to things in the abstract and 
if  they refuse to face up to actual conditions.”

Cardinal Joumet laid it on the line as to what this 
means. He gave this ominous warning about the 
“ immorality”  o f unilateral disarmament: “I f  the 
non-Communist bloc unilaterally disarmed, it would 
give the world to the Soviet Empire and would betray 
all the holy values, temporal and spiritual, which we 
ought to defend: this would be the evil o f  betrayal. ”  
(emphasis added)

On December 6, 1941, Japanese Admiral Matome 
Ugaki, Yamamoto’s Chief o f Staff, gloated about the 
impending attack with these words: “ Enjoy your 
dream o f peace just one more day. . .  . Hawaii, you 
will be caught like a rat in a trap.”  The next day, the 
Japanese dealt the United States the greatest single 
military disaster in our history. There were many 
responsible people who warned our Government in 
advance o f the impending Japanese attack. But because 
our Government refused to listen, some 3,000 
Americans, “ caught like a rat in a trap,”  were killed at 
Pearl Harbor.

The distinguished authorities cited at the end o f 
this letter have assembled overwhelming evidence that 
the United States today is in vastly more danger o f 
attack than in the weeks before Pearl Harbor. As the 
men in the Kremlin plot their space-age equivalent o f 
Pearl Harbor, we can imagine that they have thoughts 
like this: “ Enjoy your dream o f peace just one more 
year. America, you will be caught like a rat in a trap.”

Based on the moral right o f self-defense, our 
obligation to defend our families and our churches, the 
55-year historical record o f Communist murder and 
aggression, and the alarming facts o f the recent Soviet 
nuclear buildup, we not only have the right, but the 
duty, to restore U.S. nuclear superiority in offensive 
and defensive strategic weapons.

Respectfully yours,

N o te :  The packet w ith  27 documents from 
distinguished authorities referred to in the letter is 
available from The Phyllis Schlafly Report at $12.50.
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