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— o Abstract N -
T he Lhesns attempts to claml’y psychologncal and spm)lal issues pertalnmg to nuclear
war, It rehes on research and theoretlcal analysis pubhshed by psychologxsts, theologxans
~and moral phllOSOphers w&th emphas:s on (1) the psychologlcal and spiritual consequenoes
of' the nucleal thr eat\m) Spmtual resources’ to: cope with this threat;" and (3) the moral
zmd polmcal 1mpllcauons of spmtual belief in the nuclear age. The psych%glcal )
consequences of the nuclear threat include the use of defense mechamsms such as denial
“and dehumahization;. and pattems of emotional response ch,al acbenzed Wy anxiety and
psvchl( numbmg Sp‘:‘nual cor‘xsequences include thr eats to the, symbolization of .
‘ |mmmtallty, spmtual bel\e}, worshlp, and spmtual self—afﬁrmatlon Spmtual lesources »
. jor overcoming the psychologmal’éﬁnd spiritual consequences of' the threat of nuclear
hholocaust are drawn fx‘ord,lhé Bible, heology, and religious practice. Biblical xmages and
" stories enable us. to better compreb@d—the lmpendmg catastrophe while bxbllcal
par: adlgm:of human socxalxty and a compxehenswe view of peace provide vision and hope
for a nuclear, wor Id. Garrison's theology sugvests a way of understandmg God's
mvolvement with.a world poxsed on the brml\ of nuclear anmhllatlon Converswn prayer,

and Chvlsuan commumty assmt in Qur struggle with deﬁpalr and powerlessness

R e

bl?uld nuclear weapons be used to defend' our lives and values” The tradition of
Juqt—war ¢oupled w1th the right of natnons to dt(fend themselves with force has resulted in.
. militar y policy pr edlc:'\ted upon nuclear deLerrence The tradition of Christian pacifism
ar ﬂues that it is’ 1mmoral to usg nuclear weapons agamst human beings and that defense
lsnhould consist of non-violent methods. A biblically-based ethic of transforming initiatives
may provide a way of bt\ra'ns'cending thiAst mocal dilemma in order to work effectively for

.the prevention of nuclear war.
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Chapter 1
- : Introduction - . ‘ ' :
The threat of nuclear war halds important cm;\séquonces for our psychological ‘and |
spiritual well-being. The possibility of nuclem' annihilation huwll-d to the use of defense
-mechamsmq and emotional responses which are. detrimental to ouy mental health. It hm
" also challenged religious belief, symbolism, and practice, and can lead to religious erisis,
Yet religion has Lruditionally been a source of hope, courage, and moral ghidance,
particularly dul‘jng life's difficult and painful dimes. The role of religious belief un(l‘
prdctice in helping us cope ‘with the psychological and spiritual consequences (-)f the
nuclear threat, and in empowering us to work for the ‘prevention of nuclear holocaust,

| meritsoexamination - . . S
This thesis a(,tempbs to apalyze and describe some of the psychological, spiritual,
and moral issues pert.ammg to nuclear war. Specifically, it discusses the emotional/
spiritual consequences of the nuclear threat, the spiritual resources which are available for
coping with it, and the mofal and paliticul issues involved in the prevention of nuclear
war. The dlscuqsmn of spiritual consequences, qpnnual resources, and pacifism takes
place in the cantext of the Christian tradition. This mnoductm v chapter Is designed to
introduce the reader to the overall themes and topics which are the focus of this thesis,
In order to accomplish this with a maximum ()l' llix'ccliun and @ minimam of claboration, o -«
chaptef-by-chapter lbljfnzlt is employed.

: Chapler: 2: Physlcal an(l Psychologidal C(ms;qucnccs of Nuclear War

Many people deny the implications of the nuclear threat and su;;prcss their fears,
yet the muneratlon and xadlatlon—l elated deaths of hundreds of millions of citizens is a
genume possibility. Chapter 2 summanzeq the physical censequences of nuclear war hoth
_in terms of its physical destruction and in terms of its impact on human communities,
especially those of Canada. Allhl)ugh lhe evaluation of the physical consequences is an
1mportant part of Chapter 2 the px edominant ambition of the chapter is to describe the
psychologzcal consequences of the thrcat of nuclear annihilation. The defense mechanisms
which we emplov.to cope with this. threat for example, demal psychic numbing, and
dehumanization, are discussed as well as the effects that their use has on our thmllmg

and feeling.
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Chapter 2’ also deals with the emotional conséquences qf'li\;i'rlg Wiﬂ.l the n'uck:ur
threat. The focus is on’ patterns of emotional response which researchers h‘ave.ol'nsgr‘ved,_ ’
the fears experienced by adults and children, and tﬁe attempt to cope with ﬁhese fears
through "instant gratification”. The final section of the chapter discusses -the "as if" li.ving
which characterizes the behavioral style of 'so many ind'\\;iduals in modern culture. As
well, the negative effects (such as a decreus:e in general responsiveness and political
disempowerment) which result from the suppressi'on of our fear and despair about
ngclégr holocaust are analyzed and evaluated. __— -

c . ‘\

Chapter 3: Spirithal Belief and the ‘Threat of Nuclear War '
) The defense mechanism‘ of bsychic numbing adversely. affects the spiritual life by
encouru_ging anlbivalence. toward the sources of human ixﬁmorta!ity. As our ability to . _

participate meaningfully in a spititual life decreases, we become“‘ increasing]y susceptiblé
to anxiety and despair. Chapter 3 deals with these spiritual cons'f&equences' of the nuclear

threat. The first section summarizes Chernus's (1983) discussion of the effect of psychic

:
-—

numbing on those aspects of our lives which give us a sense of immortality. I.his is
followed by 'zm analysis of the manner-in which statem(;nts of religious leaders are
colored by the defense mechanism of projectioﬁ, and, as well, the manner in which self-
righteousness contributes to proj.ectvi(m and makes nuclear war more likely.

éhupter 3 ulso investigates and describes the effect of the -ﬁuclear threat on
-rcligim{s symbolism and religious practice. The effect which contemporary imagery of
extinction holds on the Way we symbolize‘ immortality is discu§sed, as well as the manner
in which certain aspects of Christian symbolism are not helpful.in the nuclear age. This
analysis of imagery is followed by an examination of the affect of the nuclear threat on
“spiritual belief, worship, and spiritual self-affirmation. |
*>  The final segﬁent of Chapter 3 is concerne‘d with the relationship between certain
f'u‘ndame;ltalist beliefs and nuclear war. Those beliefs which increase the likelihood of .
nuclear war are describe»d, as well_as the implications of these beliefs fox; international
pcacem:{king. -

Notwithstanding the psychological and spi‘ritua'] consequences of the nuclear
thq;edt. many thinkers hold an optimistic view. Psychiatrist Jerome Frank (1984) poix;ts ‘

out that religion helps us cope with the threat of nuclear war by sustaining our courage.

o~
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In Despair and Personal Power in the Nuclear Age Macy (1983) demonstrates that religion
. provides‘]‘ﬂpe iby putting us in touch with our interdependence and interconnectedness
. with the web of life. The Amex"icun bishops (1983) contend that we must consider the
resources of religjon if we are to prevent a nuclear holovaust.
The threat of nuciear war transcends religious, cultural, and national
boundaries. To confront its danger requires all the FesOUICes reason and faith
can muster.... There is n‘u satisfuctory answer to the human problems of the
nuclear age which fails to consider the moral and religious dimensions of the

questions we face. (The Challenge of Peace. Summary, #6),
¢ ‘

Chaptc_\r 4: Biblical Resources for Coping with the Threat of Nuclear War .

A number of biblical resources enable us to better cope with the anxiety and

.

fearfulness which accompany the threat of nuclear annihilation. Biblical images and
sto‘ries‘he]p to counteract images of extinction and facilitate understanding of What it
means to live in the nuclear shadow. Resources which can be drawn from the Bible are
the subject matter of Chaptery. The first sect.io;m focuses on hiblical images which are
helpful for overcoming psychological consequences such as anxiety and déspuir, and
spiritual consequences such as th}reﬁats to the symbolization of immortality and to spiritual
self-affirmation. ) -

The following segment of Chapter 4 discugscé biblical images and stories which
sensitize,us to the danger of nuclear war, help us clarify our thinking about it, and instill |
hbpe. The section on biblical ir%ages of God contrasts certain traditional images of God
wit{l biblical images w};icl; are more appropriate for the nuclear age. This is followed by o
discussion of paradigms of human living sugges%ed by the New Testament. These
paradigms are contrasted with the models of sbcialit,y associated with nuclearism
(reliance on nuclear weapons for a sense of immortality and salvation). The last section of
Chapter 4 describés the Bible's comprehenéive vision of peace (shalom), and the biblical

approach to peacemaking through forgivencss.
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Lhapter 5: Theologlcal and Practlcal Resources for Copmg with: the Threat of

v

NuclcarWar' . e T s - .
Theological reﬂectlon and rehglous practice help us to grasp God s relatlonshlp to
ly nuclear world and mtegx ate psychologlcally and spmtually the threat of nuclear
anmhllatlon Chapter 5 is concerned with the- contnbutlon of theology to coping with the
~ nuclear threat and Wlth the resources which can be denved from the practlce of rehglon '
o The two first sections of the chapter sumfnm ize (:arnson s theology for the nuclear age
- th(»Olofé.’V Whl(h attt‘mpts o show how God is mtlmately mvolved w1th a world that has
the potentul of destrovlng 1tself He suggests a wav Lo undel stand God 's action in human
aff'ans and particularly "E the ‘atomic bombmg Of leoshlma~ Ga;nson s thes1s is that the |
w:ath of God mdmf‘-StGd at leoshlme must be integrated into the psyche of‘ mdxvxduals
B Jungran d‘thh PSVChOlOgV and falth la»ChnstJle pl‘oposes pl owde a way of

o

accomphshmg this mtegx atlon

The ﬁnal SLCUOI)? of Chapter.5 descrlbes xesources in rehg1ous practﬂce whlch are

uselul  the nuclcal age. The role of Spll ltual conversnon and behef‘ are dlscussed as.well
—as the nced to trust in the Spir 1t rather than 1n nuclear weapohs An att,empt is mad(:to

| show h()w Spiritual belief and p1 ayer lessen the need for pSVCllOl()glcal defenses agamst
he thxcat ()f nu(leal war, Authentlc w01 shlp and the role of Christian commumty m

~~

Ll% ovel u)mnlg h()%l:lcssness are also deScrlbed R

(‘hal‘tu’ 6gMoral and POlltlcal Imphcatlons of Spmtual Bellef in the Nuclcar Age
- Even il we OVU”LOme the emotlonal/splrxtual efl‘ects of the nuclear threat
- xmportanl questlons l‘emaln concermng the appl opnate means ‘to. prevent a nuclear -
' hOlOCdU“ Chdpl@l 6 is. Concerned w1th the moral and ?ohtncal 1mphcatlons of spiritisal

bellef in"our nuclear era The major thrust o;&us chapter is to descrlbe the dilemma.- _
“posed by the fOllOng questlons Should we use lethal force, that is, nuclear deterrence |
and pnep a\uon for hmlted nuclear war, even though these very pohcxes make a nuclear
dlb&Slel POSSlble7 Or, should we Oppose any use of nuclear weapons and rlsk dommatlon o
s by a 1epxess1ve ugxme" Is Lhere a wav to escape this dllemma" The chapter begms w1th
LA summary. and crlthue of Just—war theory. It presents arguments,sthlch have been

' advan(ed in: f'avor of the use of lethal force The lmphcatlons of these arguments are then

dlscussed in tel ms of mlcleax detenence pollcles A moral evaluatlon ‘of nuclear.

+
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detei‘rence is also ‘presented. This is followed by a hsummary of the m'guments in favor of
hmited nuclear war and thc implications of' the acceptance ()f lethal f(n ce for xxclcm

dlsarmament

“1‘ " The focus then shxfts to the opposmg mora] stance, €hristian pacifism. An

‘ overvnew of this doctrine is given, with' emphasns on its denvatlon from the New . .

-

Testament its spmtual intent, and its radlcal appl oaches to conflict resolution, This is

»
f'ollowed by a presentatlon of the crltlcnsms of pacxﬁsm and a discussion of 1L: social

~ . - : RS,

apphcatlon : .

- \

v
~

; Chapter 6 also contams the geneml argumcnts ‘drawn mainly from- the New
.) Testament agamst the use of lethal force in world affairs. There follows a summalv of
.,arguments agamst nuclear deterrence, with a focus on tho alleged immorality of mlendmg
to use nuclear weapons agﬁmst human bemgs and the psyc hologlcal u)nchucncc‘-. of
nuc_lear de@ce policies. . '

Of gpeécial Signiﬁcance are the implications of paciﬁsrn for securitv an’d defense.

The bxbhcal basis of secuntv and defense is dleUQSEd as well as the n(m—vnolent ['mms/
which defense may: tal\e The relatlonqhxp between pacifism and nuc]ezu dlsarmdmeyd is
then ana]yzed in terme of' the condemnatlon of the arms race by many chun(h bo;hcs, and’
advocacy of war—tax 1.e51stance Fm.,\lly, the implications of pduﬁsm for peaccmakmg are
con51de) ed, thh emphasx% on non-violent meLhod% of prcventmu nuclear war

“The final section of Lhapter 6 dxscus%es the dilemma of havmg 10 7hoosu between
" the use or non-use of lethal force in the nucleax' age. The basis of the 7umcnts l(n cach °
position is descrlhed(as well as the consequences of choosmg one poqm} n-over thé other.

An ethlc which mayenable us to tr anscend this dllemma is pxcsented and the ‘
1mphcatlons of thls ethu, fox a nuclear world are notcd S _ ,

Chapter 7, the conclusmn chapter summarizes the fmdmgs of ‘the thesns w:th ‘
respect to the themeés of };svcllologlca] and spmtual (onsequences of\the threo.t of. nudcar
war spmtual resources for coping with this threat, and the moral and political -
1mphcauons of spiritual belief in a nuclear, world. Some of the implications of these
f'mdmgs f‘bx helpmg professmna]s psychologlcal health,(,/and non-Christians are also _

dlscussed



\Y\ - ' o Chapter 11

BN Physical and ‘Psychological Consequences o¢f Nuclear War

© Splitting the atom resultcd in a quantum leap in the human capacity to destroy During
the second World War a blockbuster bomb could demohsh a c1ty block. Modern nuclear~
w<.apons can anmhnlate an entlre city, and it is agreed upon by vxrtually all spec1ahsts in .
mlhtarv technology that a nuclear war could destroy every major c1ty in the world.

) Bccausc war has accompamed ClVlll@‘n since the begmnmg of 1ecorded tlme and most

‘ lxkclv will occur again, xt is lmperauve ) consnder car efully the probable consequences of

o
a nuclear holocaust. v S

. ) K
Cd B %

A: The Physical Cons(iqucnccs of Nuclear War -

'In this sectlon I will dlSCUS t desw,ucLWe effects of nuclear veap

5 dcscx ibe what would occur. in a major: exchange of nuclear mlss1les -emphasis on. the. .

consequcnces for Canada and the United States.
The fission bomb det,onated over leoshlma in 1‘)45 mstad as{ed or burned to
death tens of Lhousands of people. A ﬁrLst,orm which lasted six hou conti :but,ed to the
dcsn uction of the city m which two thirds, of the bulldmgs wele des Loved An estxrﬁat«.d
Rt 30, ()()() people dned in the f'ollowmg three ‘mohths from radiation swkness or othex
m;uncs Fetuses e\posed to ladmtwn debe'lbped abnormalmes such as unusually small | .
- heads and ret. axdamon‘Othel lllnesSes whlch appear ed over Lbe years.as a 1esult of the
- nuelear cxplosnon mclud‘c leukemia, othex Lypes of cancer and cataracts on the eyes
'l‘he destl uctlve powel of current nuclear weapons is considerably greater atha
was in 1‘)4o A hydrogen bomb has.the destructive power of 1,000 Hiroshima bombs
'l‘ho world's ar senal of nuclear weapons estimated at 50,000 by Slvard (1982), has the
“ destructive force o}l 16,000 mllhon tons of TNT, or 3 tons for every living perspn. ‘
l‘tnthex more, tho speed of delwerv of nuclear weapons has gx eatly 1ncreased to the pomt .
l.hat. ballistic mlssﬂes travelling at 10,000 miles per hour can go f'rom_ the centre of one
continent’ to the cen b»c ofb another in, 30 vminutes . | _
| The destructive force of a nudear.weapon is more severe than that of a
v (onventmnal bombﬂln several respects The temperature of explodmg nuclear matenal is
in the lmlln_ons of degrees and the pressure created exceeds atmospheric pressure by

_millions of times. The initial radiation (mostly gamma rays) spreads outward, killing

(-



- 'square miles.
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Linprbt“ected peréons for tens of miles around. This radiation wave is accompanied by an
electromagntetic pulse which causes a surge of voltz}ge in-all types of conductor’s, thus
knocking out electrical eqpiprhént foi‘ hundreds of miles in all directions. Following the
initial fission aﬁd fusion reactions, a fireball forms which radiates energy into the
envir‘b\nment in the form of intense héat and -blinding.liglit.' The expanding thermal pulse
is accompanied by a blast wave which«ééverely damagés»buildvings and trees in a radius

of several miles. When the bomb'is detonatéd at ground Ieve‘l debris is sucked into a

‘cloud which settles ]athr as. rquoactwe fallout contaminating an area’ of hupdreds of .

———

——

o

. _To grasp' the impact of a nuclear explosion it is liélpf'ul to'anulvzo the cﬁ'oét of
det,onatmg a one megaton' nuclear weapon on the mtv of Edmonton. Such a dcvuo vwldx

70 to 80 times the explosxve power p[' the Hiroshima bomb and is "medium- suei' hy-

- today's standards. At.the epicentre -of-the explosion, a cr ater 1,200 feet wide and d()()» .

* feet deep would be créated. (The cr ‘Ler would swallow up all buiLﬂings in an area

extendmg from 9(7th to 103rd streets, and from 97th to 103rd avenhes. ) E verythin

v

within a half—mxle radlus would be swept up in a fireball one mile wide Qnd six miles -
high. llkhfe within the 'h alf—mlle radius would be incinerated in ten seconds. (This would
include all citizens in‘.ofﬁces and apartment builcﬁngs in the area encompassed by 106th
street, 106th avenue, 94th street. and the river valkav The Lherm;il‘;;ulqe mov‘ing at the

spLed of lmht, would extend to a radius of two miles, klllmg virtually eve ‘yone '

' xmmedlately Overpressures of up to 1()() pounds per square mch would be (ausod by the '

3

accompanying shock wave whxch would' crush all buildings. (Al buildings between 124th

street, 124th avenue, the Capilano f'réewa&r and 76th avenue would be p'u]vcriicd. In ‘th

' c1rcle of destruction extendmg two or three miles from the eplcentle _clothes dnd trees .

would spontaneously ignite. Hurrlcane wmds would blow aL sevcx al hundxcd mlles per

SN
hour. Apprommately half of the people in the city of Edmonton would be knllcd oumg,ht

* while a sxgmﬁcant per centage of the survivors would evcntually du, f]()m m;uncs caused

. by burns, embedded glass, and radioactive poisoning. In a radlus extending three to five

miles, intense heat"wloul,d cause thirjd 'dégree burns to all ex'pos‘ed‘ skin. The firestorm

Al T . . . N . . . . ., . .
* would suck oxygen out of undergroundstations and shelters, asphyxiating all occupants,

"People in’a radius of five to ten miles from the epicentre would suffer second degree
. N e . : . ' E ) s .

'The'~equiv.z;lent of one millio_h tons of TNT.



" burns, An area covermg 200 square 2 miles would be scorched
In a major nuclear exchange the destruction just described could be multxphed one’
Lheusand times. In a 10,000 megaton attack on the United States,2 the majonty people
in targu‘-_d areas would be burned, irradiated or crushed. An area of some 600,000
square mxleq would be subjected to thermal pulses at levels of at least 40 calories per
centimetre squared,, Wthh chars human beings. Approx1mately 75 percent of the
American land mass would be - subjected to a level of' heat that oauses inflammable
mdt,en ml tor lgmt,e The blabt waves would pulverlze all places of wor l’and habitations
~ within this vast ‘area. The atmosphexe woulq become dark as mushroom clouds joined,
blocking out sunlight, argd possibly producing a nucléar winter where tempefaturés could
dmp to —20° T in summer. A smog of hydrogen cyanide and other bumed debris would
«cover the land. Humans who survived the exp]osmns and radiation would exns&;n :
_ dmkness Since crops couldn t grow survivors would starve. szens who managed to

avmd starvamon would still be subject to the Iadloactxve fallout Wthh would blankét the

. 44"-‘)
country, : _ . S

w

Bates et al. (1983) claxm that Canada would most hkely be directly attacked ina .
nuclear war be(,aUGL it is a member of the Nor th' Atlantic Tr‘eatv Or gamzat,lon (NATO)

and because it }ms a defense agreement with the United States through the North

o

Amel ican Aer oquce Defencc Command (NORAD) Furthexmore the Soviet Union would

.not hkph allow a, country rich in natural resources and agl 1cu]ture to assist a U.S. .
1

¥

lecovew from a nucleax attack. . o S o
Bat,es et al.” (1()83) constructed a map ‘of the radioactive fallout, pattern that would
extend jnto Canada from nuclear weapons exploded within 350 miles of our southern )
’ bm der 4 Aledq which would receive lethel doses of‘ radloactlve fallout mclude many of the
major popul.mon, agricultural and industrial centres of Canada. Because of unpredlctable '

wind Chanﬂes, no inhabited area W1Lhm Canada would be complet,ely safe f'rom fallout,

6 .

*The weld of exlst,mg Soviet wanhe'ids is estxmated to be 17 000 megabons
(Sivard, 1982):
%A recent study of the effects of - nuclear war’ by 300 international scientists
concluded: - "Rather than reflecting images of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, a modern
nuclear war would, for most people of the world, much more resemble current
images -of Ethiopia and the Sudan" ("Starvation likely biggest killer," 1986)
"The authors use conservatlve estxmates of the effects and typical wind pattems
An their calculations. - e
L . .o ERTEE T
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A discuesion of the physircal Consequerices of aAmajol' nuclear war would 11et. be '\\
complete without considering the imPact on the planet as a whole. One glob-al effect \wm\ld‘ A
be the existence of radioactivé fallout that would rise into the Stfau?SPh“"év, circle the

globe, then fall slowly back to earth.® Anether important erfe“v Lhe cooling of the gl()ﬁe's

. surface, was mentjoned abqve in the discussion of nuclear winter. A third eﬁ'ect would be -
the -partial destruction of the earth's 0zone layer by the oxldCS of nitrogen pr oduced in the -

fireball of a nuclear explosmn. It has-been estlmated ‘that the ozone layer would be

v

i

reduced by as much as 70 per cent in the Northern Hemisphere f‘)”(’W‘“g a ten thousund
megaton attack Thls would lesulL in an mcrease of ultre dVlOlet mdmtmn which is harm('ul
to every living orgamsm *Skin cancer and ultravzo)et keraid Vu..Juncuan.g, Bnow blmdness)
would likely increase. At the highest levels.of dep]etnon sunburn would be lncapautatmg
Most mammalk w'ould eventually g0 blmd then die. Finally, there would be 4 ger mus
effect on plant life-since ultraviolet radiation represses. phowbvnthesm." o
In Twentieth Century Book of the Dead, Elllot (1‘)72) reﬂect% on th" possible
meanmg of destruction which | is so total. He asks: _
Can we escape from the chaOS of the idea that is left to us? Total death could
meal‘x the obliteration of' partxcula\ cities-or chuntries oF ldlgmn" it could mean
the collapse of world: cmhzatlon Or the death of‘ the speues, or it could mean
the total death of the’ mmd wlthln a variety of plwswﬂl parameters. (p. 99),
In the event of nuclear war thele would be two losses: 1) ““3 death of tha spcuua,

_and 2) the

urder of unborn genel”atlons As Schell (1982) explalnq "death cuts off lifes
- extinction c ts off birth. Death dispatches into the nothingness after life C’uch person who
has been bbrn; extinction...locks up in-the nothingness beforé life all the people who have

not been orn" (p. 117). It is d]f‘ﬁcult to picture extinction because the mind und senses

ade it through, are present to witness the end" (Schell, p- 139).

