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as well as irrational and needlessly provocative.””’? In other words, he
argues that some intention is there. The problem of intention just will
not go away.

Now enter Michael Novak and Joseph O’Hare, S.J.” Novak insists
that the question is not Vatican II’s ““an entirely new attitude” toward
war, but whether Catholic teaching is “‘moral, realistic, and prudent.”
After that little rhetorical salvo—involving false alternatives—he states
the wo purposes of deterrence: to deter military use of nuclear weap-
ons, and secondarily to deter nuclear blackmail. To achieve these ob-
jectives, mere possession of nuclear weapons is not enough. “It must
be intentional.” Novak notes that intentionality when applied to po-
litical systems is only analogous to intention in individual subjects. It
is like (“but not exactly like”’) the intentionality embedded in acts them-
selves: for example, in sexual intercourse as "‘objectively ordered to
procreation’” regardless of subjective intentions of individual agents.

Thus the objective intentionality of a nuclear deterrent is “readiness
for use.” It is this readiness that threatens and deters. The system is
designed to convey a sense of readiness for use. But, he asks, is it moral
to maintain a system whose very existence threatens use if it is immoral
ever to use it? His answer: that depends on the purpose of the system.
If isto deter use of nuclear weapons, the threat aims at a high moral
purpose (a good) and “does so in a morally sound way.” Thus he
justifies the nuclear deterrent but disagrees with Cardinal Krol on the
condition. Krol had stipulated that possession is tolerable only if efforts
are being made toward nuclear disarmament. Thus Krol's criterion
would seem to apply only if other nuclear powers were willing to
engage seriously in disarmament negotiations.

What move has Novak made? He h - if understand him, attempted
to finesse the classic problem of intention by shifting the “intention”
from the agent to the system itself. But there are problems in doing
that. Let me put it as follows. If one constructs a system that has inbuilt
intentionality (“readiness to use”), does not the intention of the main-
tainer have to conform to this inbuilt intentionality? What sense does
it make to construct a whole system whose very sense is ““readiness
to use” if the constructor is absolutely unready to use it? And if the

ictor is ready to = it, is that not exactly what Novak would
condemn?
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