
2. The concentration of resources of research and 
development to make a counter-force strategy pos
sible is a high priority. It is not the object of de
fense to destroy the enemy, but, rather, to inhibit 
certain courses of action. We aim to live with him 
in the future rather than to die with him now. 

3. The long-term aim is to work ourselves out of 
the moat-and-castie age of international affairs into 
an age where a central government administers a 
rule of law. This is not simply a matter of idealism 
—the fate of mankind may depend on the speed 
with which the Western Alliance develops the ma
turity to work out a system for the inter-allied con
trol of nuclear weapons. The tendency to value the 
independence of one's deterrent is a reversion to 
tribalism and must be denounced. Someone some
where must make a start in devising the means of 
international control of ultimate weapons, or we are 
lost—and I have'sufficient respect for the basic worth 
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New York, N.Y. 
Dear Sir: In his open letter to the American hier
archy (worldeiew, September), Mr. Thomas Merton 
apparently intended to speak for "the common man, 
the poor man, the man who has no hope but in 
God." Yet, it seems to me, he grievously usurps the 
representarive's role. He celebrates and condemns 
things when in the subjects touched upon much 
prudence would be in order, and does so in a tone of 
shrill triumpbalism (is this the fashionable term?) 
normal for an impatient ideologue, unbecoming a 
monk. 

Mr. Merton belongs to the so-called progressive 
wing of the Church intelligentsia. It is clear from 
his letter that he condemns what his fellow-progres
sives call the "Constantinian" stance, and what 1 
would describe as the acceptance of the fact of pow
er as an ineluctable reality of this world. He then 
goes on to warn the American hierarchy to make 
honorable amends at the Council for the fact that 
they belong to "a. nation which is waging an un
declared war." I take this warning to mean: "You, 
members of the American hierarchy, should use your 
votes in favor of progressive decisions. You, more 
than the clergy of other nations, should attempt to 
outlaw wars and aggressions, so that in the eyes of 

of our Western traditions to believe that only with
in these traditions are the resources to be found to 
achieve success. 

4. It has been the classical tradition that defense 
policy was a matter for experts and that it was bet
ter kept that way. If my general thesis is right, one 
of our major tasks is to consider defense policy not 
in isolation but in relation to foreign policy, to in
ternational institutions and to the convictions and 
interests of the civilian population. This means that 
we must develop organs of discussion for the pur
pose. I freely acknowledge that this presents at least 
as great a challenge to civilian groups as it does to 
defense specialists and one of my preoccupations has 
been to help produce on the civilian side a contri
bution to the debate worthy of the importance of 
the subject. But it will mean also a readiness on the 
part of Ministries of Defense to have their pet sub
jects scrambled over by vulgar outsiders. 

MERICAN HIERARCHY" 

the world you might to some extent redeem your 
nation's guilt." Then, with hardly veiled threat, Mor
ton points out that in recent history Catholics col
laborated with another ugly regime, Nazi Germany; 
it the American hierarchy does not wish to be iden
tified with another "monstrously criminal and unjust 
aggression," it must seize this unique opportunity, 
etc. 

Grave and unjust as this quasi-blackmail based on 
an absurd comparison, appears to me, 1 do not wish 
to take up quarrel with Mr. Merton on this point; 
were I to do so, I would be sidetracked into a con
troversy over the war in Vietnam. The controversy 
would remain unresolved; I would insist that it is 
a war to contain a most horrendous enemy, thus a 
just war, while Mr. Merton would exalt Communists 
as freedom fighters. 

What troubles me much more is that Merton 
claims to disengage the Church from the Constan
tinian embrace, that is from political preoccupations, 
whereas in reality he compels the Church to asso
ciate herself even more intimately with the politi
cal principle. All that Merton's effort would achieve 
is changing the identity of the source of political 
influence on the Church. Instead of linking (if this 
is the case) the Church to the nation-state and its 
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aggressions, he would tie her to world government 
and aggressions on the pattern of the United Na
tion's attack of Katanga; instead of asking the 
Church to coexist with capitalist greed, Merton 
would expect her to coexist with the labor unions' 
similar appetite for money and power. 