5So e radioactive isotopes emxt radiation for mllhons of years.

6 consequences of radiation,” €ven at lower levels, Was clearly demonstrated
dufing studies conducted after the Chernobyl accident. In the city of West Berlin,
for example the number of mongoloid babies icreased five times Compared to .
the average for the preceding 10 years. ("Chlldren have reason to worry," 1987).
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In su'mmary, the explosion of nuclear weapons results in rgassive annihuati(;n of
human beings, the obliteration of cities, and a number of serious consequences for the v
planet as a whole. A major nuclear war could result in the collapse of civi'lizatjon and

perhaps even the extinction of the human wace.

. B. Psychological Consequences of the Threat of Nuclear War
{ Most. pcople are unable to compréhend' a threat of this magnitude, therefore they

protect themselves from its

use psychological defense mechanisms in ordey
“implications. Their fear causes them to push the 1mpl|catxons of the thleat out of their
awareness or denv their feelings about it. Some people cope “with their fears by perceiving
"the enemy” to-be less than human. In this secuon I will discuss the defense mechanisms
of demal psvchlc numbing, and dehumamzatnon and analyze the eﬁ'ects that their use

can have on oneself and one's attitudes toward others.

Denial E _ » . ' \
‘ One mechamqm employed to deal with-an extremely unpleasant realltv is denial.
Denial u,Fel s to "varlous degrees oi nonpel ceptlon nonr ecogmtlon nonunderstandmg or
nonacccpmnco of certain realitie$ in order to cope with otherwise unacceptable .
intrapsychic conﬂlctq f'(,dmgs or memonf (Group for the Advancement of quchmtxv, .
1964, p. 24 1). These authms note that pe"ople remain unaware of thej destructive powex
- of nuclear bombs dLSplte mformatlon that is available though the rr{edla or books. Or,

Lhev may be mLellectuallv aware, but do not experience any corresponding feelings. Thi]
‘ authom point out that an event that is neither imagined nor expe1 xenced has no
. psvchologlcal ‘Meaning. Demal is-a serious problem pr ecnse]v because nuclear -war is

'pos\bxhtv ' . ‘ -

Macy (1983) describes some of the fears which cause people
~ LN

awareness of the nuclear situation. Some individuals, she claims, don't want to think
about the c\onsequencés.‘of nuclear war foi‘ fear_of' "falling apﬁrf." or losing control;‘.. Others
' fear that by talking dbout nuclear .war they will appear morbid and give the irhpress’iqn
'61"- lacking optimism, stzimina ar{d competence. Some parents\a'void discussing the threat

of Pucle’é\r war with their children be,céuseb they do not want to cause fheir loved ones |

distress or stifle their -present happiness. Some people simply don't want to appear
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unpatrlotlc, or give the 1mpressnon ‘of being too emotional. Oth'em suppose that by mlkmg
abeut nuclear war it will become a self-fulfilling prophecv Still others fear the guilt of
being an accomplice i in a na-tmn that has been prepm ing to annihilate hundreds of‘
millions of fellow human bemgq The remons vary, but the end luqult is.that people
repress their awaréness of the plesent dnngu and avond expxeqqmg concern about what
matte_rs to. them most. " , o .' ' ‘ ‘

o ‘ /. | . .. ' v
Psychic Numbing | s : . '

o Lifton (1982) contends thé.,t everyone from bomb-maker .t.() ordinary citizen has
vhad to "learn to live with the bomh" (p. 103). He theoriiews that, a kind of "riurqbing" has
evolve;'d which blocks out the impliéations of thermonuclear wea_pons."']’sybhié numbing"
includes the def’énse mechanisms of d‘el;ia] and repression discussed above, and others =
lsuch as projection and reaction formation. It also includes the suppression of painful
1mages and the feelings associated with these 1mageq Through pbYCth numbing the
realities of Nagqllsalu and H:roshlma are demed both as events that actually occurred and
‘as warnings for the future. Macy (1983) points out that psychic numbing may take the
form aﬁ-ﬂf?zsiéﬁng information that is painful. When despair about nuclear wtupn?m 18
repressed there is a tendency to block out the _informz;tion that provokes despair. Macy ‘.
nobeé th:}t repressing stronéieelings may have the additional effect of impairing a

pe‘i“son's capacity to think clearly. Schéff (1979) points out that "after emotions are

aroused but not discharged the individual's level of pex ceptual sensitivity is reduced, his
or her feeling state is less pleasur able, thoughts are less clear ‘and behavior les(-. creative ;
or more rxgld" (p. 203). _ v . . &
‘ The knoWleée that th6u§ands gf thermonuclear v:zea‘pons are Largéted on us, and
that we dre daily threatened with the possibiliﬁy of anni_hila.tion',k 15 suppressed from ou:r
| _collective awaren"ess; for many it is "business as usual." According to Gunter Anders,
this occurs becr;iuse "we are incapable of producing a fear commensurate with the
—bomb threat, let alone of constantly maintdining it in the midst of our. still secmmgly
normal everyday life." 7 As a result, people push this knowledge out of their awareness
and carry on with their activities even though t,hg world is daily faced with the possibilityA ©

&

of "annihilation.

> "Quoted in R. Rogers, 1980, p. 14.
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Macy (1983) notes that psy‘chic numbing can take the form of psychological
projection. She points out that living in an emotionally intolerable situation is expressed

in anger against others: "We seek scapegoats to blame for our inchoate sense of alarm"

_ {p. 14). (This is what Carl Jung called projecting one's shadow.) Menmnger (198'&)

comments that pro;ectlon is a way of -purging ourselves of negative atfitudes or
unconscious fears in order that our own behavior and attitudes might be-perceived in a
positive lighL'.\lvhile thosé of the enemy are reconfirmed as evil. He dg‘ascribes this defense
mechanism in the followmg wav |
We perceive [others'] motives and actxons as e\nl and base, motivated ony by
drives for power and domination, while ours. are laudable, henorable and wholly
justified. We see oursglves as .ratio.nal and logical while they only understand
force; we are peace-loving but they are treacherous and warlike, even "godless

monsters” as a high American official recently suggested. (p. 27).

Thus pmJectfon Lakes the form of demomzmg the enemy and results in the tendency to

v

perceive the bovuels in a totally dehumanized manner. .;

I)ohumannatlon A
Dehumanization has been descnbed as a defense mechamsm which "protects a
puson from feelings of guilt about the way he feels about or acts toward other human
beings” (Group for the Advancement of Psychiatry, 1964 p. 246). When dehumanization
is "object—directed”, it tends to view others as "subhumans" and rescues the person from
(‘Jiscomfm'L guilt shame, and fear. Dehumanizatién may also be "self‘—direcbed":
When an mdlvndual protects himself from a wholp cluster of‘ baswally human
| affects and states of mind -feaY, compassion, guilt or shame- he also does
_ somethmg to his self-image. The defense of dehumanization leads him to

compartmentalize his emotions and pauperizes his capacity to feel and act like

“a human being. (p. 247).

The Group for the Advancement of Psychiatry (1964) point out that when

dehumanization is directed inward it allows agerson to maintain primitive and gelfish

attitudes dnd contributes to emotional callousness and disinterest in the suffering of

.fellow human beings. As a résult, the person's self-image becomes increasingiy devoid of

the qualities that make it "human". This selfishness and callousness is accompanied by a

R
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diminishing sense of personal responsibility. In effect, the "object-diregted" and -

. ! ]
"self-directed” forms of dehumanization begin to reinforce one another thsf ch a'way that

-psychology has not kept pace W|th the r:

capacity to r(.spond ha% been nmpmre()

constructive hurr;an consequences, becomes blli.rred in our thinking and feeling.
Particularly in relationship to the threat of nuclear war [dehumanization] acty
maladaptively by .nelultra]izing the customary 4pSychc{ogicul barriers ‘t.hat would
otherwise be bresent to the destruction of millions of individual human beings.
(1964, p.254). . |
Overwhelmed by the destructive potential of modern weapons, people become insensitive
to the devastation that Lhéy would i:ause: and l')'ecvomc les;‘, able to :‘-&é;nn1d in 1 manner

that would léssen Lhe danger of nuclear War.

It haq been %uggequd that p(,ople use a var lety of dc(vnse mcchamsma to cope '

with the threat of nucleal war. 'Ihey may deny that the threat is as serious as it is or

they may snmply push lt out of awareness. Through a process of psvchu numbing pooplc

suppress pamf‘ul 1mgges and feelmgs and carry. on w1th Lhur hve s as if there was no
ithreat of nuclear holocaust They may project fear and anger on to othus or (onslden the
"enemy" to be evil and treacherous. We have seen that people can avoid the guilt
'associatred with this behavior by dehumanizing the enemy or by compartmentalizing their
feelings, but this leads to a diminished capgcity to feel and also encourages selfish

.

attitudes. .

C. Emotional Consequences.of the Threat of Nuclear War
. ’ ¢ ._ -
In a study of individuals who attended grade school when air raid drills were
practiced, Carey. (1982) found that "fear of nuclear weapons would ~and can- be

embarassing, rendering those who dread the bomb ludicrous if they express their

-

(
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emotions” (p. 21). Lifton (1982) surmised that many people suppress the shame and gm\lt

\

- of being powntial accomplices to mass murder: "This numbed guilt may be static. and

it

lmmobllmng, part of the resigned or cynical stance of "wamng for the bomb" (p. 79).
chlgnatmn and hopclcssncss were two of the thémes expr essed by sLudcnt,s writing on
nuclear war m Schneidman's (197’3) courses on death at Harvard. Adolescents in NP

. wm'k‘;hops conducted by Lifton expressed both hopelessness and anger whgﬁ@éc1xssing
the topic "hvmg with the bomb". N (

(,crmm chan acl.ensm patterns of emotional response tend to emerge as a resull of
the threat of nuclear war. Lnfpo\n (1982) notes that many people go through. a proeess of
eventually allowin"g information about the nuclear peril "in", then feeling anxious because
they don't know how to handle the fear that derives from the information. Thié period of
unxie‘t’;‘v is followed by a state of resignation or by feelings of cynicism as nucl\ear war
comes o b,e;viewed as inevitable. In a study of young adults born since 1945, Carey
{cited in Lifton, 1979) found a sequence of respbnses that began with anxiety concerning
death, and was followed by a sustained form of numbing, then more anxiety. The first
pl’mso occurred when subjects were in school and underwent air aid drilfs. They recalled
an awareness of Lh? bomb that \;Qas"either painful, or distant, or both. When Lhé subjects
were y(yi\:llg teenagers (second phase), their awareness decreased markedly, althoxug‘i"n at
times they experienced frigh’t,enving dreams. The third phase occurred when subjécts were
older teenagers or young adults. Some subjects reported feeling concerned and anxious,
others felt obsessed, and some stated that they oscillated between numbness and anxiety.

Licbert (1971) observed a sim\ilar pattern in an analysis of term papers written
by (‘;(ilumbia University students omr the effect of being raised in the nuclear age. The
majority of stydents reported that they experienced a sﬁddeﬁ and intense anxiety ata
certain point before reaching adolescence (rﬁost likely when they became able to
conceptualize the destruction of nuclear weapons and the implications fo:}ee future).

Licbert notes that in the next phase, as young teenagers, the students "g#fempted to

master th; anxiety by primar;ly intellectual means such as reading compulsively about
the subject and becoming a fac‘tual "expert" on the bomb or writing short stories about it"
(p. 239). Once the students had controlled their anxxetv, many of them became
emotionally numb vis-a-vis nuclear war. Some experienced. 1 change in thelr view of life

and the future and began to focus on obtammg 1mmed1ate pleasure and fulﬁllment, while,

at the same time, proceeding w1th preparation for long—term goals, just\in case the bomb



might not Fall” (p. 240).

‘flnquestionably, many children and adolescents are fearful about nuch;‘ur war. In
a study involving 1,151 children from gl‘aldcs five through twelve, Bcurdsk‘o and Mack
(1982) found that the threat 8f nuclear war caused many children to experience fear,
C);nicism, bitt,crness‘,\‘hclplessness and sadness: "Our strongest finding, we feel, is a
general unquiet or uneasiness about the future and about the present nature of nuclear
weapons and nuclear power" (p. 89). Duriné a seven ycar.study of grade 12 students in
130 schools, Bachman (1976—1982) found that 35 pyfeent of high school seniors believed
a nuclear war would occur in their lifetime. Similarly, Berger, Eden, and Gould (cited in
Yudkin, 1984) found that 69 percent of respondents in 17 American schools believed 1y
nuclear war would_accur: of this 69 percent, 19 percent believagiit would happen duri':m
their lifetime. Many children have listed the threat of nuclear war as one of their
greatest fears. Children from the age of 11 to 19 in the Doctor and Goldenring (1984)

study ranked fear of nuclear war as their second most important concern after parental

loss. The Goldberg (in press) study of 1995 Western Cangdian junior Mg senior high
school students also found that the greatest concern of sfudenls,_afler parentN loss, wz\xs
nuclear war. Finally, a socio—politica’l study (cited in Richter_, 1987) of the fearslol 34909
children and adolescents in the Federal Republic of Gegmdﬁy revealed that theg poliLi-cul
fears were even greater than their private fears. Apprbximutuly half of these pirls and
boys (63 percent and 47 percent liespcclivcﬂy) believe that their country will ckperience a
nuclear war within 2 years.

One way ‘some children and adolesc'ents cope with their fears of nuclear war is to
"live for the moment." Schwebel (1982) notes that "in order to deal with the anxiety, to
deal with a life of double jeopardy...they.resort to different forms of accomodation. One of
Lh;m is immediate gx‘aﬁiﬁcation. iIf Lheré's no tomorrow they sziy, ch‘mc live for today”
(p. 611). Beardslee and Mack (1982) found that adolescents perceive the uncertainty of
the future to be related to the folly of adults, who, ﬁhrough ineffectuainess, greed, or lust
for.power, allow the world to drift towards a therm(‘muc'lear holocaust. The authors
contend thai in such a context, "impulsiyiiy, a value system of "get it now" [and] the
hyper stimulation of drugs...seem to be natural developments” (p. 90).

‘Lif'ufn (1979) theorizes that when our sense of symbolic immortality* is

N
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#Living on through one's descendants, throug -eative’ works, through spiritual
continuity or through nature. T ’ '




threatened, we seek more intense feelings and experience:
The seeking of ir{wnsu experience has always been an important response o
threatened holocaust or profound ’hiswrical“crisis.... When the structure of
existence is t,hreaw;m-d, people seek to do more with their bodles, to extend the
experience of their total organism. (p. 345). | ‘
Lifton links modern society's scarch for "highs” through drugs, rock music, ‘me'dit.a&)n,
literature, "sexual lcvoluuon . "peak exper |en(e% anh certain forms ()f"e.\:pressive group
therapy, twith the threat of annihilation: "These quests have vu’llying creative and .
intellegfual merit, but they all seck an experience of transcendence as an alfernative to
extinc’tion" (1982, p. 76).

\ .
It. seems clear that living with the threat of nuclear war holds serious emotional

consequences for many people. Both adults and children experience emotions such as
anxiety, guilt, resignuti‘on, cynicism, and hopelessness. Researchers have identified the
following pattern: (1) anxiety during childhood; (.'2) attempts to tpaster the afiXiety, |
followed by numbnoss during adoles:cence; and (3) a'renewal of the ar'xxiety in adulthoeod.

One way that people cope with theqe negatlve emotions and a threatened sense of

lmm(nlahlv is through an increased search for immediate gr dtlﬁCdtl(m and "highs".

D. Bcﬁavinral Consequentes of the Threat of Nuclear War

Living in the nuclear age means having been "horn 1?«4) a double life" ELlfton)
One part of us acknowledgcs the threat of nuclear war, while another part goes through
the motions of evcrvdav livindy People "know" at one level.that everythiﬂg thev have

struggled for could be destr oved in mmutes ve} they go on living as if the threat did not
exist. Macy (1983) views it this way: ‘ \
@ one level we maintain, a more or less up-beat capacity to carry on as usual c
. —getting up in‘the morning aﬁd rem\embering‘v\;hjch shoc: goes on what foot,
getting the kids off to school, meeting our appointments, cheering up our
friends...and all the while, undéi*{}c:ath. there is this inchoate knowledge that ‘
our world could go at any moment. (p. 7). .
The problem is that many people are unable to respon\& emouﬂially and politically to a
threat which they acknowledge intellectually. So they li\;e life as if it was safe, as if it had

not become crazy, unmanageable, and threatened with extinction. N
. ' . N
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One existential cost of living a "double li{e" is extensive numbing of human affect
. and a lowering of one's energy level. Lifton (1979) comments that "in order to go about
'husiness as usual’ one has to deaden one's feelings about what one knows" (p. 366),
(However, repressing strong feelings about nuclear war has the effect of diminishing our
energies and making us vulnerable to exhaustion,)?

When people deaddn their feelings \ub()ut nuclear war, a split develops between
what they know about.the Nanger and what they feel about it. As Schwebel (1982)
comments, "this s'zplit concerns too fundamental a matter to remain restricted to that
matter alone, and it begins to influence the rest of life” (p. 152). Therefore, when strong
fé'elings are habitually repressed, general responsiveness tends o decrease. Aceeptance of
total destruction may then be followed by dulled responsiveness to lesser social evils, such

. P
as air pollution bec’ﬁuse "a society dannot be at the same time asleep and awake, insanc
unﬁ sane, against life and for life" (ibid). . '

Repressing the pain we feel aboutithe &.hrgul, of nuclear war has the further effect
of diminishing our interconnectedness with ot,hcrs,\eud encourages political
disempowerment (Macy, 1983). According t0 Kovel (1983), the nuclear state coftyibutes
to this disempowerment through its c();\trol’of the power of nuclear weapons: "Real power
is a part of a human relationship; and so our actual disempowerment is what we
experience before the state apparatus that controls and uses the bomb" (p. 6). Diminished
interconnectedness and disempowerment lead to "nuclear paralysis™; people become
convinced that it is irrational and futile to act.

Repx‘eési_ng the despairtthat is Mt in relation to the threat of nuclear war m:\y
result in an opposite extreme: violent behavior. Repressed despair may be "expressed
outwardly against society in acts of violence and vandalism -acts often so senseless, so
pointless, they seem motivated by nothing so much as fﬁx‘y and futility” (Macy, 1983, p.
14).

Schneidman €1973) theorizes that a link exists bctwegn concern with death
through nuclear annihilation and "our outwardly disdainful attitude toward life itgelf:

P
/

-9This seems particularly true of advocates of peace because the knowledge and '
awareness they have can become a heavy burden and the effort to awaken
others to the danger is often frustrating. This may lead to a sense that it is
futile to try to change the situation, that really individuals "are powerless
vis-4-vis the nuclear state and the military-industrial complex.” A general attitude
‘of fatalism m\az/ﬁet in. *

-~
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cxcesssxve rlsk takmg, burmng out thh drugs, darmg authorltv, flauntmg tradltlon and

the: many d{t,h

.mlmlcal and destructwe l'or ms of' behavnor toward ourselves and our

The vnolcnce may also brdlrecwd mward bchwebel conjectures that smce
: uncmplovment has been assomated w1th su[c1de, "that leads us to wonder and mvestlgat,e
‘ lhe consequences of the sustamed Lhreat of nuclear dlsaster" (1982 p. 612) In a survey
ol .l() ()0() pcople, Schncldman (1973) found that 45 percent of respondents at,trlbut;ed an
mucase n pr eoccupau(m and conceln w1t,h death to the prGSLnCe of nuclear weapons o

acy (1‘)8'%) lhcorlzes Lhat the mcrease in t,he use of druos and teenage su1c1des 1s due

, to the pervaswe despau about nuclear weapons _

In" Summar y the thrcat of nucléar war results in a sort of' 'double llfe in which

the dangex6 ol‘ nuclem war 1s sensed at one level but not responded to emotlonally,

. allowing mdlvnduals to' cany on with theu dily’ \llées However the spllt between what. 1s
known and what is felt mav spread to other al eas of life,. and result in decreased ‘

: xcsponslveness and dlmmlshed enefgy. It maygalso undcrmme 1nterconnectedness w1th
_other people and contnbube to a sense of: dlsempowex ment and paralvsm ‘Repressing

dcspan, about Lhe nuel

it may be expressed m : 1dlv th ough dr ug use’ orrsu1c1de

‘ “E. C(m(,lusmn i e ) ,

_ A majm nuclear war would probably ;'esult in the death of hundreds of mllllons of
pcople put an end to civilization as’ we know ll, and cause extenswe darnage to the
ecosphere. Yet even if nuclear war: does not oceur, the threat of annalhllatlon holds

nnpox t.:mt human c0nsequences ibPsychologlcally, 1t has resul;.e;l in the repressxon of -
~awar enes/s and the numbmg of pamful images and feehngs, People prOJect thelr fear and
~ ungel onto deslﬂnated enemles and dehumanlze tifern. On an emotlonal level; the threat
of nuclear holocaust encour ages f‘eelmgs of gullt hopelessness, cymc1sm and helplessness
'Il is n,lated o patterns of axlx1ety/numbnes§7renewed anxiety, and fears among chlldren

tlmt nuclem war will occur in their llfetlme In, order %0 cope w1th thls threat people

(* 1den thelr feelmﬂs and llve as if" there was no dally threat to thelr ex15tence

Howevet, the repressmn of feellngs leads to decr eased responsweness, a sense of *

o ,wAlthough thls is not. "hard" scientific data, 1t may reﬂect deep,seated fear
‘people have .about nuclear war. ... ‘ . L [ v

4t

r theat may- also result in acts of v1olence such as vandallsm or -

A



dlsempowel ment, and despair whxch may be eg{ﬁé))zgssed in acts of v1olence

ThlS chaptex has attempted to descx ibe sm;he of the ways in wh\ch the threat of
nuclear war holds lmportdnt psychologlcal emotlona] and behavmml consequences The
f'ollowmg chapter will analyze the extent t,o which Lhe th! eat of nuclL.n war mﬂuean _

religious behef ‘A subsequent chapter wnll mve%lgxa‘te the reso§3 ces Lhat religious belief

can provide in coping with this threat; ' o



' Chapter 111 i
Splrltual Belief and the Threat of Nuclear War

\

- The-threat of nuclear holocaust has had a significant lmpapt on religious symbolis"]’m,’

belief,!! and practice, An analysis of this impact will be-the subject of this chapter. The

thxeat of nuclear war can affect one's ablhtv to svmbollze 1mmortallty and one's ability
4

to. make sense of' the threat through the use of” tellglous symbohsm It can also put faith

and hope in questmn shake one's confidence in the promxses “of rellglon,l2 ‘and threaten

"s‘pmtual self-affirmation. Finally, the nuclear threat has encouraged-some individuals

o

withi‘n._ certain fundamentalist Christian churches to. associate a nuclear holocaust with
the will of God. | | | ‘o

- In this chaptex 1 will dnscuss the impact of tf{e use of def'ense mechamsms (such
as pqychnc numbing and psvchologlcal pl ojection) on.the sp1r1tual‘3 l\fe of the mdwndual
believer. This will be followed bv an analysxs of-the manner in which the mboh;a_tron of
immortality, . inherited religious symbols, and "divine revelation" have been affected by
the: threat of nuclear annihilation. Next I will discuss the impact Qf this threat on
religioug belief, worship, énd the ability to. affirm oneself spirituelly. The reasons for

certain ‘fund-amentu’list. beliefs wh‘ichhmak'e' nuclear war mote likely will be explored in a

final section.

