President Bush and other officials now are forming a policy on responding to terrorism. That
policy will be settled very soon and will have huge consequences. If the policy is defective,
remedying the defect may be virtually impossible until the nation learns better by bitter
experience.
So, I believe all of us ought to do what we can to try to help the President and the others
involved to adopt a sound and wise policy. For that reason, I have formulated some thoughts and
sent them to many places and people‐among them a number of US bishops. I am urging the
latter to try to get the Conference to make soon a sound and clear collective statement.
The following are my own thoughts, which I offer for your consideration:
1) Terrorism carries out an intention to kill or injure people and/or to destroy or damage things
of value in order to instill fear as a motive for desired behavior. Instilling fear so as to motivate
desired behavior often is counterproductive, but doing so sometimes is good and even
necessary. Yet even if instilling fear is appropriate, terrorism is a morally unacceptable means,
just because terrorists intend (though not as their ultimate objective or goal) precisely to kill,
injure, destroy and damage.
2) People have at times put an end to isolated individuals´ acts of terrorism by killing them.
However, terrorism carried out by members of a widespread group for ideological ends that
appeal to extremists in that group presents a far greater challenge. Any possible response is likely
to have only limited success at best. Yet when a community undergoing terroristic attack
deliberates about how to respond, anger and hatred induce the illusion that very violent
responses are likely ‐‐and perhaps almost certain ‐‐ to succeed.
3) The use of force to prevent terrorism can be justifiable and morally required of those
responsible for defending the community. Even deadly force may be used against those one
reasonably expects will otherwise continue to pose a grave threat. But force, especially deadly
force, must never be used to avenge past acts or as terrorism to prevent terrorism. Such uses of
force, even against military forces and assets, are morally unacceptable.
4) Moreover, when stopping terrorism requires the use of force against the activities of terrorists
or of people complicit in their terrorism, any foreseeable damage to innocents (that is, people
not engaged in those activities) must be no more than what those using the force would think it
fair to accept if the innocents were their own friendly associates.
5) Responses to terrorism that are morally unjustifiable also are foolish. They provoke greater
and more widespread anger and hatred: seven other demons will take the place of the first, and
small atomic bombs will be used instead of hijacked airliners.
6) Even when carried out within proper limits, deadly force against persons cannot be an
adequate response to terrorism. A sound response must also include a very serious and sincere
effort to improve relationships with less radical members of the group whose interests the
terrorists are trying to promote by their bad means. That serious effort at reconciliation must be
implemented by economic and political action designed to mitigate suffering and reduce hatred.
A morally upright and wise policy may well turn out to be very demanding and costly. For
instance, it might involve sending millions of men rather than dropping thousands of tons of
bombs. But whatever the costs, only a morally upright and wise policy will be worth its price.