This kind of political and philosophical naivete 
runs through every passage of Merton's open letter, 
lie savs that the common man, etc. wants "protec
tion against the principled machinations of militar
ists and power politicians." I cannot, of course, ac
cept this simplistic, pre-Marxian presentation of to
day's (or any other day's) power structure; the com
mon man suffers, now and always, from many ills, 
abuses, slogans, including those that Merton favors 
simply by omitting to speak about them. For I am 
amazed that he does not mention among "unprin
cipled machinations" the collaboration between cer
tain groups of Catholics and the Communist regimes. 
Why would German Catholics, fighting in Hitler's 
war, be one ounce more guilty than the Pax move
ment in Poland which not only cooperates with the 
regime but accepts being a servile branch of it? Why 
is it worse for Pius XI to sign a concordat with 
Mussolini, than for John XXIII to encourage the 
aperture a sinistra in Italian politics? 

Does Merton really not understand that he tries 
merely to rid the Church of one set of political pref
erences, and make her embrace another set? The set 
of preferences he recommends is, of course, his own, 
although I am sure he would say (hat his own pref
erences are non-political, that he wants a dc-politi-
cized Church, that his beliefs can be summed up 
in expressions of pure love and Christian charity. 
Yet, a man steeped in spiritual meditations, thus 
aware of human frailfv and the power of passions, 
ought to treat even his own distilled beliefs with a 
•great deal more humility, and therefore criticism. 

The choice for the.Church implied in Morton's 
letter is not between politics and morality, but be
tween two political prises dc position: whatever the 
choice, it can only be justified on the basis of ex
pediency with which pure love and depolitization 
have precious little to do. Men like La Pira, Dos-
setti, Chenu hardly make a secret of this fact. They 
sec communism as the great winner, and expect hun
dreds of years of its domination over minds and 
bodies. Christians should accept this as inevitable, 
writes Carlo Falconi, one of the progressives' jour
nalistic mouthpieces (ex-priest) at the Council, and 
try to change the nature of communism from inside, 
as the early Christians succeeded in changing the 
nature of the Roman Empire. This is also the posi
tion of many French clergy, of M. Montticlard (also 

an ex-priest), for example; the Church, guilty of as
sociation with the bourgeoisie, must stand aside un
til Marxism, by integrating the working class into 
society, prepares the way for a new evangelization. 

It is relatively immaterial now that some church
men and laymen are, as a rule, fifty years behind 
the times; those who call themselves progressives 
and celebrate their discovery of Marxism and of the 
Will of History, simply do not understand that these 
notions are no longer quite current, and as such are 
deader than last year's snow. But the point is else
where: calling upon the American hierarchy to de
nounce American policies, Mr. Merton invites them 
to take political positions, in this instance to repu
diate Washington in favor of Hanoi. Hanoi may rep
resent (it we believe La Pira and friends) the wave 
of political future; but is not defending Hanoi's po
sition, even indirectly, a pure Constantinian option? 

Mr. Merton and I have certainly widely different 
political •positions, but this is not the issue here. It 
may be reasonably assumed, on the other hand, that 
we both would like to see a more spiritual Church, 
one rent ing the more brutal pressures of the world. 
But ALL pressures! If the clericalism of conserva
tives is to be rejected, so should be the progressives' 
neo-clerical ism; if old political alliances stained the 
Church, so do the new alliances; if the Church as 
an "auxiliary" of the bourgeoisie is to be deplored, 
why should we applaud a Church turning into an 
agency of social workers? 

As Charles Peguy said, le Christ ianismc nest pas 
ime religion sociale, cent la religion du salut. 

THOMAS MOLXAR 

The Author Replies: 
Trappist, Kentucky 

Dear Sir: Mr. Molnar, having summarily reduced mc 
to the lay state as a punishment for pride, proceeds 
to a massive distortion of my open letter on Schema 
X11I, and ends by calling me a Communist. Actually, 
what I was trying to say was nothing more—and 
nothing less—than Pope Paul VI said at the U.N. 
I have no doubt that Mr. Molnar also considers 
Pope Paul a Communist, since lie implies that Pope 
John was one. I must confess that I feel some move
ments of pride at finding myself condemned in the 
company of two great Popes. 

To begin with, there was nothing whatever in mv 
open letter tftat could be interpreted as being in 
favor of communism, regarding th" Viet Cong as 
freedom fighters and so on. This is all gratuitously 
assumed by Mr. Molnar, who is addicted to the 
usual stereotyped right-wing line of thought: "Anv-
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