”Undenstood as uhglous bellef or falth that is, "the act or state of

" wholeheartedly and steadfastly believing in" the. existence; power, ‘and " benevolence

eing, of having confidence in his providential care, and of being

loyal to hig will as revealed or believed m" (Gove, 1986, p. 816).

12Definitions\ of religion, e.g;, "the numinous" (R. Otto), "belief in gods or God",
etc., become problematic because what is considered essential in one religion may \

not be essential in another. A more descrlpt_lgeH approach defines religion as "a

paltlculal system, or set of - systems, in which doctrine;, myths, rituals,-
sentiments, institutions, and- other similar elements are mtelconnected"

(Encyclopedia Britannica, ‘1985, Vol. 26, p. 548). Tllhch defines the- essence of

religion (ogy more precisely, faith) as "ultlmate concern".
1"Understood  in the general sense as -that which pertams to the spirit: "The

. “intelligent and immaterial part ‘of [a person] or the human soul in general,

whether ypited with the body in life or _separated from it in death, and
espeuallv that aspect of it which is concerned with religious truth and actions

““and is directly susceptible to Divine influence" (Oxford Dictionary of the Christian

Church, 1983, p. 1300).. In this thesis "religious" is considered to be a part of

“the’ more general category "spiritual”, but the térms are used in-a somewhat

lasitudinous - or overlappmg ‘manner.
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A. Psychic Numbing and the Spln ual Life

Psvchlc numbing is a defense mechamsm by which people block out the
implications of nuclear war and carry. on living "as if" the threat did not. ¢xist, This
affects their spiritual life because they must pretend that the_things il_i life which enable

them to

n" (the sources of immortality) will unfailingly continue to exist even -

‘ thdugh there is ratiogal and as well as empirical. evidence to suggest that this muy not be

s0. Chernus' (1983)‘ points out that on'the one hand ‘people’are aware that their future

'xs in’ doubt, yet on .another leve] thov denv this and continue to bohevc that lho\ will live
on through their children, thelr wor ks, or some other type of immor Lahly Howovm this
belief is colored by the "as if" mode of living described in L!lapwl 2.1 No one can be
totally conﬁdent about the human future. The lethality of nuclear wuubons inhibits that
confidence. As Chei‘nus (1‘)8'3) commems |

Psychic numbmg af'fects us m()st mtensel\ in th()se very areas of life which are
‘most. meamngful to us. As we face our children, our work-and our (md ~the
bearers of C(mtmulty that redeem llfe & meanmg despxte our mortality- we are
touched by a deep ambivalence that we cannot afford to-understand or even to
-recpog.n.i'ze.- (p. 907): .

Aﬁ\bivalence invades the collective psyche because there can be no " p()stm(n tem

‘continuity" in a world which has had its children, its works, dnd its mhcrmus traditions x"-
anmhhated . . o " :

Chernus (1983), points out Lhat Lhe as if" lnmg which chardeterizes our

_l meaningful relationships soqn spllls over into everyday life: "Shumng, out parts of' reality

soon becomes a habit. Having lived en "as i life in our most significant (hqmunts‘ we

find it relativel_;/ easy 't,o"de'so‘\ on the more trivial everyday level” (p. 9()7‘). As a result,

* our general responsiveness Leﬁds to dec_‘rea’s.é, agﬁis our sense of being "‘ulivcb"‘. At
worse, we come to know the "death in life" (Lifton) that the Hiroshi‘méx SUrvIivors - e
experienced. As people experience "death in IAif‘\e" their need for val’ue‘and meaning
becomes greater. Yet it is precisely basic valﬁes and meaningful relutiohships that are v
distorted and diminished by. psychic numbing. Theref'ol‘e looking to the sourées of Lhis
value and meaning (our chlldlen our works our xehgnous traditions) only plunges people
deeper into unreality and deceptlon as they pretend that Lhe future is secure. l‘hc more

. »

tiReferring to Robert Lifton. o o .
155e¢e p. 16. AR : :
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intensely tl;is {mr; ality is experiénced the greater is the need to be redeemed-from it.
Thus, at its deepegy leVel p‘,ychxc ““mblng is a rellglous crisis.

It can be hvpothcswed that the ' Very essence of Christianity is threatened by
pqychlc numbmg because Chr,suans rest their hope on a power that has been at work in
the world, an. ommpOtent power that decigiyo)y eritered world history,in a death and
- pesurrection event Chnstlans bblleve that the future manifestation of this power w1h !

follow Lhe Sdme pattern. In union with thig power they. belleve they have transcended

“geath and begun living eternal life: (The existence of a Savior implies. salvation.) Yet, can

Christians truly experience salV yation When danly life is characterized by ambivalence and .

dt(rcased 'C“:pons,vemsg -in short death o hfe"? . | l
In summg, v, it can be postulaud that psvch,lc pumbing negatively affects the

Spiriu_.ml life becayge "as if" Living €3Uses 4 person to feel ambivalent ‘OWand the~50urces

of immortality. Ineregsed searching for Meaning leads to gr.éatgr "yﬁreality" and mgy

result in 2 religious crisis.

B. Pr(uu.tum and Self- rlght,eousn(EScs

The d(—‘ft‘ns(\ mechanism of' pr OJeCtmnlf affects the per ceptions of lehglouc
pon-religious People alike. projectlon can pg encoumged by self-r ighteous attitude:.. in
this section 1 will degcribe the. use of pr ojection b\ certain religious and political leaders
~andas well, analyze the forms which Projection takes. “This will be followed b." a

discussion of the l‘e‘\]ation\ship petween Self__'right,eousness and projection.

- projection in Religious and Political Statements "

P lojectl()n involves the attrlbutlon of evil intentions, motives, and actions to others

for the. (“ncon%lous) purpose of making One§ own intentions and actions appear ina

more favorable light. This attr -ibution of evil can focus on the nature of others, on theil

muntl(ms Ot on their behavior: By per cﬂ,vmg others as "evil” 1 imply that I am "good".

- I3V Cpndem"mg the actions of others as immoral, my actions appear more honorable. The

following Stdtemem by William Arm%t,xong member of the United States Senat,e

illustr ates the point: . : , - . ) .
Whén Presideny Reagan identified the Soviet Union as an evil regime in his

- -

wSee Chapter 3, 5775, S o

kd



controvel-sial remarks to the National Aésociution of Evangelicals in Orlando,
.Florid;i, he was correct. The Soviet government has killed sixty million people:
‘They have millions of political and religious prisoners in gulags. They are
, threatening. war and exporting revolution ;aroﬁmd the world. They are ruthlessly
repressing the people of Poland and Eastern Eurogpe. The'v are guiltv of
vfltrocmes in Cambodxa and Afghamstan and elbewhexc, and I do not behove
that God gave us br ams and the oap.mtv for moral judgement to remain
mdlfferent ox silent about, that kind of evil in Lhé' world. (cited in Bernbaum,
1984, p. 215). o
When the Amerijcan president calls the. Soviet Union an "evil empire”, he implies that
America is not only less evil, but also benevolent and .good. As Menhinger (1983) puts it:
l"W'e are peéce—ioving .bu‘t they are treacheroﬁs and warlike, evgn"'godless monsters” as a )
fligh American ofﬁ(;ial recently suggested” (p. 27). Projection' appears to be involved here
because the Russians are no more inherently evil than Amgrican-s.'When fiussiané are
“ called "monsters”, Americans, by contrast, a;;pear civilized. Similarly, by putting - :
emphasis on the kifling,'ta_lking of pdlitical prisoners, and exporting revolutioﬁ, Armstrong
implies that, American actions are justified and e!,hiéal. | ‘
Tie 'Lendeﬁcy to ‘attribute ‘evil intentions to the Russians is exemplified in a 1982
sermon by John Cardinal Kx'ol;"“ argﬁing against, unilat.ei'al"disarmumcnt: E |
Let it be known that we aﬁ:e aware of the S()vi.et's avowed and never rescinded
. goal of subjugatiné the entire world. We: know t,hatth‘usch'é\.' was not joking
when he said> "We are goiﬁg to bury you".... We knm'y the tragic record of
SoQi;t expansionism in the world and in our own continén’t.... '(ci{cd in Sider
and Brubaker, 1982, p. 8). b
"David Breese, president of the national evangelistic oréanization Christian Dcstiny-, als(;
attributes \;vorld—dominaﬁing intentions to the Russiz;ns. At the Pasadena ‘conf'erencc.,"‘
Breese askea participants what are the causes of the present conflicts in our world. His
'response includes statements such as:

The towering politic‘al"reah‘ty of our time is the fact that a militant, a.thcisﬁic,

ideology has captured a major'segment of our world and is now -mobilizing that
: i »

17Cathohc (,ardmal Archbishop of Philadelphia.
15In 1982, 1400 people, many of them Evangelicals, gathered in Pasadena,

Cahfornla to study issues related to nuclear weapons.
B o]
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segment towd;d the conquest of the earth. The ijmmunist intention to conquer
“the world is its avowed, openly stated public policy. (Bernbaum, \_1984, p. 233).
In these siawmbnts, Ruséian motives are perceived 'as evil while American .motives are
perceived a5 noble. As Menninger (1983) comments, the intentions of the Russians are
%evil and base,‘mn.tiva.ted nly by drives for power andﬁ domination, while ours are\
laudable, honorable, and whq justified" (p 27). The Russians are accused of having a
"nevérﬂcscinded goal of subjugating the entire world" and of 4'\'threatening war and
expor \-“evolutio around,_ the erld"; but no mention is made of American imperialism.’
Here again, the{ ‘;ittl"ibmion of evil intentions to the Russians causes American inteﬁtions
to appear in a more’ favorable light.

Thc’truthfuln’ess of Soviet intentions to conquer the world is disputed by George
Kennan,'? who argues that "apprehensions for a Russian quest for 'world domination',
which have been used for a totally negative, hostile, and militaristic attitude t,owards the
| Soviet Unioh, have llttle substance behind’ them" (p. 81) He points out that the Soviet
Union has few box dert legions that constitute "pr omlsmg ' outlets for expansion.20
Mo eover, conquel ing “the world does not constitute the cornerstone of Soviet forelgn
p()ll(v ‘

_ 'I‘hlq is an aging, hlgh)y expel ienced, and very steady leadership, itself not

given to rash or adventuristic policies. 1t commands, and is ‘deeply involved

with, a structure of power, a;’ch)ax rticularly a higher bu1eauc1 acy, that would

noL easily lend 1tself to the implementation of policies of that nature. (Kennan,

1982 p. 100).
On the contrary, the main pr eocupatlon of the Sovnet leadershlp is the many internal
problems of the countrv These problems include the development of economic strengthJ
(with a gross,natlonal pr oduct“}:alf that of the United States); the general indifference,
spiritlessness and alcoholism amoeng many of the people; dissent.by top intellectuals;
restlessness in the satellite républi‘cg; and (compared to the West) technological
- backwardness in several areas. o

The extéfnal situat”ion. is equally prdblematic for the Soviet leadership.-Kennan -
(1982) points out that the Soviet Union faces the sim}xltanéous_ challenges of Chinese

communism fro%n the east, and capitalism from the West. Militarily, American-NATO

15Former. ambassador to the Soviet Union and expert in Soviet studies.
20Afghanistan is the one notable exception.
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defenses since the Korean War have been superior in nuclear str uwglc power, i.e., in
qarheads, mnssnle accuracy, strat,eg,"xc bombing, and naval foréﬁs.“ On phe mpornuhonul
scene, Kennan observes that . | : ‘ L
[The ‘Soviet leadership] sees more dangers than invitinglopportunities. Its |
reactions and purposes are therefoxe much more defensive than a;,gl essive. It
has no desire for any major war, least of all for a nucleal one. It fczn and

respects American mllitary power even as it tries to match it, and hopes to

e
—

avoid a conﬂlct with 1t (p 100-101).
- One sees little correspondence between this assebsment of the Soviet, Union w(iuy. and
"the 'godless monster” rhetoric. Actual c1rcumstances in U.S. S R. are suscepuble to some
“sort of empirical verification while the rhetoric reflects a projection of negative mwnu(ms
and an emphasis on evil actions so that those of the Americans might be perceived.
) ‘ .

positively.

.

>

Self-righteousness and Pro_)ectlon
Self‘—rlghbeouqness encourages pr ojectiort because it inclines one to blluato ovnl in

others. Coffin pomts out that ' self—rlght(.ousness concenu ates all attention on the sins of
others. [It] fights evil as if evil were something that arose totally outside of oneself® {cited
in Sider and Br ubaker 1982, p. 36). Lifton (1‘)79) suggeqts that viewing oneself or one's
nation as ultlmatelv virtuous is a way of copmg with deaLh imagery. It is a way of
reasserting 1mmortallty in the f'ace of images of collective disintegration. Howe ver, as
Lifton (1979) notes, claims of ultlmate virtue often requne "a contrasting image -dnd all
too often an embodiment~ of absolute evil" (p. 302). And this sets the stage for projection. ~

~ Nickelsburg (1984) suggests that self-righteousness involveé the following "logic™:
a) religious people believe that they are the children of God and that divine revelation has
_been given to them, b) that makes them right and anyone who disagr ees with them
wrong; ¢) one's enemies should be destroyed. He cites as historical consequences of this
reasoning the burning of heretics and the waging of crusades. In our'd;ly, the Soviet
‘Union has become the_de‘signeted' enemy, or in religious terms, the "Antichrist”.
Nickelsburg-(1984) comments: .

. . % - . .. .
The Soviet Union is seen as the latter-day embodiment of the satanic

2tKennan acknowledges "ground-force strength in Central Europe" as ‘the only
exception. , |
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Antichrist, Any"and all action against that nation or against éodless

communism is to be applauded and encouraged. One's own attitude and

viewpoint are unquestionably right and conform to the will of God. (p. 220).
Frank (1984) provides a secular explanation of this phenomenon: "When two groups with
dif‘f@x‘ent sofial systems and world views find themselves in conflict each deﬁngs the other
as moyally evil, if not actually demoniacal, 80 for.each the struggle readily takes on the
characteristics of a holy war." (p. 1347). These are dangérous attitudes to hold during a
nuclear age precisely because they increase the likelihood of war.

In summary, the pgychological defense mechanism of projection can be observed
in some religious and political leaders' ‘tendency to attribute excessi\‘re "evil” to the
Russians and to emphasize their "evil" actions. The clalm that the Sov1et Union mtends
to conquer the world has been dlsput,ed on the basis that they have little room for
expansion and face considerable opposition from American-NATO defenses.

y o
C. Nuclear Threat and Religious Symbollsm

In this secuon I will analyze the effects of the thleat of nuclear war on xehgnous
symbolism and also discuss how the symbolization of immor tallt{, traditional religious
symbolism, an'gsdivine revelation have been advel’sely'affect;ed by this.threat.

‘Robéit Lifton (1982) discusses the_thréat. to l'elfgious symbolism in the context on
his theory of symbolic immortality. He theorizes that the individual seeks.a "continuous
symbolic relationship" with what has preceeded him or her and with bwhat will come
aftcr “Symbohzatnon of i 1mmox tality is an appropnate svmbolxzatlon of our biological and
his%ﬁc‘xl connectedness” (p. 64). (One of the modes through which symbolic immortality

may be expressed, experlenmal transcendence , was discussed in Chapter 2.2%) The
. biological mode ("living on through or in one's sons or daughters"), and the creative mode
{("living on in one's work or work%") were alluded to in the prevmus section in the °
.dlscusswn of psychic numbing. Another mode of symbolic immaertality is s that of "eter ndl
nature” ("living on in nature itself"). The theological mode is deﬁnéd by Lifton (1979) as
- "the idea of transcending death through spi'ritual.attai’nment, .whether or not it includes

§peciﬁc imagery about life after death” (p. 64). .

Pp, 15-16.



Lifton (1979) theorizes that nuclear weapons constitute o psychie threat which
- affects our symbolization of immortality. He bases his discussion of the threat to the
theological mode of immortality on his study of the survivors o“"zlvw atomic bombing of
Hiroshima —t,he‘/xibdkusha; Following the bombing (;f the city, many of the survivors tried
to invoke Buddhist 01" Christian pfinciples, but this led to feclings of resignation and
helplessness vis-a-vis the forces of destruction. As Lifton (1979) comments:
~ Hibakusha coﬁsistgntly répm'ted that their conventional religious imagery was
‘woefully inadequate for their survivor task of giving form or meaning ta the
experience. Nor could such imug}ery, for most, conu:ibuw significantly to
restoring the symbolic wb_rld that had been destrdyed and help survivors
reassert a sense of immortality. (p. 339).
As death imagery approaches extinction, religious symbolism is unable to provide the
believer with a way‘ of making sense of thé experience.

It has been suggested that current religious symbolism is inadequate for c()pihg
with the prospect of nuclear annthilation because traditional Christian belief holds that
only God.has the power to destroy the world.” Interpreting a potentiat nuclear
catastrophe in L‘erms of this belief allows for“only two possibilities: either nuclear war is
somehow part of God's will (the destruction of humanity in a modern day biblical
ﬁood);?" or, God, as Cx‘eutm" and Savior who has become int.imai,ely involved with
humanity in Christ, would simply not allow it to happen. These positions assert the
sovereignty of God over hlst,orv, provide basis for hope in the nuclear age, and imply that
the proper courst of action for humanity is to obev God's will. However, as Kaufman
(1982) points out, they fail to take into consideration the unique situation in which we
find ourselves, namely: . |

What is perhaps the most momé\nmus change in the human religious situation
_since symbolical frames of reference were invented: the possjkiiity that we
”Ahuma'ns, by ourselves, will utterly destroy not only ourselves but our species,

all future generations, thus bringing the entire human project...to an abrupt

and final halt. (p. 5).

RN

23This is what Biblical images,” particularly apocalyptnc ones, suggest.
2¢A position taken by many religious fundamentalists and which will be dlS(.Ub‘s(,d
below.

\ : . : T,
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Faced with a prescnt which may destroy all futures, "traditional religious symbols
and frames of orientation do not quite fit" (p..11). Kaufman concludes that these
traditional images have become dangerous because they lull tbe believer into a f'ulsg
sense of security ("God will take care of everything") and dampen [zeaccmaking efforts.

~Nuclear war may hold consequences for God's manner of revealing Godself to the
believer (divine revelation).2s There I8 no point to a divine movement "from beyond man
toward man” and a "sudden in‘—breakingA of the holy presence” if there are no péoplé alive
o receive these. As Selby (1984) puts it, "the entire manner of the divine self-disclosure
to, and relationship with the universe is.'i'aluced in jeopardy the moment you consider that

it is possible...to bring the entire universe as we have known it, to an end"” (pp. 7-8).

D. Nuclear Threat and Religious Praciis:e

The 'yes' of faith requires an "image of meaning, of affirmation and expansion of
life beyond impinging threats, but this is rendere;i inaccessible —or at least extremely
difficult to evolve- by prevailing imagery of extinction" (Lifton, 1979, p. 346). Moreover,
images .o.f meaning are difficult to 'mgiptain in the face of the possible destruction of_
religious traditions. Religious belief a'lt'igé*s in the context of a tradition which nurtures it
and sustains it. Thus, to destrosr the tradition is to seriously damage the basis of belief.
Is it possible to experie‘nce Christianity's prbmise of redemption in the context of
the threat of nuclear annihilation? In Welch's vi'cw. f'dr the hope of.redemption to have
agy validity it must be true in the context of the struggle to prevent a nuc‘lear holocaust
and achieve social and economic justice. With a spiralling arms race, world expenditure '
on ayms approaching $900 billion ber year, and worsening social conditions in man§'\

part§ of the world, Christianity's promise is severely tested. "If we fail in history", Welch

sMacquarrie  (19Y7) describes revelation as follows: "Essential to the idea of
revelation is that what we come to know through revelation has a gift-like
charagter. If, in general terms, we say that what is disclosed in .revelation is
the dimension of the holy, then, in the revelatory experience, it is as if the holy
"breaks in" and the movement is from beyond man toward man.... The basic
pattern may be summarily analyzed as follows: a mood of meditation or

_ preoccupation, the sudden in-breaking of the holy presence, often symbolized in

terms of a shining light, a mood of self-abasement (sometimes terror, sometimes
consciousness of sin, sometimes even' doubt of the reality of the experience) in
the face of the holy, a more definite disclosure of the holy, perhaps the
disclosure of a name or of a purpose or a truth of some kind (this element
may be called the "content” of the revelation); the sense of being called or
commissioned by the holy to a definite task or way of life" (pp. 7-8).
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(1985) co;i;ments. "Christianity's promise of redemption is either a lie or irvelevant” (p..
42). ' |
«‘Another religious practice seriously challenged by the threat of Wclcm war is
wnrvh!p Worship is an act which expresses respect and reverence f(n the Creator,
however, Rumscheidt (1984) maintains that worshiping "under the 'umbrella’ of our
deterrents as do Cﬁr\istians on the other side under the umbrella of their detervents” (.
28) has the effect of turning vzorshipers into haters and potential muderers,

Schell (1982) argues that nowhere can it be shown in the teachings of Christ that -
one cz:n seb‘:raxte the commandment to love' God from the commandment Lo jove others,
nor can one justify hating others in the name of loving God. Rather, religious belief not
expressed in love of others is Qmpty. Schell quotes Matthew 5, 23-24 ("If you bring your
gift. to the altar and there recall that your brother has anything against you, leave your
gift at the altar, go first to be®reconciled with your brother, and then come and offor your
gift")2¢ and concludes that."we who have planned out the deaths ()( hundreds of millions
of our brothers plainly have a great deal of work to do before we return to the u‘lt,ur" (p-
1,32). T

Beyond the issue of worshiping while genocidal weapons are pointed at fellow
believers lies an additional threat to -worship. In many of its public forms, worship
depends on the sacramental® tradition. Sacra‘mental rites take place in a material world

-and use material things to mediate the divine presence. As Selby (1984) pugs it: "The
sacraments mean that the material world mediates that which is beyond itself and which
gives material life its significance” (p. 7). For Selby (1984), this implies that the fate of

| God is fundamentally bound ﬁp with the material world and tl';at material things are

"essential constituents and ingredients" (ibid) of God's activity in the world. The threat

for the sacramental tradition and worship lies in the fact that we are now able.to ruin
and destroy the material world which is the physical basis of that tradition;

Threats to belief and threats to worship make it difficult for people to affirm

themselves spiritually.. Tillich (1967) points out that spiritual self-affirmation takes place

26All biblical quotations are from the New American Bible. ,

2"Macquarie (1977) defines sacraments as ritual acts by which "Christ makes
himself present in his Church.... [In sacramental ritual] the divine presence is
focused so as to communicate itself to us with a directness and intensity like

that of the incarnation itself" (p.. 449). Thus, the function of sacraments is to
make-present or mediate the presence of Christ in ritual acts which impinge on
the senses, especially sight. ‘ [
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when people participate in the spheres of meaning of their lives. People love themselves
- as they participate_in and Jove the contents of the spiritual life. In so doing they can
experience fulfillmen). However, when this participation is put in question, spiritual self-
affirmation is thrcatened. ‘

When spiritual self-affirmation is threatened, Lhe psychological consequence
frequently is meaninglessness or omptmesq Tillich (1‘)67) considers these to be forms of
anxiety related to "the loss of an ultimate concern,’ of a meaning which gives meaning to
all mcunings" (p. 47). It is experienced when a person loses his or her spiritual center
(one's answer o the meaning of life). It may be experienced as emptiness when a.
particular belief i‘; shaken or when participation in}one's sphere of meanings is reduced.
~ Or again, it may be expenenced when doubt sets 1r:\:r when the tradition one believed in

loses power to give meaning to life. This loss of meaning may hold serious consequences

for a person's emotional life, "Man's bemg Tillich (1967) comments, "includes his )
relation to meanings. He is human onlv by understanding and shapmg reality, both hlS
world and himself, according to meaning and values” (p. 50). As a result, when this
spiritual part of a person's being is threatened the person's entire being is threatened.
One may escape the anxnety of meaninglessness, but only at great. personal cost.
Tillich (1967) notes that in the experience “of doubt, we feel ourselves seperated from, and
not participating in, reality. A person may try to bre}l\k out of this isolation by id’er.]tif'ying
with an organization or group. "He flees from his freedom of asking and answering for
"himself to a situation-in which no further questions can be asked and the answers to
previous questions are imposed on him authoritatively” (1967, p. 49). In &ffect, the
anxiety of emptin‘e'ss and and meaninglessness is avoided by surrendéring the self. The
person participates in a spiritual. life, éhus pfeserving meaning, but sacrifices his or her
self in the process. ~ N
.Therefore, the new spiritual life mgy be characterized by a brand of self-

assertiveness that becomes fanatic-al.

Fanaticism is the correlate to spiritual self-surrender: it shows the anxiety

which‘it was: supposed to conquer, by a&acking with disproportionate violence  *

those who disagree and who demonstrate by their disagreement elements in the

spirituél life of the fanatic which he must suppress in. himself. (Tillich, 1967,L.

pp. 49-50). : | . \

Thus, spiritual self-surrender results in a lifestyle which is less spiritual than fanatical.

(¥
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In summary, the threat of nuclear war affects religious practice in several
important ways. Religivus belief is threatened by imagery of extinetion and the
disappearance of the tradition yvhich sustains it. Worship takes place with the ' .
disconcerting knowledge that genocidal »weup(&nq are pointed at fellow human beings, As

meaningful par thlpauon in the spmtual life decreases, spmtu.xl self-affirmation is

s

threatened, and the believer becomes vulnerable to-the meicly of meaninglessness, The

anxiety can be escaped from, but only at the cost of the surrender of the setf. This

)
dvnamic appears to be involved in religious fundamentalism to which we now turn.

Q9

\

E. Religious Fundamentalism |

Fundamentalism is a conservative sect of American Protestantism which has its
roots in 19th cent'ury millenartanism.”® Fundamentaljst Chrisg’iuns believe that the Bible
is inerrant and to be interpreted literally:ﬂ?\ghey maintain that Christ will come again in
a Second Advent;* and they believe in the Virgin Birth, Atonement and the Resurrection,
Barr (1978) considersthe following characteristics of fundamentalists to be the "most
pronounced”: 1) "a very Strong emphasis on the inerrancy of the Bible, the ubsog‘z‘c from

it of any sort of error"; 2) " a strong hostility to modern theology and to the methods,
R . < ' R
results and implications of the modern critical study of the Bible"; 3) "an assurance that

those who do not share this religious viewpoint are not reaflv true Christians' at all" (p.
1.
Fundamentalism is part of the broader evangelical*' movement, but in the 1940s

many evangelicals did not wish to be identificd with "the strident militancy, rigorous

-~

separatism, anti-intellectualism and premiflenial primaey identified with fundamentalism”

26Millenarialists ‘believe in a 'millennium' or thousand year reign by the saints,
Pre-millenialists hold that these years of blessedness will follow the second advent
of Christ while post-millenialists maintain that they wil preceed it. . .
23Gordis (1984) notes that "for them the, Bible is not a collection of ingpired
books that reflect the spirit of their authors or speakers.... [Rather] the Bjble is
an unsystematic anthology of mdmdugl verses or short pa%ages that are
unrelated to their contexts and to thé larger works in which they are. imbedded.
The Bible is a storehouse of proof texts into which the believer may go when
seeking "biblical warrant” for his or her own views on current issues" (p. 1123).
30Critics of the sect say that the high emphasis on this doctrine makes
fundamentalists indifferent” to the nuclear threat and to sufTermg

s1iEvangelicals have tended, during the history of Christianity, to sepamw
themselves from Christians they: considered to be less faithful to the Gospel.

.




(Canadlan Encyclopedla ]9‘8’3 p 599) 32 Religious rev1val and fear of commumsm vﬁrere
major mfluences on North American fundamentahsm dunng the 1950s. I/: the 19705, the ‘
\"Moral Ma_)ox ity", ; fundamemallst orgamzatlon led by Baptxst preacher Jerry Falwell
vngorously supported mcreases in defense spendmg and an essentially antl-commumst

foreign pollcy

Llft,on (1982) mamtams that to undex stand the causes of fundamentallsm*3 'we

L must first polnt 1o the w1despread exper 1ence of loss of fundamentals as- a’ necessary
prelude: to Lheu doctrmal embrace" (ibid). He suggests thqt manv people are confused =
~about, the- w;iy to symbolxze rellglon, life's rltuals educatxon, and authorlty The threat of ».
‘(\/nucl(,..u Mar adds furthex conf'usxon and shakes basm conv1ctlons In fo't,on s (1982) view,
' "Fund.:gnentallsm cart be seen as an atternpt 10 reverse th 1t process in its own l:teralnzmg
fdshnon It is among other thmgs, an extxeme lesponse tojthe threat to. the theological .
mode of symbohc 1mmox tallty (p 85). Gordls (1984) pomts out that on a psychologxcal
level the commumtv of f'undamentalnsts offers an answer to alienation’ and an 1mpersonal
3 vchnologlcal somely "tln ough the suppoxt of' a closely,kmt communrty marked by a waxm

i
A

" sense of fellowhlp, family love and mutual responmbll]w" (p 1124).

o B ! ™
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l‘undamcntallsm and Fudear War :
A umque aspect of l"undamentallsm is 1Ls eschatologv a4 Many fundamentallsts

lJLlievc that the second advent or’ commg of Chnst will be the clxmak of history, "carrying.
.'thh it the ter rmnatlon of the present stage of God's dealmgs thh the world and- the .
‘ -Lr.msmon to a new .gmd dlfferent stage (Barr, 1()/8 p 35). Some fundamentahsts take .
¢his 10 mC!n that Christ's return will occur prior to a nucle'lr war.35 They mterpret the

Book of Revelatlon as pr dlctmg a nb;clear holocaust and ant1c1pat,e\an ultlmate battle

e

‘“Bo.u (]‘)78) calls the attitudes characterlstlc of f'undamentahsm "a pathologlcal
condition  of Christianity™ (p.. 5).
~s3Lifton (49&") defines - fundamentalism as "a fonm of' totalism with a very,
specific response to the” loss of larger human connections. It is a doctrinal -
_restatement  of the’connections in which literal, immutable ‘words (rather than, the
- original -flow of vital images) are xendeled sacred and made the center of a,
~quest for’ collective revitalization"” (p.  82). - )
" s'Doctrine - which deals with "the last things", 1e, "the f'mal destmy of . the
*individual ‘soul and ‘mankind ‘in. general" (Oxfoxd chtlonary of the Chrlstlan
Church, 1983, p. 469). :
"~ 5See David Wilkerson's 21+ Amazmg Predlctzons and Hal Lmdsa} s The 19803
' Countdmgiz to Armageddon

3



: who destroys humankmd in a nuclear war

v B
from which they will:-be lmraculously saved Lifton (1‘)82) warnc. that the{ j
flindamentahsts."yziew nuclear extinction as God's pumshmenl of humankind for its: qms
The nuclear everlt may then be welcomed as, necessalv or even cleansing" (p. 85)
' Kaufman (1982) notes that through such a cataclysm God is per ceived to be
sover elgn over hlstory The 1mphcat,10n of this view is that nucleal ‘war is the expr essl()n‘

of a divine purpose. Consequen‘t]v, to prevent this ultlmate culmnnhon of human hl%ol\

' 1s to be gullty of going against. the will: of' God. Schell (1()82) calls this a "perver sion ol"

rehglon" He suggest;s that the falsntv of such a claim’ hes in the fact that it is hummknml
: To\lmagme that God is guxdmg our hand in this action would qultc liter ally be
_ the ultimate evasion of our responsnblht.y as.-human b{emgs -a responsibility

that is ours because (to stay with the religious interpretation for a moment) we

possess a free will.that was implanted in us by Go‘d}."(p. 127).

‘Barash (1982) calls the attri_bution_ of nuclear war to God the "ultima‘t'e blasphemy"™:

" "Blaming God for nuclear war is not only personally immoral, its grossly sacriligious" (p.

232). | | .

Accordmg to Downey (1986), thexe has becn a gmwmg fascmahon*’ w1lh what
has come to be called 'Armageddon theology"' (p. 78). The 1dea of partlclpa,pmg in God's
plan bv usmg nuclear weapons 1S not hmlted to fundamentahsts As Valll&ic {1983y
comments »

The claim occasio’nallix made by [some] right—wing Christians in. America that
' » nuclea] weapons are God's gift to a m.uon ‘chosen  to do his will.. 1\ a way of
' thmkmg that mav have more appeal Lhroughout the world than manv pohucul
| reahsts reallze (p. 14) ‘

Itisa ‘matter of both psycholomcal an. | oo]ogleat\;slgmﬁcance when apocalyptic
vnsmns are, apphed to nuclear war. Manchester (1983) commentq that "theré is indeed
genuine reason to worrv that apocalyptic myth mlght opcrate as sclf—fulflllmg pr ophccy
(p 290). Sme (1984) warns t,hat "if nuclear déstrhctlon of Russxa is fox e-—ordalncd as in

. ‘/\‘ .

r .e “‘/"f‘ l‘/“" . ‘ | ) lﬁ .‘

. S . o R -
%The following ad appeared in the Globe and Mail on September 20, 1986: To
the 12 tribes of . Israel!l! - Listeri!!! Before -long the moment shall be there that
“Jesus returns w1th many spaceships. to gather His people and to.take them to a
‘new planet. The remaining life on earth shall be destroyed by a nuclear war.

For mformatlon write to..

£ : ‘ SRR R



some pre—-mlllcmal schcmes might not a fundamentahst pohtxc1an3' or general regard his
Ilnger on the button as an instrument of God's eternal “purpose"" (p. 13). '

One danger of Armageddon Lheology is that it can be perceived as a rellglously
mspned justification for destroymg the world: "For example, the extmctlon of' an "evil"
'humankmd mlght be regarded ‘as acceptable or pleasmg to God -or, at least, as _ ‘
lepl esentlng the fulﬁl]ment of some plan of HIS (as in the 1dent1ﬁcatlon bv some Chrlstlan
fundamentalists of a holocauqt with Armageddon)" (Scheli, 1982 p 133): Such a
‘vwwpmni could lead to an mclmatlon to destroy humamtv for (zod s sake: "When ar mies
“take up the banner of God, the abqolute sovereignty of each person sﬂ‘ldlwdual conscience
over his actions is Lransmut,ed into' a clalm of absolute sovereignty over “other people

lbld As a rcsult rathcr than submit“to their’ consuence people submlt to leaders who
(hlm to sprak-in the name of God. Rather than sacrlﬁce themselves for their neighbor, .

( hnstlans sacnﬁce others for the sake of God. In’ previous centur ies such assumptlons

led to periodic warfare, but in the nuclear age they could resulp in the decimation of all. .

mentalist attitude™

' 1ppoans to be related to what Gordis (1()84) calls the mncr—grou ‘or‘allty" "This

oy gamzcd socncly '

In this chapter what T have gencral]v defied as the "fi

iundamcntahst slege manalxtv which dictates therpl inciple that "he who i$ not wight us is

e

against us” (p. 1125). Under the mﬂucnce of inner group mm"ahty 1cllgloq|tv comes. to
take mccodence over ethxcal consciousness. Where behef in Chx 1st's savmg power is the
~only concern ethical conduct becormnes secondary '

Accordmg to Gox dis 1‘)84& the consequence of this attxt.ude is that social® ‘coneern

LI

(not the least of which is preventn‘ang nuclear. war) t,ends nototo be part of the

Iundamentdh% Jgenda, desplgﬁz the huge economic and socnagi\mf)blems of the dav "There
- /I/ T

is. & striking paradox ‘that Christian fundame&mts viio. belxeve m the Prince of

a . ‘ .

~ groups like the Natfinal Association, of Evangehcal’" and--that such groups appear
to have the pxcsnde t's edr is. most¥worrisome. ’Pre51dent Reagan is also reported *
“to have given an autographed Bible to. Ali -Akbar ];Iashélm Rafsanjani, speaker of
the fundamentalist Islamic “parliament of Iran,’ whds was seen showing off the
Bible. (A western diplomat has recent sald\dhat"“polltlcc in this country are
beginning' to revolve -more around Rafsanjant than [the 86 yeax-old] Khomeml
~'("Rafsangam takes charge in Iran , 1987) S
Zop \

FThe Taet Lhat the ﬁxemdent of the Umbcd Statesmddrés.ses fundamentahst



Peace...are notably. absent fr om the various peaw and antinuclear movc ments" (llnd) an /”\\
Pxerard (1980) notes that evangehcals have gener allv not been concerned with -/ \
inter natlonal crises: "Apant from er ude anti-communism, othnownu ic. mtel est m tho y
locales oi' foreign mlssmnarnes, and sporadic responses to disaster , it is sufe to say that ¢ » L
\

most evangelicals have not gnven consndex ation ‘to international matters at alt™ (p 51,

Inher ent to Ar mageddf)n Lheolorw is a deterministic sense that human kouot\ is

‘

"declmmg and heading for destruction. In this. fatalistic view ht,Llo TeAsOn exgsts 1o work

“for peace: - . - .

. The mlllions of Chnst,lans who subscribe to thlb type of cnd lime theology
unw1t,tmglv buy into a degene1 atlve view of hlstmy and a I"atuhqtu ‘view of the

i

f'ut,ure Their Lschat,ologu,al det,elmmlqm makes working’ for p(,acc at hest

~

nonsenqlcal and at wm‘%t a subversion (ff the destr uclwo deqlgns of God. (pp.
13-14), ' |
We have seen that the Ioss of fundamentals and the 1()55 of the ability to -'%‘z""!_ .
symbolize 1mm0rtal1tv contr |bute to an mcru\se in fundamenwhsm In the ag,c of nuclmu
. weapons, certam versions of fundamcnwhst eqchat()lngv interpret blbllml upomlv;m( as

predicting a nuclear holocaust This inter pret.mon provides somegelimous justification for’

the -destruction of the world, and according>o some thmkers, oM tes to a

\ B
self-fulfilling prophecy which could prove catastrophic.
. M K . T , . ) ow :

F. Conclusnon | - ; . o vlv | .
There are many spiritual consequences 10 Lhc threat of ‘nuclear war. l‘hv defense
.mechanism of psychic numbing affects the sources of imm(_n‘tuhty by mtmducing
ambivalence into a person's most meaningf'ul relationships. Projcction opgrates in Lhé
spmtual life when behevers sdf—nght,eously situate evil in the Russians and consider
themselves to be mar al and virtuous. Imagexv of extmctmn thleatuxs the symbolization of

immortality &hlle traditional religious symbolism appeans 10 be inadequate for makm;.,

sense of the nuz;lcal thrcat Religious bellef is undermined by the unwrtamty of the

3sThe later - Billy Graham‘ is a notable exception. Graham (1979) ‘comments; .
"I...believe Christians today need to work for peace on a larger scale in our”. .
troubled world. We live in a frighwning (and frightened) world on ‘the very brink °*
of ‘a nuclear holocaust. We cannot remain indifferent to this, and that is one
reason 1 have felt compelled to speak out in recent months on the need for
mutual dlsarmament especnally of nuclear weapons” (p 48). ‘
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continuation of” rehglous traditions and by doubts about the abllxty of these traditions to -
pnevcnt a nuclear holocaust Worship is Lhreatened with the dlsappeax ance of the
s,auumental tr adluon and is’ 1ende1 ed dlf’ﬁcult by the- reallzatlon that weapons of mass -
dés;ruction are pointed at fellow worshipers. . . " . |

Faced witb such issues, and the perceived"loss of basic values, some beliévers

here to an osclmmlogy that glveq a pr ()vndenda] ground plan to nuclear war. and

g})e sought Lo avond anxiety by embr acmg a "fundamentahqt attitude”. In doing so they
2o

v discour ages pcacemakmg :

.’l his chapter ha% sought to descrlbe some of the spiritual aspects of the threat of

nuclear war. The following chapter will discuss the resources of religion in coping with

. this threat. Yoo .



Chapter 1V |
Biblical Resourceq for Cupmg with the Threat of Nuclear Whar
The Bible contains lesourﬁes which are helpfu] for overcoming psvchologual and spn itual
consequences related to the threat of nuclear holocaust. It conwms images and stories
which can make this threat more co‘mprehensnble and a concept of God appropriate for
the nuclear age. Paradigms of power and soéiality‘ derived from t'he Bible offer
.alternatives to parédigms associated with the preparation for nuclear V\'":.ll'. |
"In this chapter I will analyze bihlicai I;esources which can counteract denialy ‘.

psychic numbmg, and threats to the symbolization of xmmortahtv and epnltual

self-affirmation. This will be followed bv an examination of the role of biblical images ((n
coping ‘with the nuclear threat, and a discussion of biblical images ()f God for l.he'nu(lcm
age. In the last sections of the chapter I will contrast panadlgms of human living Iound in
the Bible w1th those that underlie "nucleari ism", and discuss the Blblo s vision of pca(.o -

" and peacemaking. ‘

e

’ A‘. Resources fon Overcoming Psychological and Spiri{ual Conscqu'enc"cs of tnc
Nuclear Thrcat '

We saw in Chapter 23 that it is beyond the ability of most people to fullv grasp
the horror of the atomic bombing of Hn'oshlma Without resources'® to facilitate. this
understanding, pamf@ nnageq such as the destr uctnon of Hnoqhnma are suppressed and
denied. The New Test’ament provides’ spmtual resources’ whlch may help overcome
psychological and emotional consequences of the nuclear threat (such as denial and, Lhe
suppreqsmn of painful images ‘and feelmgs) ‘ | _ |

In order to grasp tragedles of such magmtude they must somchow be |
per sonalized. The human mind can react to the murder of a smgle child but, ironically,
seems to shut down when requn’ed to envxslon the death of a million children. A means is

_required. by Wthh to focus upon the individuals who perlsh in an dlomic blast.- The
central rehgmus hvpothe31s of Chnstlamtv, the-death and resurrecuon of Jesus Christ,
may provide, (for those who.hold the hypothesis to be true) a way to becorme more

_conscious of the suffering of individual yictims. DoWney (1986) points out Lhat Lheulogical '

P, 13. ' :
10Joanna Macy's Despdir and Personal Power in the Nuclear Age attempts Lo
provide. spec1ﬁc resources for coping with the nuclear threat.

8T
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rcﬂecuon on the death of Christ has led to the belief that in his rejection, crucxﬁxmn, and
death, Jesus identified himself w1th all victims: "The dead Christ is with the dead sons

" and daughters, mothers and fathers, brothers and sisters, past; present .and future. He
" shares their eXperi’ence of abandonment; of non-deliverance, of death, of being forgotten
_and he is God” (p. 81). o |

Auckerman (1980) acknowledges how difficult it is to e'nvis‘ion the killing of 200
thousand human beings,?! but points out that "there is, though, the slain One, whose
mnd heart, and body in A.D. 30 and A.D. 1945 Look that in" (p 81). By means of the
"beliel that Jesus Christ took in the full extent of that tragedv, people can begin to
personalwe the horror through the rcallzation that Christ knew every smgle Victim of
Lhat holocaust. Now people are even Iess able to visualize the death of hundreds of
milllon%m a nuclear holocaust. H_ow_cver, those who accept the theological interpretation

of the death of Christ can" begin to comprehend such a horror by realizing that he would
know each victim's passion and feel each one's death. Christ's relationship with each
vietim enables bellevers to retain a meanmgful perspective on this tragedy

. Blbllcal imagery counteracts imagery of extinction and threats to the .

svmbolizdtion of immortality. The most important resource which the New Testament
R offers in this regaid is the- rehgious hvathLSlS of the resurrection of Christ. According to
i Christian bchel" in the resur rectlon God acted dec1swelv to dest,roy the powers of death
and to give immoi tal life to believers. This 1maguv of immortality stands against the
imagery of extinction whlch threatens our symbols of immortality (one s works, one's
children, nature). '

The image of the resurrection also counteracts (to a‘certain degree) anxiety
created by the fear that there may be no human future. Wallis (1981) comments that in
the r_esurrectlon God is stronger than the powers of death and destructlon. "Only in the
‘recognition of something that is more real can we see their authority as unreal” (p. 167).
- The powers of destx uction are defeated by stronger weapons" the love of God and truth.
Belief in the iesunection can thus restore hope that the promlse of redemption is true
and that religious traditions and beliefs will survive. Fu hermore, .belief in the
resurrection and its vnctony over the powers of death and destruction restores meaning,

‘thus ‘educmg the threat t,o spiritual self-affirmation and the anxxety assocxat,ed with the

T"The number of citizens who died as a result of the atomic bombing of ..

Hiroshima. -
2,
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loss of meaning. ‘ L

; | Another New Testament tl‘adi{.ion which can be seen to inspire hope and offset
thé despair that many people feel in the nuclear age is God's promise of assistance. In- "
the Gospels, Jesus makes the following statements: "Know that 1 am with you always,

until the end of the world" (Mark 28: 20); and "You will receive power when the Hol.y

", Spirit comes down on you" (Acts 1: 28).

Johnson (1983) suggests that the Spirit's role in thc nuclear age is to help pooplv \
see the signs of the times.42 The first of these 51gns is that "the sovereign God is allowing
us to be who we are” (p 37). The sntuamon glvmg rise to this bl[.,n is thal\oux society is’
involved in the preparation for a war that would likely result in the annihilation of
hund:‘eds of millions of people. The second sign is that "the sovercign God is.pronomu.-ing
Judgement m eloquent silence... Our nuclear dependency or idolatry is proof that we lmvc
reached the lxmlts of human power wnh()ut God's grace” (p p; 39). The development ()X )
increasingly sophlstlcated nuclear- -weapons is an attempt to find ulumatc security, a
- condition whnch 1enders trust in God unnecessary. For tunately, the Lh)rd sign xevcalcd by
_the Spmt is that "in every /rltZratzng effort to ensure our security, we facv not only God's
1udgcment. but God's grace” (p. 40). One way to view Lrod gra(o is in terms of divine
assistance t,o see these signs of the tlmes What, the: Spn it would\g\en have people do;

Joh-nson suggqsts, is admit their involvement in "nuclear idolatry" and walk on a path
‘that leads to lif'é. God's help in doing this is assured.by the promise "Iam Wit_h you'
always till the end of the world."

In summary, the 1ehglous hypotheqxs that Christ, in his death, identified himself
with all v1ct1ms, can help personahze the horror_ of nuclear annihilation. As the capacity
to understand increases, the need for denial and the suppression of painful images and
feelings decreases. The hypothesis of the resurrection of Christ counteracts imagery: of
ektir')ct,i(lm and its‘threat to our.symbols of immortality. 1t also instills hope that. religious
belief an(i traditions will continue, and encoui'ages personal meaning and spiritual |

o i
self-affirmation.

12The New Testament states that the Holy Spirit will "guide you to all
truth...and- will announce to you the things to come" (John, 16: 33).



B. The Role of Biblical lmagés and Stories

The Scriptures of the Christian 'religion (the Bible) contain numerous images and
stories dealing with painful situations humanity has encounwred. 1 will analyze some of
these stories beginning with the Old Testament (that part of the Bible dealing with the
. origins of humanity, the election of ‘a Chosen People, and the promise of a Messnah) ?nd
_ending with the New Testamcnt&that part of the Bible dealmg with Jesus Christ and the
‘origins of the C_hristian religion). i ‘

Einstein's famous statement?3"agserts that a fundamental ehange in our thinking
is required-if’ we are to avert a nuclear holocaust.*# Austin (1985) proposes that’to
change our thinking we need zt,o make greater use of met;aphors' and images.
"Mectaphors”, he reminds us, "make use of a literal image to make plain the invisible
world of ideas" (n. 334). Images and metaphors help us to "see" by giving shape and
form to invisible thoughts. Two ideas which requi‘re considerai)le visualization if we are Lo
reduce the risk of nuclear anhihilation are (1) the world being destroyed by nuclear war,
und (2) a world free of the threat of nuclear war. Chernus (1983) argues that images
such as hell nnd heaven are helpful in visuelizing these ideas becau_se "they create their
‘own reulilb,y, one which is immensely powerful on both conscious and unconscious levels"
(p. ()0‘)) |

One of the oldest stories in the Blee dealing with catastr ophe is the Flood
{Genesis ()-8). At the time of Noah, people lived their daily hves unaware of the
impending cataclysm. Auckerman (1980) compares their absorption in'daily routine prior
to the floéd to odr contemporary situation where "most human ’beings live out day after-
.dav absorbed in consumption, production, commerce, [and] self-gratification. And each
‘ such day moves mev1tably on -unless there is a human turning around" (p. "12). That
people ghen were unaware of the 1mpendmg flood resembles the failure of many people to
qee the 20th century forces?s which are pushmg us closer to nuclear catastrophe.

Howe\cr, Auckerman notes a dlf'fel ence between Lhe "davq of Noah" and the "days of"

13"Everything has changed save our way of thmkmg and thus we drift toward
. unparalleled catastrophe."

1Austin (1985) goes. further and suggests that we need to reinvent ourselves
This. hé views as a spiritual task which involves "the urgent necessity to
transform the very structures of human conscxousness in the face of possible
human self-extinction" (p, 324).

_45Manchester (1983) comments that, the true nature of these forces is not.
recognized ‘and yet they are "living powers...both real among us and not called
by then true names" (p. 292) :

*



the Bomb"."Although the former are analogous to t,l‘w time preceeding nuclear war, we,
unlike the ancient lsra_elit,es, have an awareness "that in the long run, continuation of the’
nuclear arms race z}n‘d its vertical and horizontal prolifernikms will almost certainly bring “
catastrophe on much or all of the human race"” (kp. 14), |
. Despite this’awareness, the arms race continues. How are we cxplain the fadt
that governments continue to speﬁd billions on nuclear weaponry when this cxpcndit(nro
may result in a planet devoid of civilization? The biblical notion of "sin"' is somewhat
instructive in this matter. According to Wallis (198 1), the fact that we ever allowed
thermonuclear wea;;ons to become parp of modern life is indicative of what the Bible calls
"hardness of hégrﬁ". This condition in;/'zlves not so-much deliberate wrong doing as "the
loss of the abilitrry_ .ft,o distinguish between good and evil. It? is like having deadened nerves
that cannot feel. It means having cyes that no longer sce and eur‘s that no longer hear”
(p. YSZ). Wallis notes t,ildt creating genocidal weapons and electing political leaders who
have asserted the willihgngss to use them requirés clouded reason, a clo!s‘@d heart, and
‘if]éensitivity to human sufff;;'ing. Bauckham (1985b) squsLé that we .ul"L’ short-sighted -
1n our fear and Self)—intﬁrest; and th'at our intentions and reason are powerless to stop a
.
1‘apidl\"/ escalating arms race. He comments that this situation "scems a clussic
1llustratxon of the Christian analysis of' sin as helpless entanglement in a pm( L“\s of evil,
even agamst one's bett,el Judgement (p..597).
As cmzens observe t,he mablhtv of their g()vm‘nments‘ to reverse the arms race,
they expe1 1endc a sense of power lessm.ss and helplessness, which in turn paves the way,
for:cynicism and despan' There is a need for somcthmg which will restore hope and

\
¢onfidence. The conclusnon of the Flood st,oxy suggests a basis for hope Ydhwch docLuc

"Never again will 1 doom the earth because of ‘'mahn, since the desn'es of man's hear Lcurc
'evi] from the .start' nor will I ever again strike down all living beings as I have d(mc"“
(Genesis 8: 21. Bauckham (\198 a) pomts (;ut that ' ‘the real significance of the Flood [is]
God's pledge that such a Judvement will not happen again" (p. 149). It is not that the
inclinations of the human heart are any less evil aﬂc’r the Flood but that God makes a
commitment to wlerate the evﬂ "In spite of human evil, God resolves never again to
d_estroy_huma}mty" (ibid). Bauckham acknowledges that the biblical authors could not

kS
]

foresee that we might destroy eurselves, and therefore God's promise does not constitute

16We will consider "sin™ here, not in the “harrow sense of particular moral
lapses, but in. the broader sehse of being caught up in a process which is evil.

v
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a guarantee that nuclear war will not occur. Nevertheless, the promise that Yahweh
makes w Noah is relevant because "it assures us of God's comnﬁtment to human
survival on earth” (p. 152). Go(-i\'s commitment to the survival of humankind can be
viewed as a reason for hope, even in the nuclear age.
Another set of irﬁages relevant to overcoming nuclear despair are contained in phe
Bible's apocalyptic literature. Biblical apocalypti¢ dealt with situations perceived to be
h(ﬁwleﬁﬁ, where evil had reached such proportions that only an intervention by God could |
nvurcorﬁo it. In the Old Testament, apoé:al_vptic visions geperally follow a three-part
schema: a) there is a rise in wickedness on the earth; b) humankind-is judged in a "Day
of Yahweh"; ¢) evil is conquered dnd an age of pe_g():e follows. In the New Testament, evil
is epitomized by LHc~AntichrisL, who is even.t,ually destroyed in a cosmic battle between
the angelic forees and the forces of evil; a reign of peace then f’ollows. In' aH apocalyptic
s‘(‘enurio@tdgcmen! and destruction arc followed by salvation and restoration. The
appcalyptists looked beyond thd abyss of their situaﬁon and trusted that what God had
promised would come to pass. "They asserted their faith in the faithfulness and
rigillemlsness of God whose good purpose for human histor.;r must in the end succeed”
{Bauckham, 1985b, p. H98). In this way Lhey‘overcame the pessimism and despair of
their seemingly inalterable si;uation. |
Downey (1986) suggests that biblical apocalyptic serves the dual purpose of
speaking to the consciousness of peo;lmle ~to the sense of catastrophe that they experience
vis—-;‘x-\"”is nuclear war; a\nd provides the vision of an age in which evil has been overcome.
Those who peliéve that God is involved in the struggle against evil remain h}peful
(despite the threat of nuclear annihilation) by believing "that in the midst of dire
adversity, meuningleésncss, power}es“snéss, and futurelessness, God is coming against all
"odds and will bé victorious" (p. 80). |
In su“mmar_v, biblical images and metabhors provide analogies which help us cope
© with the threat of nuclear war. Some of these stories instill hope which counteracts the

cynicism and despair that many people experiente as a result of the nuclear threat.

>. Biblical Images of God for the Nuclear Age

Al

We saw in Chapter 347 that certain traditional notions of God lead to two

AP 27,
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contradictory propositions: (1) God will not allow nuclear war to happen, and (2) Nuclear
war is God's will. At issue here is a relevant concept of God for the nuclear age. The

| :

Bible provides a meaningful concept of God and how God 2¥lates w a nuclear world. In
this section I will analyze the inadequacies of certain classical notions of God** and

-

contrast these with the biblical view of God.

Lakeland (1984) contends that the classical way of purceivin‘é,(}od is challenged
by the threat of nuclear annihilation: "With the creation of nuclear m'm;- human beings
seem to have snatched the ihitiativa from God. The ulmigh@_v- has been brought down Lo
earth and'is no longer in control” (p. 119). It seems that human beings are now able to
decide whether God's creation will have been a success or not. From this perspective,
ng’s omnipotence is in-doubt. Lakeland notes that some thinkers have overcome LBQ

“problems associated with this classical idea of God by means of a "return to the biblical

God". The Bible presents a GGod who does not exercise absolute control over events hut
allows for the freedom of individuals. Huﬁ)an history is viewed as being "i‘udicully open”
and not a mere unfolding of a pre-ordained divine pldn. As Johnson (1983) comments,

- "the sovereign God is allowing us to be who we are” (p. 37). The biblical view of God and
histery is more ﬁppropriatq for the nuclear age as it takes into a.("c()unt our Nireedom, a
freedom which, ironically,.can be used to.destroy the world.

Lakeland (1984) argues that the idca of God as "mu(-:il() power=figure” dertves
from Greek philosophy .whereas in the New Testament God is revegled as compassionate
and "pon-powerful”. Jésus’is a figure of compassion who suﬂ'c‘rs and is killed for being

* who he is. This is a far cry from the classical notions of divinity as "impassible and '

* omnipotent”. In the New Testamént, "God is revealed in the world as weakness and
dependency and lack of worldly wisdom, hoth as the poor Christ and as the poor nations:
who cannot influence- the powerful of the world" (Lakeland, 1984, p. 123).

~ The inherited notions of God aé Summum. Bohﬁm (Greate.;;t,‘ Good) and of evil as
privatio boni (absgn.ce of good) have been ana‘]yzed by Gafrison (1982) and found to be

inadequate for helping péople cope with the threat of ﬁqclear'annihilation. The idea of
God as total perfection and goodness emphasizes Lh'gi ’Lr.aﬁs;,cendent, inaccessible aspects of
the divine and suggests that God is far removed from’%ay Lo.:;j.ay issues such a,s the

threat of nuclear war. It does not adequately reflect the bib]iéal tradition which views

48Such as: 'God is all-powerful and ‘impassible' or 'God is total perfection and
evil is the absence of good'. ’
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God as intimately involved in human hxsw:v In the Bible God saves but also judges,
punishes, and destroys. Viewing evil as the absence of good deﬂects attention from the
very real evil' that would result from a massive cxchango of nuclem missiles. The notion
of evil as having no "substantive reality of its own" offers little in helping individyals
come to terms with what Kaufman (1982) calls "that very peculiar fact-which-
is—not~yet-a- -reality, th possibility of our “annihilating the entire human future" (p. 13).
Garrison maintains that as a result of these deficient notions, "the (,huu,h has been
unable to help the world make the leap in consciousness necessary to keep pace with the
leap in technology which Hiroshima re'presen‘ts" (p.'203). He proposes that a new
articulation of the conceplt of God is needed as well as "3 -realistic understanding of evil
such that Christians can be equipped to deal with the present crisis” (p. 27).49

/ We have seen that t# clagsical nouons of God as ommpotent ,md total perfection .
are not helpful for makmg ense of the threat of nuclear war. The biblical image of God
as a divine being who.is compassionate and who identifies with victims suggests that God
is concerned with the fate of human.bein'gs. The notion that God respects human freedom
to the point of allowing nuclear holocaust is realistic and makes God more believable.
Thesc hiblical views of God are meaningful in the nuclear age because. they suggest that
God is "approachable”, and involved in human affairs. The following section will deal

with biblical paradigms which are useful in the nuclear age.

D. Biblical Paradigms and Nuclearism ' '
Nuclearism is a form of "religion” whiQraises nuclear 'weapoqs to the level of

gods and entrusts the preservation of life to them.50 It is a form of "idolatry" which
\ -~
undermines the trust that believers are to place in God. Chapman (1984) contends that t

/

\
\ ) . . .-

49This t)oplc will be taken up in the f'ollowmg chapt,er _
“’foton N‘)7()) theorizes that many people have sought to reswre a "sense of
" through the religion of nucleansm He defi nuclearism as a
"secular religion, a ‘total ideology in which "grace™ and “"salvation" -the
mastery of death and evil- are achieved through the power of-a new
“technological . deity" (p. 369). Death anxiety is overcome by embracing nuclear
weapons. ['Nuclearism...involves a search for grace and glory in which
technical-s¢ientific transcendence, apocalyptic destruction, national power, personak
salvation, and committed individual identity all become psychically bound up wit
the bomb? (p. 376). Lifton calls the religion of nuclearism, this embracing of
nuclear weapons as a means of salvation, "the ultimate contemporary
defor?étion" (ibid). .

e
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nuclearism constitutes a threat to the identity of believers and w‘(ho essence of the
Christian religion, and, therefore, it should be declared a "heresy™. He suggests that we
examine the "primal thought models” Which underlie nuclearism dnd oppose them with
biblical paradigms of human living.

Three of the paradigms underlying nuclearism, according to Chapman (1984),
include: power as violénce, sociality as "zero sum” gaming, and "non—hnp\&'" expressed in
"worst-case analysis", Wil.h respect to the first of these paradigms, 'power as violence' |
Chaphan notes that "the unprecedented energy release of the atom in 19456, reinforeed
in the public mind, to an unfortunate extcnt," the inclination to perceive power as physical™ 2
force and, ultimately, as violence" (p. 260). The view of reality which accompanies this
paradi‘gm consists of perceiving life ‘as a power struggle that frequently culminates in

war. Chapman maintains that a paradigm shift is necessary if we are to attain the new

modes of thinking required to prevent R Rar war. He contrasts the paradigm of vinlvnvog'
which reinforces nuclearism, wigh th ol Pestament vision of non-violence and "a world
reconcile;d and transformed by the c d risen Jesus” (p. 261). He notes that in
" the New Testament power is used in sub®manners! and is expressed in self-giving love
(agape) which transforms individuals and society. This biblical vision of power constitutes y
an alternative to the paradigm of power as violencé.'
The power struggle characteristic of nuclearism is related to an assumption that
each individual or nation rﬁust obtain whatever it can of the world's finite and
diminishing resources. This assumption expresses a paradigm of sociality which (Jhupfhun
combares to "zero sum gaming”. In a zere sym game the players strive to acquire as .
much as poséible of a scafce resource. One player's, gain, by definition, means another's
loss. The; result is an intense competition which may be characterizgd by ruthless
ménipulation and acquisition, To the paradigm which envisions human behavior as
zero-sum gaming, Chapman (1984) juxﬁaposes the biblical view of sociality where "life
togather-is seen as a covenantal sharing that zlnticipaws the Kingdom of God" (p. 262).
The gifts of the Spirit described in the New Testament®? point to a Kingdom which is

characterized not by a competion for scarce resources, but rather by compassion and the

57This is not always the case in the Oid Testament where the wrath of God
results in a very different use of power, for example, in the destruction of
cities. This issue will be discussed in the followinig chapter.

s2"Love, joy, peace, patient endurance, kindness, generosity, faith, mildness...."
(Galations 5:- 22).



' 'shaung of resources. 5 Ky
o ‘- 'l he ‘third paradigm anal'yzed by Chapman ( 1984) is non—hope expressed as’

worst~case analvsls . He ﬁnds that ‘a form of psycholog:cal hope]essness undetlies
nuclearnsm A certain despau is mamfested in the " \;vorst,—case analy51s approach of
mllnary plannmg whlch overestlmabes enemy forces i in order to be p1 epared for all

I- imagined cnemy moves. Thls tvpe of "pxepax edness" resuLts in an ongomg escalation of
‘Lhe arms race because it views the world as a potentlal boobvtrap requlrmg constant
momt,onng "Oncc the cosmos is_per cenvetl as the stage fm a nevcr~end1ng monst,er v

movxe mor al action is xeduced to v1gllance or even par anma and hope is inverted as

- non- hope" (p ‘763) He contrasts this * non—hope paradlgm w1th the future as envisioned

R by the Bxble The nouons of ngdom of God ‘and Me551amc banquet and the promise of

a4 new heaven and new carth suggest 1econc1hatlon and unity, and invite'a forglvmg
attitude which, in Lheorv, could have a. mmgatmg effect on the arms race. In’ Chapman's
' ’v1c “this pat adlgm of' reahty is Lhe g1 ound ‘of hope —not a ‘wor st-case. analy51s, but (so

.to speak) a best-case assurance. All enemy 1mages will be dlssolved through Lhe promise

- ol shaxed f‘utun e" (p 264).

ln summayr y, three pm admmc under lvmg nudeansm are power as v1olence ;
souahw as zero sum gammg and non—hope expl essed as worst-case analysis'. The
‘ pamdlgm of powu as vnolence has been xemforced since the atomlc bombmg of leoshlma
cand ngdbdkl and finds expr ession in the powm struggles whlch occux in many areas of
life. 'I‘he pari L;dlgm of socnahtv unde1 gn dmg nuclearlsm is compax able to zer o’sum gamxng
.wlnch is character ized by a su uggle for hmx_ted resour ces. Wlth respect to the pa1 adngm v
‘ of non—hopc a worsb—case scenar 10 appxoach to mllitary plannmg, and the v1g11ance and
par anom Lhat accomp.my\l revcal a certain hopelessness to be 1nherent to nucleansm
: Ch’\p}gan (1‘)84) concludes ‘that nuclearlsm can be countel ed as a hér esv%y means of a
txustmg embx ace of the unknown (l"uth) and bv opposmg it with biblical }:>arad1gmsm‘L
' such as "power as relational and nonvxolent life t,ogether as expanswe love upheld bv the .
b‘.pi:f!L s f uk]lness, [and]» the future as ‘a shared. fulﬁllmenl, that has already begun in

. < .
l'()l'giyexlesS"'(p. 266). . S : : ' 7

¢ . \. . . o . . ) . . .
: o . . . v . 5 ’
. . B . ‘1‘ . . )

"~‘ln Act,s 2 the newly. formed Chnsman commumty put evervthmg m c0mmon
= and ananged for- the care of the less fortunate. Je .

&
»
'
’



E. Biblical >Vi'ew :of Peace and Peacemaking
The blbllcal authors enVlSioned a comprehenswe peace for those who did not put
their t,rust in’ weapons Wolff (1985) comments that ancnent lsmel was not to depend on
" arms because Yahweh is the destroyer of' weapons and the gwel of pe ace, 5 Israel was to
have nothmg to do w1th weapons because the Messmh to whom Yahweh will hand over
authority is a "Prince of' Peace" (Isaiah, 9: a) The peaCe pr Omlbt‘d by Ydhweh to those
wbo remam falthf'ul is shalom, whlch means. wholeness or "well- bemg" Sider (1982)
notes ‘that- "shalom refers to. wholeness in everv area: material dbundanw national
pr ospentv, rlght relatlonshlps among. pe1 sons in socxety Levnucu&. 26: 3-6 pamts a
- glorious’ pxcture of this’ comp1 ehensive shalom" (p 06).5% Wolf‘f addq Lhat this peace is to -
eventuallv enc_pmpass the entire world "Thc e)\pectatnon of a Messiah bclong
inseparably with, the hope for an end to war, the destruction of wulp(m% and the
estabhshment of peace between natlons" (p: 139). This vision —ol a (ompuhcnswe and
globa] peace stands agamst nuclearlsm and despair and provides a certain measure-of
}{qpmtual and psychologxcal hope for tbose involved. in peacemakmg A
' The Blble suggeqts a 1adlcal éapproach to peacemakmg /mguwmss Sider (1982)

pomts out thab forﬂlveness was a cenm al part of Christ's teachmg "To the horror of the

>hari lsees Jesus eagerly 101 gave even the most noLm ious offendus -the pnosututu the

woman' a{ugbt in’ adult,elv, and hated tax coliectors pr oflt,mg from (ollabm au(m w1Lh the

oreign "pplessoxs" (p. 104). Shrxvu (1980) suggest.s that we eonsider the ! ])()htl(,..l]

r e]eva‘nce '

begin b‘}

/the” forglveness 01" sins. Polmcal and 1ehg\10us leaders (and oLhcxs) might
'/

att,emptmg to xecognlze the humanity of those citizens who live within the

Soviét Umon and not be Go qulck to attr fbut,e evil intentions m them. A forg,wmg .nutude :

[
_may: be the cata]yst whxcp mmates lessened hostllltv between nuc]eax—evmed natmns and
g Y _
{’amhtate a-climate of mcreased co-'ooperatlon

*

anPsaim 46, for example, declares: "He has stopped wars to the end of the -
earth: The bow he breaks he splinters' the rspears’ he burns - the shields with
fire™ '

lie down to rest without anxiety. 1 will. keep tbe sword of war from ‘Sweepits
across ypur land."” : : : :

¥

55Verse 6, for example ‘reads: "1 will estabhsh peace in the land, that you 1%.»){



" F. Con(.lusmn
The Blble is one lmpm tant resource within the Chrlstlan tradmon which can
strcngthen our ablhty to wpe with the nuclear threat. Bellef‘ that Chx ist knows. and
"1dc,nt1ﬁes with edch victim of nucleax war provxdes a means. of per sonallzmg the horror of .
nu(lear death and reduces the need for denial: and the suppressnon of painful images and |
feelings. Belief in the lesurre( tmn and m 1mm01 tality. counteracts anxnety about the '
futwre, and rcstores meaning. Biblical images such as heaven and hell, the Flood, .and' the
. Apocalypse facilitate th"inking about nuclear war and the "working thi‘ough" of cynicism

in the nuclear age because -

. and despair. Biblical lmages of God are helpful to belle
they emphasize that God is compaqsmnate and concerned about the fate of the world.

Paradigms of powu and sociality derived from ‘the New Testament suggest a v131on of

"human living which can be opposedito nuclearism and the struggle for power and

B 1esouues F mallv, t,he biblical vision of peace and peacemakmg has the potential to

“reduce Lhe»lr}_{,el‘pel'sonal as well as the internation hostllltv whlch could léad to nuclear
.W.z'll'.' o » :

This chapter has sought to describe biblicalbresources f:or dealinbngith the threat ’
of nucl.e;,u‘ war. ’l‘heofollbwing chapter will be conclerned‘with theolqgicdl _:;jdd practical |

-~

resources for coping with this threat.
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A, Garn ison's Ontology of G od for the Nuclear Age ,

' Chapter V-
"l‘heo.loglcal and Practical Resources for Cppl'ng with the Threat of Nuclear War
Some aspects of traditional religieus»symbollsm (such as 'divine providence') are
confusing to peopl‘e who seek to understan‘d the threat of nuclear lm_l(w,uustl. The same can
be _said about certain classical concepts such as 'Gad is total perl"ecl.illxl' and 'God ls
omnipotent' Clearly, an appropriateview of God~i’sl required to assist the lntegrulion of
the nuclear threat. Equallv lequn ed ls a way of living which mitigates the psvcholn“cal

o

and spn itual consequences o'l they

This chapter wrll cons;i
helpful in dedlmg with. the threat ol" nuclem ‘war. I wnll review some Lheologl(.\l Altompls
to.overcome the deﬁc_nencnes in religious symbolism and certain notions of God by - ’

articulating a concept of God more congruent with the nuclear age. This will include an

. overyiew of‘ Garrison's onfology (discourse om*béing) of God and his suggestions for a

psycho—theologlca. integr ation of the nuclear threat. Lastly, 1-will analwe some aspects of . §

religious practice(such-as personal p1 ayer, publrc woxshrp and commumt\ living) whn( h ’lﬁi

M
e

have the potentral to help individuals de.ll with the Llneat of nucleal war, and to

empower them to work fox peace.

a T \

The biblical v1ew of God (as compassionate and 'non-power ful') lxppmns 10 be a

vswp in the direction of discovelmg an appropriate Loncept of God for the nutl(.‘dl age,

howe\er it does not answer all of the questions about God and nuclear issues. In whic h

‘ wass some ask, is God 1molved (or not mvolved) in the fact that humankmd has the

power to destroy much of the- world? Smce God is "allowing” an arms race whuh could

result in a nuclear holocaust, does this mean that (de will allow a nucledr war W oceur? 2

What about God's promise at the end of the Flood story never to destroy the carth ugum.’

What sort -of God would allow nuclear fire-storms to destroy the earth? How are pcopl_c

“to relate #5 a God who would allow a nuclear holocaust to occur? A systematic -

articulation of a concept of God for the nuclear age is required in order to answer

questions about how God is mvol_ved in the threat of nuclear annihilation. Jim Garrison
. ﬁ . M . .

J“Macquarne (1977) Jefines theology as "the study which, through participation in
ang. reflection - upon a.religious faith, seeks to express the content of ths faith in

fthe clearest and most coherent language -available” (p. 1).
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utlcr‘n'pts‘ to describe such a conce‘pt of God and how God teiafes to a nuclear-armed
world. o | |
Garrison (]‘)82) integrates the procesq thought of Alfred North Whitehcads? w with
| (,harleq Hartshorne theoxv that God is dlpola: * to formulate a process panenthexst1c59
onwlogv of God. Au.ordmg to thls onwlogy, God is perceived to contain the dipolarities of
abq{ \:)}L/con%quent Lunsaendent/lmmanent and cosmlc/hlstorlcal In terms of God s
xclatlonshlp wnh the world, Garrison notes that’ "God and the world co-inhere panen-:
Lhensucally in xelatmnal encounter. God is the all—embracmg leahtv within which history
takes place" (p. ..)‘)) (J()d is not viewed as an omnipotent monarch unaf‘fected by human -
fr eedom Rathex, God's creative advances depend on human choxces "Both God a\H\he

world are in a procesg of becoming in which each is vulnerable to the actnvnt,y of the

A othc " (p. 60). Lakeland (1984) sug esLs that the process“vnew of God is helpful for our

'nuclcan age because it percelves God a«. bemg in every present ‘moment of decision as -
the glound of posqxbllnty and of the powex Lo choose novelty" (’p“1‘71) He clalms that this
on—g.mng pr esence of God enables tha helné%l to choose love over hatred.

' . Garrigon pxoposes that God' s“?actlon in the present can be underst,ood in the hght

of the u)nfesqnonal heritage. Through\wa “hex memutxc"" of enga ement"”, God's presence
g d's p

Q‘ .

“The notion of mterdependence is fundamental. Reality cgtsslsts of "actull’
entities” which "cohere relationully in a milieu of creative” qvnt,heqls" (p. 37).
"God and humanity co—create history t,ogether God instilling within us. the divi
lure that gives us our sub]ectlve aim, we ‘concretizing this lure according to our
degree “of freedom" (p. 205). Lakeland (1984) adds that "God supplies the
occasion of . decision, and by this means tries to encoumge t;he choice of what is
besl in the situation" (p. 121).
r"‘"Hartshomes dlpolar theory of the Godhead characterizes God as bemg on the.
_one” hand ‘infinite, free, complete, primordial, eternal, actually deficient and
‘unconscious,’ and on the other hand as being ‘determined, mcomplete, consequent,
everlasing {(meaning mcoxruptlble, all ,change being gain not loss), fully actual and
conscious” (p. 37).. Thus God has both a temporal and an eternal aspect. ““That
God ‘is of complementary aspects...establishes’ philosophically ' the prmc1ple that
“polarity is an essential aspect of our experience of God" (Garrison, 1982, p. 39).

'..'~”*Panenthelsm lS the- "belief that the Being of God includes and penetrates the

* whole _universe,; 'so “that every part of it exists in. Him, but (as agamst
Pantheism) that His Being is more -than and not exhausted by, the universe"
(Oxford Dictionary of the Chrlstlan Church, 1983, p. 1000).
i“Hermeneutics has to do with ' mt,erpxetatlon "Whereas exegesis. is usually tPe
act of explaining ‘a text," often in-the case of sacred literature according to
formally prescribed rules, hermeneutlcs is the science (or art) by which exegetical
prdceduxes are ‘devised. In’ theology, hermeneutical theory arises out .of awareness:
of the ambiguity .of 'a sacred text and the consequent analysis of the act of
) understandmg" (Oxford chﬁonary of  the Chrlstxan Church, 1983, p. 641)
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can be discerned in new events bjr means of the 'itvpologicullv con%truct,ed" older patterns

where God's hand was dlscerned befoxe The Exodus, for' example, became part of the.

~ confessional herltage of.ancient Israel. The historical ‘event of tho Hebrews crossing tho

‘Red Sea while the pursumg Egyptlans were engulfed in water is ngen the confessional

w1tness "Sing to the Lord for he has t,rlumphed gloriously; the horse and hn rider he
has thrown into the sea" (Exodus lo. 21). Later in its history, Israel's escape from
Babyloman captmtv is made possnble by Cyrus's defeat of Babylon (the hnqtm ical event),
Israel thg engages its confessional hentage and v1ewq t.hlq as a new exodus, lod this

time by Cyrus rather than Moses. The confessional witness beLomes "The Lmd goes

~ forth like a mighty man, like a man of war he stirs up his fury...he shows himself
" mighty 'against his foes" (Isaiah 42: 13). By means of the hermeneutic of engugement

"'the behevmg commumty brings the confessnonal heritage, through wlnch the community

perceives the purposef'ul movement, of God through the historical process, inte a living -
encounter with the contemporary reality" (Garnson, 1982, p. 57). Garrison suggcst,s that
the believer can use a similar process to make sensé of the atomic bombing of Hnothmd

Garnson maintains that the hand of God can be seen in (hL Hnoshnna event.

‘That part of the confessional heritage which can help the believer interpret God's rolein |

this declswe event is Lhe apocalyptic literature of the Bible. Garrison ﬁnst draws attention

to the fact that it is the wrath of God which causes the horrible destruction described in

biblical apocdlyptic. Applying the'hermeneutic.of engagement (interi)reting Hireshima in

the light‘ of biblical apocalyptic) 'vields‘ the interpretation that it is this same wrath which
was at woxk in the Hiroshima event. |

Garnson (1982) pomt,s out that the earthquakes famine, fire, and disruption of
the world descnbed in apocalyptic are far worse than anythmg the Antlchnst contrived:
"The mamfestatl_on of the wrath of God seems to be virtually the same as that of satanic
or morgN :vil‘" (p. 107). It is this same wrath of God which, at the time of the Exodus_, ;
mak/sj;faraoh's‘ heart obstinat,e ‘(E.xodus 7: 3) sol that the latter will not let the Hebrews .
go with Moses. ThlS causes the Egyptians to experience all ten of' the horrible pla;.,ue
that Yahweh sends (1b1d verse 11). It is Yahweh s wr ath whlch prompts David to take a .
census of the tribes of 1srael (a for bldden act) and then pumshes the transgression by
sending a pesulence which takes the hves of 70, 000 men (2 Samuel 24: 1-17). Garrison
claims that vengeance is not a sufficient explanatxon of this wrath There seems to be
something deeper gomg- on, he suggests, "a certain mt,entlon on the part of Yahweh to

Nl
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give vent to a dark S|de of the dxvme even as Yahweh gives vent to a lighter side” (p.

' 109). Garrison argues that the wrath .of God is mtegral to the overall per soahood of
God" (p. 206) Both darkness and hght are part of the pleroma of God.s! However, -
blbhcal accounts view the wrath of God as purposeful and as involving.the Chosen People

whom God has elected "While the wrath of God plays a fundamental role in the divine

C pleroma, God f'mally weaves the strands of dlvme action, of mercy and of wrath, and of

sinful human action into a creatlve mtegratlon which is. ultimately sa]vxﬁc" (p. 114) Thls
_¢an be seen, for example, in the Book of‘Revelation where horrific destruction is followed
by the new heaven and new earth (Revelation 21~ 22) 62 |
Garrison bu_x_,gests that the presence of this wrathful side of' the divine points to
an antinomial or opposmonal character in God. He pomts out that i in the Old Testament
Yahw«,h gwes the Hebrews a Promised Land, but orders<the wholesale slaughter of the
mdxg(,n()ub population and their animals to make this possxble (Joshua 10-—11) Or again,

with boils.

Yahweh the source.of all Job's blessmgs caudes him to lose all and be coved
Slttmg on a dung heap, Job declares: "I am the prey his wr ath assails.... He seiZed me
by the neck and dashed me to pieces.... He p1e1 ces me with thrust upon thrust. he"
at»Lacks me hke a warrio’ (Job 16: 9, 12, 14). But it is in the crucifixion of Jesus, not,es
Garrison (1982), that the believer can most clearly see this antinomial character of God.’

Abandoned by his friehds and by God, nailed to a cross, Jesus experiences the suffex'ings

fof Job. The difference in Jequs' case is that God is crucifying God. "The torment of his

tm m(.ms |s his awar eness that he is abandoneﬁ by what he most ultlmat,ely is" (p. 172).

What Jequs fully. expenences is that "God is in a perpetual antmomla] tension of

¢1ln Isaiah 45: 7, Yahweh declares: "I form the light, and create the darkness;
1 make well-being, and create woe; I the Lord do all these things." Garrison
noies that the. Hebrew word translated as v‘e is ra, which means moral
wnckedness misery, and ‘evil, :

62Bauckham (1985b) is critical of Garnsonc‘ understanding of evil, claiming that
he' doesn't take evil seriously: "In the end evil is justified as a necessary_
expression of the divine nature... The-justification of evil as an internalization of
divine wrath is a false step" (p. 592). However. Garrison has not moved the
locus of evil from humankind to God. His notion of the wrzth of God suggests
not that God is intrinsically evil, but that God creates and uses evil ultimately -
to bring about goud. His process panentheism suggests that Hiroshima manifests
both. the wrath of God in apocalyptic destructi@® and human evil which
constructs and-. explodes the weapons.. As Garrison (1982) comments,’ "Hiroshima -
is demonstratmg the absolute perversity of the human personality...while
simultaneously revealing the :wrath of' a living God as never before. Thus the ’
paradox of co—creation..." (p. 197).

.
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oppdsiteé, even as God is one" (ibid). Finally, in New Testament apocalyptic the Lam.b of
God who brings salvation to the world also commands the angels of destruction.®* "What
emerges from the Revelation of John", Garrison concludes, "is that there is an
overwhelmmg polarltv between the love of God and the wrath of God" (p 182).

In summary, Garrison's ontology proposes an interde endence between God and

the world in which both are in a proceés of becoming and ach is vulnerable u) t,he action
of the other. God's action in the present can be underswod in terms ol' the confessional
heritage which 1s\used to interpret new events Hiroshima is lhe decisive historical event
.of the 20th century\sq)d apocalyptic literature is that pdlt of the u)n(essmn.ﬂ henuge
most appropriate f'or inter prctmg it. Garrison Eropoqes that the wrath of God at work in

biblical apocalyptic was also.involved in the Hiroshima e«ve'nt, and thpt this "wrath"

points to an antinomial or oppositional character in God."

B. Psycho—Theolog:cal Integration of the Threat of Nuclear War
Garrison suggests that the behevel s task in the nuclun age is to mtom ate the
antinomial charact,er of God at work in the Hiroshima event. The believer must

; ' .
experience the wrath of God expressed at Hiroshima in_order to integrate the divine

,, ant,momy which it repr esents. Thls g’nbeg’x atia df the antindial character of God

parallels Christ's full exper Ien(t»pf,‘uhe antmomv ‘of God in she crucifixion and its
resolutlon in the resurrection. Garrison theorizes that this mtegmt:on must. tlke pLuc m
the psyche where religious expe1 ience occurs and where conty adnctmns can he
synthesized. Secondly, because humankmd has "humanize

\
God's premvame to end the world), we are challenged "t go within om psyches to.

alxpse” (usurped

S

discern the wrath and mercy we formerly attributed to a God. \()ULSldL ourselves'
(Garnson, 1982, p. 152). . , :

Garrison finds in Jungian depth psychology a model of the psyche which helps
explain the mt,egratlon of God's antinomy. In Jung's theory, the psyche is dlpolal. The.

conscious,s4 which uses categories such as space and time, interacts with the

_GJBaker (1983) notes that "the total personahty change in &']bt from the
Crucified Son of Man in the Passion narratives to the Rider on the White Horse
in  Revelation 19: 11-16 ‘is not one that any hone%t person can acccpt as it
stands" (p. 3).

#Defined by Jung as the "function or activity which maintains the relatnon of )
psychic contents with the ego" (cited in Garrison, 1982, p. 127).



unconscious,s which uses images and symbols. 'These two ﬁoleé of the pqyéhe are in
A'crcatwc opposmondl tension and are integrated by t,he umf‘ymg archetype‘“3 of the
Self.67 As Garrison comments, "for Jung, the meanmg of llfe is seen in terms of the
realization of‘ Lhe Self, that is to say, God The ultxmate meaning. in life is therefore to be
understood: as Lhe realization of the 'dlvme within us" (p. 142). This is what Jung calls
mdmduatlon GH t,he process of becoming one' s own unique and homogenous self, It
includes mt,egx ating one's shadow,5¥ which contams repressions, latent archetypes and
" creative impulses. Garrison notes that "the Self...as the symbol of mtallty seeks to
synihcsizu the polarities of conscious/unconscious...flesh/spirit, éhadow/persona and many
others into a complementary whole” (p. 1445. Thus, Jung's theory, by distinguishing
between conscious and unconscious, offers an explanatfon of what process panentheism'

establishes philosophically, that is, that there are dipolarities in.God whereby God is both

- 65The personal unconscious contains "those aspects of an " individual's life that are
éither forgotten, repressed or subliminally perceived”, while the collective
unconscious "does not mclude acquisitions particular to individual egos. Whereas
the personal unconscious is post-birth...the collective unconscious is pre-birth, being
composed of contents resulting from the inherited possibility of psychical
functioning’ in “general” (ibid).
" Archetypes. generally refer to the patterns of human life which shape the life
-of the psyche and therefore influence the direction and character of conscious
conduct.... The archetypes remain hidden and are only discernible as they .impinge
on consciousness through the medium of dreams and .images. Archetypal motifs,
therefore, like birth, death, love, motherhood, God, the hero, and the wise old
man, are knowable but the archetypes themselves, which stand behind the
archeypal motifs, producing them, remain unknown" (Garrison, 1982, p. 128).
#"The most important archetype is that of the Self, that deepest and most
_comprehensive symbol of totality that shapes and gives direction to ‘each
“individual life. The archetype of the Self contains within it all the polarities of
psychic life and is...empirically synonomous with God" (Garrison, 1982, pp.
" 133-134). Theologically speaking, God's action, in terms of' the experlence of it,
appears to orxglnate in the, unconscious. ’
6" Jung - speaks of the 'passion of the ego'. For in the process of individuation it
is the fate of the ego to be confronted' by the greater existence of the Self and
robbed of its illusion that it is the centre of the psyche... While the Self
completely surrounds, sustains and gives life to the ego, thergfore, the ego it is
that brings the Self out of the darkness of the unconscious 'depth' of being into-
- the light of consciousness. God and the Self are "dependent on us for their
historical actualization” (Garrison, 1982, pp. 145-146). In process panentheistic
. terms, the abstract, transcendent and cosmic aspect of God becomes consequent
immanent: and historical.
63" _that ‘other side' of our personality that negatlvely mirrors our persona. Our
persona is the image of ourselves that we present. to the world. The shadow is
the inferior personality as it were and is made up of everything that will not
fit with the laws and regulation of conscious life or w1th the persond’ we prOJect
to others" (Garnson 1982, p. 141).
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transcendent and immanent, and both infinite and dependent on human choices for
creative advances into novelty. Jung offers a psychological explanation of "how God is
actually relative to us, how God is dependent on us and affected by ()uf' actions. It as
thom:gh Jung provides a description of the inner experience of which process panentheism
describes the outer‘.rea]ity" (ibid). ‘ ‘ ‘

In theologi;clal terms, the.dipolarity is represcnted by Christ and Antichrist,
Garrison (1982) nggests gthat the believer is "challenged to integrate Am'i(.'hrist “within a
Christ-oriented co.nSciousness" (p. 196). Christ, as symbol of the world being suvcd.
parallels the emergence of the Self, while Hn oshima, as symbol of the world bomg
destroyed, negates Christ and therefore repreqents the Antichrist. The Antichrist, or
shadow side of {Dhnst 70 is manifested in H‘u‘oshlma and in the human dopruvnlv which
donstructs genocndal w{'apons The shddow side of Christ, whth e\plessu. divine wrath,

- meshes with hzuman evil to Lo—create the apocalypsc Garrison proposes Lh it the bclwvm
integrate the Antlchnst "by ﬁrst trulv mtegx ating the Christ event into lhls or her}
psychic depths” (p 1‘)8) This requires a recogmtmn that Christ mc‘untxted God's "light

~ side"”. The pex‘,son must then undergo a trjansfm_'matlon by the saving power of Christ in
order to acquire the moral.strength to inteérate the Antichrist. The Spirit, who instructs
the believer in all t.hingé (John 15: 26) and leads him or hel'A ;'Lo all truth” (John 16: 13k
provides divine assistance in grappling with the Antichrist'much as the Self\integrates
unconscious elemen‘té in the psyche. The believer moves toward wholeness h\_\\'csp(;nding
to the Spirji't at work in the depths of the unconscious. “

In summary, the integration of the wrath of God at work in the Hiroshima event ‘
ml\es place in the psyche, where rehglous experience occurs . In Jung's theory, the Self
integrates unconscious elements of the psyche such as the shadow. Slmnlanlv, the believer
is called upon to integrate the Antlchnst or shadow snde of Chrlst manifested at
Hiroshima inte Chnst—comcnousness This requxres a Lransformamon by Christ's mvm;.,

power so that the person acqunes qufﬁment mor al strength to integrate the Antichrist,

70To speak .of a shadow side of Christ is an important departure from classical
notions of Christ and Yahweh as total perfection and goodness Garrison's thesis
is that if God and Christ are intimately involved in human affairs, then they
are involved with the Hiroshima event and with the forces that move the world
toward apocalyptic destruction. K '



In this section 1 will investigate how some of the components of a life of faith can

: /
C. Resources in Religious Practice

] provide an antidote to the psychological and spiritual consequences of living in the nuclear
shadow, and, us well, empower people to resist the forces which méay eventually lead to
nuclear war. 1 will eWpl:}yed by the spil:itual trar{sf‘ormation;l‘mo‘wn as
conversion and the resources pxl()vided by the private and public spirituol communication
called prayer. 1 will then consider the ways in which worship can be authéntic in the
nuclear age. The ’Eucharist, memorial of the death and resurrection of Christ, will be
examined for its potential in helpmg people to deal with some of the emotional
consequences of the threat of nuclear war. Finally, 4 will analyz‘e how community llvmg
can empower people in the struggle to overcome this threat.

Wallis (1981) suggests that living according to the biblical paradigms ‘d'escribed in
Chapter 47* may require a radical change in perception and behavior: "God's new order is
so radically different from everything we are accustomed to that we must be spiritually
remade before we ‘are ready and equipped to participate in it" (p. 1). This is the process
of conversion, understood in the Bible as a radical turning around. Wallis points out that
it. consists of a Lurr)il_ng away (repentance) from selfishness qnd idols (in the nuclear age,
the "godé of metal” or "nuclear deities").

Wink (1982) claims that conversion requires onily a little faith. He suggests thot
people use biblical images to visualize t,h.e’ required transformation. For example, a person
may use Ezekiel's vision of the dry bones which become covered with sinews and ﬂesh,' -'
and become ljving beings once again (Ezekiel 37: 4-7). According to Wink, a person can,
.Lhrough viéualization, move .from a statué of 'we are as good as dead’ or 'we are as
though vaporized', to a "recognition that God is a’living presence with us, poworful to
save" (pp. 235-236). Wallis (1981) proposes t};at people visualize the victims of
Hiroshima: "Only if we can look into their eyes to see the eyes of our children and our
neighbors, our enemies and ourselves, will we be converted"' (p. 100).

The- converqlon process becomes complet,e when the "turning from" nuclear
idolatry is followed by a Lurnmg to" a life of faith: "Conversnon is from sin to salvatlon

- from idols to God, from slavery to freedom, from injustice to Justlce, from guilt to

forgiveness, from lies to truth, from dartkneés to light, from self to’others, [and] from
7
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death to life" (Wallis, 1981, p. 6). Shriver (1980) notes with regard to ﬁuclem‘ weapéns
that a person begins to have faith in the Spirit rather than in "ecertain unholy spirits that
haunt history by the megatonful” (pp. 6- 7. ‘ B

Wallis (1981) claims that trusting in the Spirit has thyeﬂ"uct of restoring m;,ht
softening the heart, shedding light on what was obscure, and opening the future: "We
see, hear, and feel now as never before. We enter the process of hcmg made sensitive t&*;
the values of -the new age, the kmgdom of God" (p. 5). "As if" living™ decreases as
emot.lons, ideas, and values which had been stored in different compartments of a
person's life become united once again.”® Conversion also changes the way a person

relates to others: "The converted experience a change in all their relationships: to God, to

w

their neig_'h'bors,vto the world...to the violence around them...to the false gods of the state,
to their friends and to their enemies" (p. 8). ' '

Prayer plays a central role in the é:onversion process. Although prayer is offered
for others and for the world, it also changes the person who prays. "Motivated by a great
evil in‘the'world, prayox first raises the qiestion of our complidity in the »vil" (Wallis,
1981, p. 96)‘ Praver leads to a change in "frame of refe’rence" which enables one Lo
consider the other's (the enemy s) point of view. The encemy no longer remains faceless.
In Wallis's view, "prayer.. makcs enemies into fnends . When we have brought our
enemies into ourghearts in prayer, it becomes most dif'ﬁcult to maintain the hostility
necessary for violence" (ibid). »

As hostile feelings decrease, less need exists for the defense mechanism of
dehumanization. As' wé saw in Chapter 27 vvize consider our enemies to be less than
human in order to pfotect ourselves from guilt about hateful and hostile f'ecl_ings.
Reducing the hostility (in this case thrbugh prayer) makesidghumanization less A
necessary. Prayer can also reduce the need for projectjoﬁ because i'L lessens anger: "With
_ continuin{; prayer, our angér subsides,-our hurts are gradually healed, and we begin to

understand the others' anger and hurt” (Wallis, 1981, p. 97). As a result, there is less

7"See Chapter 2, p. 16. : .

72Barnet (1983) puts it this way: "When Einstein said at the dawn of the
atomic age that everything had changed but our ways of thinking, he was
posing an essentially religious challenge. 1 saw how easily national security
managers separated the compartments of their lives, storing their values in one
place, their emotions .in another, and their. ideas somewhere else. Metanoia
[conversion] meant bringing the three tofether in an effort to see the world as
God sees it" (p. 18).
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need o pr'(‘)jccl‘ (;UI‘ own anger and hurt onto others. Additionally, prayer enables a person
to grow in pychological strength. It, may restore confidence, or pi ‘ovide a d‘ggrent
pumpcéuvu on the prospect of nuclear war. Grounds (1982) calls prayer "a weapon more |
powerful Lhd}ﬁ all the guns and bayonets, tanks and planes, battleships and bombs of all v
the atiory/in all the world.... There is no imaginable limit to the effectiveness of prayer"”
(p. ()4)/I rom a psychologlcal point’of view, the pow@r of prayer ]lLS in (1) incr casmg
one's awareness of the humanity of " enemleg ; (2) mitigating ne{.,dtlve emotions (whlch
lessens the need for certain defense mechanisms); and (3) increasing psychological
s;trength Lhr(')pgh greater confidence and perspective. |

Wm'ship, ifit is to constitute a resource in the nuclear age, must be authentic
Downey (1986) contends that authentlc womhlp must make room for the past and future
victims of nuclear war: "Christian worshlp must take place in full view of the imminence
of a second holocauet -the threat of nuclear annihilation" (p. 76). Heﬂproposes that
~ worshipers focus on Jequs dead and dLscendlng into hell.7s It is believed that in this event
Christ entered into solidarity with all victims. As Downey comments, "the dead.Christ is

with the dead sons and daughters, mothers and fathers, brothers and sisters, paqt

pES

present, and future. He shares their experience.of abandonment, of nm—dehvexapg,e, of‘

death, of bcmg forgotten -and he is God" (p. 81).7¢ ThlS belief providés a way of

.-k

Auckerman's (1()80) v1ew woxshlp helps the bellevel bear the dlsge?hment of darkne&
"because’ tlnough worshlp, [Christ’s] light shines all the brighter axgam'.% -
(p. 24). According to Downey worshlp enablec the believer "to embrace, '_

integrate, the nogatne (ibid).

This is an article of faith from the Creed recited by many Ch;i'suan'g on i'
Sunday. ' . v

“6Downey (1986) reports that some churches recall the death ang,
during special Good Friday liturgies. ™An i?’n of the burial of st
taken from the church building. With the ikon or Epitaphion - at
congregation processes -around the church three times. Upon en e
all those in procession pass. under the image of the dead, bur g
elevated in bridge-like fashion by its carriers. The signiﬁcancaﬁ%{

going down with the dead ,Christ, passing under the yoke of Vh
taking it on" (p. 84)

i]d?lﬁl of; (‘Jhrist-'
ﬁ”defd Chrigt, is 5
& h%:'ad, the -7~
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\ The Eucharist’” has the potential of heﬁping worshipers overcome emotional
consequences of the threat of nuclear war, Wallis (1981) notes that by calebrating
symbolically the dying and rising of' Christ, worshipers may experience joy and anguish,
and let go of pain. Strengthened by the loving presence of Christ, they can allow painful
ifhageq and feelings (suppressed through pqvchic numbing)?* to surface, Scasoltz (l‘)S‘)) .
points out-that the Eucharist is also a place. where peace can be experienced because the
bread that is broken and the wine that is poured out clearly ritualize the peace that God
offers in Christ. The American Bishops (1983) comment that "the Mass...is & unigue
means of seeking God's help to create the conditions essential for true peace in ourselves
and in the world" (The Challcngc of Peace, #295). Hau}zhey (1983) maintains that "every
celebraition of the Eucharist is to be an (;ccasiun for a further commitment to the cause of
peace in our world” (p. 218). ) i h . ) ‘

Christian community is a r'esoufce in t,iw nuclear age because of its value as a
source of change and resi;t‘axlce. Communit,yhlif'e based on the Christian ideals of love and
service becomes a sign that there is}. an albefpativg to the hopelessness gnd helplessness
that many people feel vis-a-vis nuclear war. Taylor (1985) comments Lha: in (*mﬁmunity.

e "'peace and justice can be glimpsed assalternatives to the w'uvs of living that lead to the
holocaust” (p. 81). According to Wallis (]‘)61) community is a source of change bec.luw

¢

it is a place where God's love can be exper wncvdﬁoople will change-(overcome dcsp ur,

Te -

e ,
helples‘;ness etc.) if they experience aceeptance, l()ve. and forgiveness., As pooplc i

&

E‘\ ‘bvercome a sense of helplessness and despair, they are better able to oppose the forces

ﬂ“:sa

; that lead to nuclear war. Wallis concludes that "the mdkmg of community is finally the

only thing strong enough to resist the pkoer of the system and to provide an adequate

foundation for better and more human ways to live" (p. 124).

"™The title 'Eucharist’ (Gk. 'thanksgiving’) for the central act of Christian
worship is 1o be explained by the fact that at its institution Christ "gave =
“thanks" (1 Cor. 11: 24, Mt. 26: 27) or by the fact the service is the supreme
act of Christian thanksgiving.... That the EGcharist conveyed to the believer the
Body and Blood of Christ was universally accepted from the first, and language
was very commonly used which referred to the Eucharistic elements [bread gnd
wine] as themselves the Body and Blood" (Oxford Dictionary of the Christian
Church, 1983, p. 475). Macquarrie (1977) adds that the- Eucharist "re-presents
Christ's saving work, communicates his presence to us, and incorporates us with
him" (p. 481) ~
78See Chapter 2, p. 1L
-
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. ln summary, resources in religious practxce which can help counteract the ‘
conseqwnc& of the nuclear threat. mclude’conversmn pr ayer authentnc worshlp, the .
‘ Luchanst an:i commumty hvmg The: spmtual transformatlon of convers10n mcludes 2
: turnmg away f'rom quclea: ldolatry" to a hf'e of faith, Prayér alters peoples' frame of-
\xéferer,\u,, enablmg tbem to consxder the enemy 8 pomt of' v1ew Through prayer the
‘ cnemy is bxou{?ht mw the heart, whlch results in a decrease of hostility; as- hostlhty
dlmlmshcs dehumamzatlon becomes less necessary As anger and hurt sub51de, thele is
less need‘ w pr oject these feelings onto the enemy. Behevers can mtegrate past and fature
nuclear vnctlms to theu worshlp thlough the helief that Chrlst entered into sohdarltv w1th
“all v1ct1ms in hlS death and descent mto hell. In the celebx ation of the Eucharlst ‘
war sthe:s can lét go" of panh and suppressed f'eelmgs and renew thelr commxtment to
the cause of peacemakmg l‘mal]v, m Chrlstxan communltv people can overcome feehﬁg!.
; of: help}essness and uespalr, and become bet/tex_ empowex ed to'resist the system whnch

[P

makes nuclear war more likely. T S S oy
! L B < ¢ S :

D. Conclusum L

. o
Ccrtam classical tonce»pts of d1v1mtv are - 1n'1dequate to make 1ehglous sen®® of Lhe‘
_contempora:v (Lhreat of nuclear war. J1m Garrlson s ontology of God for the nuclear age
supgcsts that there is an mtlmate mber action between God and humanity in which God' s
’(1oat1ve advances depend on human choices. Garx ison. uses a "hermeneutxc of
: engageméht" to mte1 pret Hn oshima in the hght of apocalyptlc hteratuxe and suggests
thal the ‘wrath of' God and human dépravity coincide to co—create nucleal destructlon The
"wx athful snde of God points” to an antmomxal or‘bpposmonal character in God which’ ‘must
' : be mtegx ated i the psy(he Gar: 1son proposes a psycho—theologxcal mtegratlon of the
wr ath of God b sed on J ung's theory of the psvche Jﬁst 8s the archetype of. the Self
»mlegx ates polarmes in the psyche, the Splnt helps the Chrlstlan lntegrate the- Antlchrxst
| ‘ mam(’es'ted at Hnoshn;na mto Chnst—consmousness L

. .
Rehglous pr a\'ftlce contalns sever al lesources for coping with the ef'f'ects of the -

nvefsion’ and praver can help oppose psvchologlcal and

'eat. of nuclear war.

- en'i'otiona_ onsequences such\as Mas’ lf" hvmg and defense mechamsms such as.
,,.d@umanlzatnon and prOJectlon Authentlc worshlp 1ntegrates past and future v1ct1ms of

. nuclear war whlle the ﬁemorxal of the death and resurrectxon of Christ (t Y(Eucharlst)

-~



a : o ' o 61
o E ‘ o . ' ‘g. . »
provides a.context for letting go of pain and suppress;& feelings. Christian communitv
“cnables part1c1pants to overcome thie feelings of helplessness and despau and encouruge

them to resist the forces which thev perceive as leading to ny

Thlsxchapter has attempted to describe theologlcal ol resources for
 dealing with the nuclear threat. The ‘Tollo'wing chapter will be concerned with:the moral

and political implications of spiritual beli_ef‘ in the nuclear agg: o S

a*
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Chapter vit r-

“Moral and Pohtlcal lmphcatmns of Splrltual Behuf; in the Nuclear Age
The prevention of nuclear war involves a "number of moral and polxtlca] censnderatlonst e
“one of which is the use of lethal force in world affairs. The primary questlon which we |
encounter, in its most elementary form, is: Shoxﬂd force be used to maintain peace" A
secondary questlon but one whnch many scholars consider: equally relevant: Is the -
thrcatvnvd use of nuclear weapons _]Ubtlﬁed for defense" Some authors ar gue that the use
‘ of lethal fox ce in world afﬁms is Justxﬁed whnle othens argue that.lf is riot. Both posmons
,have lmpoxtant implications for issues such as nuclear deterr ence, nuclear disarmament,
» and inter nauonal peacem’tkmg

S ) f ) :
i ‘In this chapu.r I will analyze "just-war™ theory and examine ar guments in favor
9
of the use of lethal force. 1 wxll discuss the implications of thls posmon as it relat,es to the

’ P LVQHUO]] of nuclear war in terms of nuclem deterrence limited nuclear war, and

..

nuclear ‘disar mament ‘Next T will analyze Chr 1st1an pacxﬁsm and overview: the arguments

nq(unbl the use of lethal force, th(,n present, the 1mpllcatlons of this posmon foz

deterrence,, securlty, non-violent methods of‘ defense ~disarmament, and peacemakmg In
Coa fnm] qe(tmn T will gorﬁsxder attempts by some authors. to tx anscend Lhe just-war/

C. pauﬁsm dllemma Thns will mc]ude a discussion of a proposed new ethic and its

..... N AR

xmphcau(ms fox tlt- pr eventlon of nucleal war. - .

. A The Just—War Theory .. o i - » o o

»-y—. 9 a
N n

o The doctn ine of t@,ejust-—wal was mtx oduced into %%hx ristianity by Augustme in the

_Loux th centurv Prior to this- t,lme Chrlstlamtv had been lal gely pac1ﬁst Augustme t,au‘ght

A

t‘lmt the use of force is Justlﬁed to defend the innocent and that order is pr eferable to. .
chaos. Thlough the centur ies othe1 _]ust-wal theorlsts have’ argued that h?llman nature is
K me.xk even perverse, and therefoxe the use of lethal: force agamst enemles is legmmate
\ ‘and o 1essen evnl than th@ consequencee whxch accrue from not def'endmg oneself in this
Il w:’\y From an hlstorlca‘l perspectlve Jusb—war bheorv has been a dominant theoretlcal :

. ﬂ vnewpomt m Chnsmamtv since the four th century »

’ The theorv of Just—war begmq w1th a presumptlon agamst war.’ A humber of

~

‘ »spemﬁc condltlons must be met befo;e a natxon can engage in war. Elght tr adltlonal

LA

.

'9Wa1 can only. be engaged in as a last resort S N )
e o . : . a7 )

’ e | v vv N .~ . ,l . . .62
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©eriteria determine whether a war is just or "rightful". The first four govern the conditions
A‘. R 7- . . . » . ) . ' ) .( . ‘ '
" for .becoming involved in war, while the last four are intended to regulate a nation's

co ngred while inveolved in war, These criteria, as Ardagh (1‘)84) summatizes them, are:

‘War must be declax ed before the start of' hosulmes by a competent

politically legitimate. authority. =~ = =« “ : ; "

For (cqmpafatively) just cause, not revenge, that is to restore just,i'cc and
. a . a"‘;-‘ T

- peace

. N . . . ’
a.’ there ‘must have been ‘Tbe] fgl'_a\{e threats by the other party to peace,

human rights, or Justlce ’ R ‘ . ‘ ’

b. -the mcans taken must be proportionate to the evil to be 1 Gdl(.“%t'd

: c '.war must be the last, resort, i.e.; peaceful alternatives for tho _\ ,'
resolution of conﬂlct must have been~exhuuswd.‘

3. ’[‘.hexe must. be a nght intention’. BRI - o

4. There must be 1ea%onable hope ofﬁsuccess

‘01 '

. You may not dir ectlv/mdnectly kxll non—combatams i
.o Ty
6. You may not use meam eyil in Lhemselvcs o .
A You must observe agreements regarding prisoners, excluding weapons,

dmbassadms ete. _
‘8,; “You n’rust observe the: pmncnpal of- ploporuonalm inreg md o mlhl.n y |
necessxty {p- 37). ’ . |
Essent\ally, the just-war theonv is based on the px emise Lhat fmw in mden to be usvd
legitimately, must be limited. The two _moral _prmmpl_es which gundc this limitation afe l,lxt:}"{
immunit? of non—clo‘mbatants and Lthe' pr:inciplu thaf't*he damage inflicted must n(jtl.']v)e : . _
greater than the loss of that which 1s bemg defended (the pnncxplc of pnopm tmnalu,y; /iwx
-Hauetwas (1983) points out, "the pux pose Of.jUSL—Wdr thmkmg is-not to dowtminc in a

* legalistiq manner ‘what is or, what is not'a Just wag,. but rather to m.,\kc war as nuuly .
g “\ :

just as lt'can be" (p. 28). Hehn‘ (1‘)‘%0) adds tfh‘ﬂp %s*‘ mt,endcd as ,a last leHOlL to ddcnd
! v ' S

0 . ’

-life and 1mportant vaules. :
In a summary of criticisms which ﬁ’ave been ralqed dgamqt Just—-war Lhu)ry, -

. Shannon (1983) notes that a numbe1 of the cntena are not helpful for cvaluatmg m()(h'rn

# »
war It is. dlf‘ﬁcult to app]y the criterion of declarmg w%@gbecauu, "there is no L i
dlslnterested authonty to adjudlcate among the dlffgyc nations so0 that one can know ey

~ whether a nght or interest has been. v101ated" (p. 117). Moreover the rapldlty with whlc Tl
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nucl,ear weapons can be dehvered from one continent.to another leaves little tnme for the
logmmute authorlty to make a decision regarding the declarauon of war The cnt.ernon of
1easonable hope of' success" has received the most criticism as there can be no victory

(in the tr aditional. usage of the word) if much of the wor id 1s destroyed in a nuclear fo

. exchange, ’l‘He cnt,erlon of "propor tionality m regard to mlht,ary necessxty has come

Nl:lndor attack as well in view of ‘the lethal levels of' radxoactxvnty released when nuclear

wcapons are exploded Ac. bhannon (1980) comments, "there really is no, proportlonate

-x(losc of radioac t:vnty, especially when one takes into account the levels of radxoacthtv

thut, ‘nuclear weapons will release into the atmosphere" (p. 118). Nor does it make sense

Lo speak of non-combatant 1mmumty when S0 many people w1ll be poxsoned by thls
¥ ¥

-mdmactnvntv In addition, because many military’ targets are close to urban centers, an

)
unfor ekecable nuvzjﬁ‘l}of cmzens will mevmably be killed during a nuyclear at,tack

bhannon (1()80 udes that for the majorlty of critics, the theoxv of just-war is
onceedmgly rfore difficult to apply” or "utterly useless" (p: 119). Finn (1983) adds that— .
the Lheory has become melevant for "it has failed to estabhsh any v1tal relation th,h '

rd . - ®

pubh( pd‘lmcs" (p. 133).

- i K} -
p .

B. Ar gulnents in Favor of the Use of Lef:hal Force

Manv of the arguments udv..mced in l'avm of the pse of lethal force in world

" alfaiis. .ne lcluted to a p) emise whlch can be for mulat,ed as follows Natzons have a rzght %-«

- “

and (Iul) to defend their czizzens gnd their values from un/ust a gres.szon In thelr past,or al

,lettex Tho» Challvnﬂe of Peace, the A\merncan Cathohc blshops (1()83) mamtam that “*

[

del"cnd Llu.n cmzens and governments are vnewed as havmg the obhgatlon‘to assume thls

1esponslbxlltv The second Vatlcan Cquncd (1962- 6.)) supported this pos1t10n when 1t ‘

"Goven nments cannot, be deprlved of the rlght, of lawf'ul self-defense, once all

ll:A

efforts have failed. State leazders have the, dutv to def'end the mterests of thelr

peace

peoplc ,ri.(Paslor(zl Constitution of the Church in the Modern World #79)
' Just—wax Lheon nsts extend. thls lme of reasomng to a1 gue that 1mportant values

also ‘must be del“ended using for ce when deemed necesary.. Meyer (1984) argues that we ¢

. are called to work dnhgentlv f'or peace but wer must ‘also recogmze that there are values

| and prmcxples worth defendmg, even 1f war- is. necessary" {p. 80) The Amerlcan bxsho;z;—l

%
v
<

" self- delense is a legltlmate rlght On,,the social level, this’ becomes the rlght o‘f' nations to ...
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' (1983) contend that the pOSSlblllty of peace "must’ be cont.muouslv pr otecu.d and
preserved" (’I‘he Challenge of Peace, #60). Pope John Paul II (1982) focuses on the need
protect fr eedom "Christians.. .have no hesitation in 1ecallmg that, in the name of an
elementary l"orm of justice, peoples have a nght -and even a dutv to protect. thexr
H ’ex1sten'ce and freedom" (p 4178). Lyon (1‘)82) argues that each pers\n haq the right to
"tiue and full development" and that natlons must defend this right (p 172) Accordmg
to Hehlr (1980), "our actual moral duty is the need to use force as a last. resort in
defense of human life and the values wllich provide life with meanlng ‘and dignity” (p. .
19). Kirkemo.(1984) argues that our moral choices regarding the use of nuclear vsfodpoxle
4must be governed pr 1marlly by a sense of responsibility to prot,ect 1mp01 tant valucs’ é
"Goals are llmlted by what is possible, means.by what is effective, and conqequen(es bv
unmtended or unexpected developments. The ‘ethic of perfect m,hteousness must be
' replaced in world. affairs thh a morallty of responsnhlllty" (p. 122) Kirkemo claims that
such a mox allty will assist in adopting: policies whxch mdmtam values such as order and
co—operatlon

Anothel line of ar gument for the use of l(.thal l'orce is based on the loll()wmg '
premise: 'I"he lntarnatmnal situation, wzth zts system of decentralized nution-states and
competition for unequally dzslr;bztted resqurces rcqutres the use of lethal force to maintain
order Vatican 11 (1'()‘62—65) stated that Lhe right of' goVernmenté 1o defend Lhoi}' cilizen%
is justified by Lhe ongomg presence of war m the world and by Lhe lack of a 'l(ompctcnt

and sufﬁmently pOWerful authonty at the mt,ernatmnal level" to- mamtam order (Pastoral
Constztutzon of the Church in the Modern World #79). Kirkemo (]‘)84) nghtfullv p(nnts

* out that we lack a "global mechanism to prov1de the world with Lhe legisk 1L1VL Judlcul

and, sec@ltv services necessary to harmonme actnorls promot,e co—operatlon and px event

L conf'llcts" (p. 12'0) On the contrary, he ob%erves that the mt,ematmnal snuatmn s

characterized by "the Natlonal Factor - armed nations wmh thelr own hl‘;torlcal pasts,
' ultux al vanlues and natlonal interests" (lbld) The mbernatlonal snt,uatlon is also aflecu.d

| by the unequal dxstrlbutlon and control of resources throughout the world. Klrkemo

1984% clalms that thxs "Scarcity F-actor" results in coqyﬁe?;ntlon which is difficult to

B}

megulate because of the decentrallzed nature of. decxsxon—makmg He argues that in such

. an mternatlonal situation- peace is mamt,amed, ox}ly through (1) "4 balance of forces"

wh1ch prevents dommance by any one natxonﬁadw@r) "a VIR éﬁforcﬁe_:”'

" agreements whén one namon att,empts to alt,er"
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© just-war theory”'i

no international authority with the powcr to' ensure security.

’ L The Usc of Lethal Force and Nuclear Issues - _ y o,

v "(p 146)&’The reason the dlscl‘o-les aré’»;,old to buy sw‘ ds has tg ddﬁ w;th the hme#onfk., .

In summary, Augusune argued in favor of the use of lethal force to defend the .
mnocent Just-war theorx is concerncd with t.he limitation of force in war and is based on
the prmcnples of @mbamm immunity and "proportionality”. Some authors crmc1ze

4 r era because nuclear ‘weapons are indiscriminate in their kill ratio
and)ccause We present,ly lack an mt,ernauonal authorxty to  determine whether ‘the rlghts

“of a par L)cular naLnon have been violated. Proponents of the use of lethal force in wdrld

LY

affairs argue that nations have a right to defend themselves with force against unjust

aggression, The ar gument is extended t,o mclude the right to defend values such as; peace

freedom, or der and co—operatlon Othex arguments dlaw attention to the fact Lhab bhere is

BAFANEY

s "

o

The (oncept of lethal force has led to advocacy of the right to possess nuclem

weapons and to uullze defense policies such as mutually assured destructlon In thlS

section 1 will examine the biblical basis of military deterrence, arguments for and against

~ this do"chine and Az':trg.urnents in.favor of limited nucleazr.'f\;{'ar. T will the',ng pre‘se'nt,d morul

emluatlon of the concept of delenencc and of the arms race, and lastly, discuss the view

of dnsmmament and security Wthh follows from the acceptance of lethal force in the "
prevention of nuclear war. : . ' “
/; . R

Nuclcm Deterrence ‘ If
I\uclem deterrence may be defined as preventlon (of' whzbt,evel one.wants to
prevent) bv nuclear threat". Hare (1984) contends that the Toots of deterrence. theory can
- be found in the New Testament where Jesus gnves instructions t,o hns dlsmp]es after the
Last Suppex Wher eas Jesus had always sent his dlsc1p]es on mission "without purse or

tr avellmg bag and had consnstently resnsted vnolent self—defense, he says m Luke 22

"Now, howevex, fe man who has a purse must carry n; the same with the travellmg

1

bag And :the man wn}muc a sword ‘must sell his coat and buy one" (verse 36) The

mark a transmon ‘w‘a tlme when thé‘ dzsuples wxll;.g 4(physncally) without. the}r mast,el“

7 y@u
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persecrxtion fhey will be enﬁei‘ing and the fact that Jesus will not be physically‘presént to
protect them, Swords are needed because the disciples' énemies will be sarrying S\_vm'ds. :
The number of swords is limited to two, Hare suggests, becavuse their posscssion. is
intended only for deterrence:-"It was not. [Jesus'] intention that the swords should be
used for attack; only, we may guess, fon: self'—defense'; (ibid), Hare (:r)11cltndc_s that this
“ser lpturﬁl'\p:‘lssage constitutes a basis for the theory of deterrence. |
Thé)verv existence of nucleaﬁr”weapons has made deterrence necessary: "1t is rr
hald cold unforgiving fact that nuclé}m weapons are hele thal they wnll be hL‘I ® for
some tlme, and that we must deal w:th them"” (Meyer, 1()84 p. 93). Bccausc fir eed()m is
worth def'endmg, we must have a deternonce polxcv that. powntml enemies must pencmvo
we wou]d emp’by if necessary" (lbld) Kirkemo (1984) notes that deu,n,ence has heen
effective in preventing war: "Nuqlear deLex rence hds prevented a genelal nuclcax war by
convmcmg natlonal leaders t,hat launchmg an attack will xesult in their own destruc tion™
(-A(p. 12-4). He argues‘that the balance o_f forces has also mhxblted conventional war and
.l contributed to international stability in areas of the globe where nuclear powers _huyc
- vital irxtel‘esrs. Thus, nuclear deterrence has contribﬁted to social order and poré()rml

?

securityZ and dccrrased reliance on military solutions to political problems.
‘Moral Evaluation of Det;e'rr'ence
In their assessment of deterrence the French blsh()p's (1984) leLIn[.,UISh between
the actual use of' nuclear weapons and their threatened use. They ac knowlcdg‘v that thu
use of ngclear weapons is immoral, but question ‘whether this nccessarnly makes their
;thr_eat,;ened_use immoral. Hehir (1985) maintgins that even if the threat wo retaliate is
itself a violati.von of éthics, an unfulfilled threz’at is a lesser evil than the actual use of
nuclear weapons. | ' V
’I"he.‘Arnericar\i.bishops (1983, in their evaluation of the moral implications of
zdet,érrence point to {wo dilehmas intrinsic to this ]Solicyv' Firstly, the po‘sséssion of .
nuclear weapons mcreases the probabllty of' nuclear war. Secondly, there ns a need w
‘ '_defend "the mdependence and freedom of nations and entire peoples, including the need to
o protect smaller nat%ons Trom threats to their independence and security” (The Challenge of
| Peace, #174). Our moral duty, the blshops argue, - "is tq pxevent nuclear war from ever

occurrmg and m probect and preserve those key values of Justxce freedom and

-
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"

- independence which are necessary for personal dignity and national.integrity" (ibid,

#175). The bishops conclude that both ‘these dimensions can be safeguarded when nuclear

forces are balanced and neither side is in a position of undeniable superiority. They argue
for "a strictly conditional moral acceptance of nuclear deterrence” (ibid, #185)
cha'n'.acwrized b\y. "'sufficiency’ to dét,er"‘ and the inacceptability of proposals which dea]
" with."prolonged periods of repeated nuclear strikes and counter-strikes, or "prevailing” in
nuclcarlwar" (ibid, #188). The bishops support nuclear détgrrénce conditionally while

negotiations for nuclear disarmament proceed. They reject the productidn‘ and deployment

of nuelear weapons which increase the ability to fight nuclear war and. place adversaries

in a relatively inferior position.:

Limited Nuclear War

Somé "a'uthors‘,_ argue that deterreﬁée must include specific defense policies
x-egar\dipg the use of"nu'c‘lear weapons.; According to Amstutz (1934), the American
bishopé' opposition t,ol,'p'_uclear attacks on populatidn centers and to counterforce policies

e

(which aim at dest;roying military targets) leaves them with "the conditional affirmation

of deterrence but the denial of the strategies designed to maintain such a policy” (p. 173).

v./l\st'Brien (1983) puts it: "No one has yet suggesteﬁ a means of deterring or defending
;igninst, ‘uggrésssion by a nuclear power without some nuelear defense option" (p. 17).
O'Brien (’]983) argues that deterrence must include preparlation forvthe‘ limited
use of nuclear wéﬁpons. He disputes the contention that the limited use of nuclear
weapons will aut,(.)fnat‘ically re_su'lt in a major nuclear exch'ange: "It is not the case that
limited nuclear war has been proven conclusively and forever 1o Ee impossible, only“ that
few are willihg or able to vouch for its fea§ibi1ity" (p..186). With regard t;o"the objection
that many military targets are in or near urbarix centers, 0'Brien (1983) comments: "it is
not estqlglishgdiaxgt Ll?ere are not enough discrete military targets whose dgsprpctiOn,
wi,t.h(,)ut excessive collatel-alvdam'c;ge, wopld constiﬁute unacceptable daﬁlaga@g"n
aggressor" (p. 24). He argues that detefrenée policy must include preparg! %61’ limited

- use of nuclear weapons becauge limited nuclear war is_ likely to.result fro
| ®

.escalation in

~ conventional wars. B
. : . . Ay . )
The greatest threats are likely to come in areas sufficiently im‘i{éor‘tant to be

defended but just sufficiently marginal and incon"Venient geopolitically that it
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may betdif‘ﬁcult t6 marshall free worlg resistance to aggression against them,

In such cases the possibilities of mispérceptions and accidents may abound and

[
'

it is there that@inuclear war may occur, arising out of a confused and
| o, ! N

*‘ " Lo : T T . . .
unsuccessful canventional defense. (Henry Kissinger, cited in O'Brien, 1983, p.

' 26). A . ' L

4 ~

Therefore, nations which possess nuclear weapons have a moral obligation "to make
o 5 . :

“effective and -f'easible a nuclear deterrence/defense posture" (ibid),

Lawver (1084) argues that it is more e(,hlcal to prevent. war by the wadmos-. to
use battleﬁeld nucleagq weapons than to unounc? their use and invite attdck from a
nation which is pr oﬁctﬁnt in the use of such weapons. He maintains that limited nuclear
war must be recognized as a legltlmate category and optlon "If a govemmcnt s moral
and political imagination is conﬁned to.two unwoxka.blb options, L()Lal war or acquiescence
in the face of aggression, its foreign policy has ahLadv fallcd regardless of which
alternative is chose_n" (p. 104). Therefore, "a far more attractive policy, strategically and
morally...is to aécept limited nuc.l(.ear war as a significant element in’the contemporary -

political problem" (p. 105).

Nuclear Disarmament

' Préyponents of the use of f:orce in world affairs (who also belicve in disarmament)-
génerally ady;()czlte cither bilateral or multlilateral disarmament. The American bish()p:;.
(1983), for example, view disarmament as "a process of verifiable agreements especially
between two superpowers”.(The Challenge of Peace, #204). They do not support. uhilubur'ul
di‘s'armamentb but point out t.hét reversing the arms race will require that both sides take
initiatives. The bishopé recommend "immediate, bi'lateral, verifiable agreements to hultl
the testing, produétion, and deployment of new nuclear weapons systems” and

"negotiated bilateral d'eep cuts in the arsenals of hoth sup’erpowerfs" (ibid, #190). The

pro-armament organization Securing the peace argues that unilateral disarmament may

actually make nuclear war more,liléely. The organization contends that "weakening one

side encourages the otfmef side to eﬂgage in aggressive behavior” (Bock, 1984, p. 49). It

maintains that security is assured by a balance of military forces, including nuclear

-weapons. Thus, it is a nation's dut;y to protect its citizens through a process of bilateral

or multilateral disarmament.
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W¢ have seen that arguments for deterrence focus on the need to prevent war by
balancing nuclear forces. S‘ome. authors argue that deterrence si‘guards freedom,
inhibits both conventional as well as nuclear w;xr and, therefore, contributes to both
order and securltv Other authors quéstion whether a nuclear threat is necessartly
nnm()ml or, if it IS it certainly is a lcsser evil than the actual use of nuclear weapons..

. The American bishops judge nuclear deterrence Lo be morully acceptable on the condition
that evéry nation retain-only a sufficient number of missiles for deterrence. Most
advocates of limi&,d nuclear war argue that a deterrence policv requires specific defense
opuons and that there is no proof th:;?a limited nuclear war would escalate into a
massive exchange of missiles. They p lnt out that a limited nuclear war could escalate
from a esaventional war and that a nation should have policies in place to prepare for
this eventuality. To renounce the use of battlefield nuclear weapons is viewed as inviting
attack by an adversary who is willing to use these weapons. Finally, the proponents of
tl)c use of lethal force reject unilateral disarmament in favor of a balanced reduction in

nuclear wedpons in order to ensure security.

6 - o7 .

D. (‘hrmtxan Paclfism

1In this section 1 wnll overvnew the origins of Christian pac1ﬁsm then dlscuss some
of the criticisms of pacifism, the;debat,e on its social application, and arguments which
have been raised against the use of lethal force. | |

¥,

Origin z‘:rid'P‘hilosophly~ of Christ;all_Paéiﬁsm » - .

I’aciﬁ;:;m enjoyed a position of ¢onsiderable influence during the first three
centuries of Christiahity. It was characterized at that time by a refusal to ﬁzi'rticipate in .
war. T}je LBird century martyr Maximilian, who was beheaded for‘refusin‘g to serve in
the army, gave the following d-e.f'ense: "I cannot sel;ve as a soldier; 1 cannot do evil, I am
ca Christian." (Marrin, 1971, p. 88). When the church adopted just-war theory in the |
fourth century, pacifism was yelegated to a position ‘of‘. lesser importance. After the B
. Ref‘ormation‘(1525—90) "it took on a rather sectarian character amohé churches such as

the Mennonite and Quaker. At this time pacifists believed that evil should not be resisted

“and that pamﬁqm sh(:uld consist of witnessing to Christian love.

*
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Ardagh (1984) notes that it is only \gince the mid-1960s that pacifism has

regained the status of a respectable position i - Christian church, In Roman -
Catholicism, pope John )xXIII'q (1963) encvchcal Pacem in Terris is notable for its lack of
an explicit endorsement of self-defense as a right. At about this same, time, Vatican 11
(1962-65) specifically endorsed non-violence and conscientious objecuon to military
service. The Ameritan bishops (1983) comment that "non- violent means of resistance to
evil deserve much more stlfdy and considerati.on than they havesthus far received. There
have been significant instances®® in which people have successfully resisted oppression
without recourse to arms" (The Challenge of Peace, #122). Deats (1980) points out that
s;)me people begin with the witness form of; pacifism but soon find it "too inflexible and
unresponsive and seek to modify it in the direction 'off'non}violent, resistance” (p. 78).
Christian pacifism is rooted in the New Testament and based on a faith

relationship with God. According to Zahn (1983), it is based on (1) how God is pul(em-d
(2) how one's relationshi'p to God is perceived; and (3) how one perceives the purpese of
that ‘rela'tiohship. The Christian pacifist perceives God as loving and forgiving, and it is
within this context that other divine characteristics such as authority and power are
considered. Zahn notes that the prayer ascribed to St Francis*! summarizes the manner
in wh/ich-the relationship to God is perceived. The rela@ionship is characterized by
surréhder, commitment, and dependence on God for successes and failures. Abandonment
and confidence in God are bolst,ered by Lhe hope that God's love and power will prevail no
matter how threatening a- sntuatlon appearq to bc Zahn maintains that pauﬁqts find
secunty in this trust and. not in pollcles such as nuclear deterrence. They str lV t.n remain

faithful to Jesus Chrlst whom they believe has ¢vercome sin and death They are more
c0ncerned about bemg faithful in the relatxonshlp than about self-gefense. |

. Christian pacxﬁsm is based, in a certain measure, on religious prmcnplw denved
from the New Testament and this distinguishes it from other varigties of.pm_:xhsm. Yoder
‘ (1972) comments that Christian paciﬁsm places great importance on obedicnce to God.
What is good and right will triumph, Yoder claims, not through being calculatmg and

fﬁcacxous but by being obednent 82 Jesus Christ, who rLsxsted the t,empwtmn to wield

~f‘°The bishops mention the Danish and Norwegian resistance to Nazism.

s1"Lord make me an instrument of .your peace. Where there is hatred let me
sow love. Where there is injury...pardon. Where there is discord...unity...." (uwd
in Cunningham, 1972, p. 201). '

82Yoder (1972) defines obedience as "not_keeping verbally enshrined rules bhut
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political power by being made a king or\by becoming allied with the Zealots, is an
example to the pyu'ciﬁst of the faithfulness which sacrifices efficacy in order to reﬂégt —_—
divine love. '.’ 4 X : Y

kS .

Christian pacifism supports the use of non-violence but the emphasis is on
witﬁessing to the Kingdom of God and to truth. Merton (1980) pqinted out that
nnn-—vi&lcnce is not always effective politically because its purpose is not to wield power
but to manifest truth, He considered it more important to witness to the belief that God's
love will prevail thano attempt to prevail oneself. Kibble (1985) argues. that Christian
pacifists should employ methods which witness to the Kingdom of God as it will be in its
gl or consummate form: "Since there will be a tot# absence of violence in the final
kingdom, Christians shbuld’”z;ba“ndon its use nomw" (p. 43). Hauerwas (1983a) comments
~ that Christian pacifists do not try "to make history come out right —either t:hrou'gh the
possession or dispossession of nuelear arms" (p. 14). Rather, they believe that Christ
ensures that the world‘ will Lu_rri out right, and so they pursue a peace "hased on the
profound confidence that God has shown us the way he W(')uld have the world governed"
(ibid, p. 15). : ‘ .

Watts (1985) notes that Christian pacnhsts renounce habitual’ ways of resolving
mnﬂlct in favor of the unique way of trusting God. They consider that God uses methods
such as the vulnerability of the cross and choosmg someone wnh a speech defect (Moses)
to lead a tribe of slaves to become the Chosen People. They are prepared to set aside the
usual ways of doing thmgs in order to depend on God who often uses’ abnorma]" ways.
Christian pacifists adhere to the New Testameﬁt teaching that God's pbwer is méde
perfect in weakness (II Corinthians, 12: 9), and so théy resis§ taking the preveﬁtion of
nuclear war entirely into their own hands, thus leaving room for God to work. Watts:
comments that they reﬁounce the "peace through strength" approach because "to speak
_ of trusging God when we 'puréue_ a security that is maintained by military might is'to
empty f'aith of its authentigity, and to sever its att.,achment to Jesus Christ" (p. 52).

E{-;an.(llE)SO) considers the task of Christian pacifists to be one of reconciliation.
She pomts out that the root meaning of pacifism is td make peace". Disputes are settled
and wr ongs rlghted through non-violent methods which mclude accepting suffering but

never, 111ﬂ19tmg it: Yoder (1972) adds that obedience to the way of the cross often entails

.
L

< - - . /t 5 ’
s2(cont’d) reflecting the character of the love of God" (p. 245).
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. Cguld ong, admne a moLhel ?vho does nothing when she sees a snake or a

‘ . 8, 73
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suffering -because the person strives s "to be faithful to thul l‘ve which puts one at the
mercy of one's ne:ghbor land] which abandons claims to justice for ({nowlf and ﬁn one's
own in an ovu‘ndmg colern for the reconcittion of the adver sary' }\p 2 1’%) What
sus_tams,.p_ﬁcnﬁsts in their acceptance of suffering, Egan notes, is Christ's s message that
love is to transéénd considerations about family, nation, und encmy, and take on

s

universal character. Christian pdcifists keep in mind the Beatitude: *Blest too are the
khpe&tcemukers", alnd strive to be "active peacemakers” and "reconcilers of mankind".,
‘ ‘In summary, Christian p:iciﬁsm is a theological and ethical position predicated
upon the non-aceeptance of lethal force in world affairs. In this it contrasts with j}nst»-wm'
theory which, as we saw, does accept the use of force. Christian ;)gcifisrn is based on

‘biblical teachings and the life of Christ -to its adherents its strength, while to opponents,

., "':'. ) :
a source of oritic‘ﬂh— and focuses on truth, non-violence, and trusting in God rather than

LY

_in nuclear’ weapons.: s

& R

B

Criticisms (af Pacxfism

»
-

u\f} Paégﬁ%s have been criticized f(n being emes‘sxvcly legalistic, that is, for having all

"of the | anqwexs before the quesuons to u)mplcx ISSULS are asked. Most um(s consider it

""cnmplgstxc qnd naive to assume that a na%non can renounce violence. Others have

tconsxdu ed it lrxespomglbfe for pamﬁ%ts to lemam neutral toward injustice on the

L -

: )htglndfldnal ‘-leval Nfl“dl (1984} Cauu(ms against the,social application of pacifism, and
L0

‘ Ky .

: ;n $0 démg speaks on behalf of many wha pérceive pacifism as functmnallx unacceptable,
Elmatlc about to %trlke a s]eepmg child? Who among us has the right to say: |

, shall xrely on pravel or goodness, or divine power, for my defense, and you
who mav not have my falth or under standmg must do tlu- eamc’ Who has the
,nght to, say‘ 1 'am prepared to be killed, or to See my fumnly and Irlends killed,

A
v "or'x'apedor acsa\llted rather than to go against my conscious [sic] and resort

to! f’orce' and you must -do the s‘ame? I don't believe Lh.xt anyone has that right.
(p 34) ‘ o .
“The American bishops (1983) acknowledge the legitimacy of choosing non-violent means

for the defense of peace but they do not view this as applicable to the nation as a whole:

"We are referring to options open to individuals. The council and thé popes have stated

-~
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. 1deologlcal opposne, lethal forte isa

e .-

‘ e S ‘
; tlea.rly that governments threatened by ar med unjust agg ss:on must defend theu

. chars 5"{01 rizedg

: kptu tuulfu wax lls] unJust" (p. ‘)9)

people Thls mcludes defense by ax med for ce 1l‘ necessary ‘as a'last resor t:' (The @b\lenge
of I’('ace, #70) Fmally, Bennett (1947) argues that pacxﬁsm is not adequate as a social.
str au,g,y for the followmg reasons (1) restrammg ev1l is.as much a Chrlstlan obllgatlon

as avoxdmg vnolente, (2) then ?ffs not always a strategy of non—v1olence avallable for each
4

‘ 'sltuatlon that ar 1ses and. (3) the pr actu.e of' non—vnolence may occasion suff‘ermg for

. N . » Lo o ' ° :
n()n—paclﬁsts as well S R AR
2 )
" These cntmsms notwnthstandmg, there has been a movement m the Christian =

chuxch towards -greater soetal applz atzon of pdcd’lsm Several of the "hlstoncal" ’peace

. chm ches are begmxfmg to examme the *_,,Oclal respOns1b1htys dlmensxoq of thelr wntness to
-A-pcau. In the Roman (,athollc tradxtlon Lammexs (1‘)80) notes that there are signs of”’

. mowment ‘away fir om Just—wax theory: tdwax ds a pacnﬁsm not of thness “but ol"

'lLSlHtJnLe He pomts to the mcreasm reluctgnce ‘of po;ﬁes to condone war: as aumeans to

’fnthleve Justlce and to the concems of somax ethlcxsts rega'~d1ng the appr oprlateness of
- war for: mquntammg older According to Lammers, Roman Cathollc somal ethxcis!ts in the -
V‘Umtul btates do not con51de1 the pacifism’ of w1tness :dvocated by the Ameri ican blShOpS

o be a 1eal optlon “He suggests that these etlnusts w.ll eventUall, edopt a pamﬁsm

- EN]

N

Upon (lose e\ammatnon of the lm egomg comments 1t becomes read1l\ app.; ent. -
tlmt no umlmm attltude is to be found m all Chrlstlan commumtles Nelthex 1s it the™
mtent ol ths thesxS to suggest tllat[bere is,. or sh&uld be Pac1ﬁsm as holds true- for 1ts

onceptw}ﬁT:'h:has supppox ters as-well as_detracths.'

I o . ) . : . . . o
" - N

ra
e

' ."'E AlgUmcnts Agamsl th(, Use of Lethal Force D .. t:"" 7, ‘ a . o

4 1es1stan(e and 'a r(.lusal to sex vesin war based upon aJudgement that a )

Zahn (1‘)80) argues that v1olence is not compatlble w1th the way Chrlst llvgl and e

;mught therel"oxe “those who l"ollow hl.m should 1e1ect vnolence both at the per sonal and

9

so(,nl levels Haue;was (1983b) pomts out that Ch1 1st1am pac1ﬁsm expresses a convxctlon :

Ny

g S
+that. the use of letha.l force betrays the believer! s relatlonshlp w1th Clmst This betraval

¢ .

is assumed to oceur even if the lesul s of the actlon are l'avm abli The Amencan blshops G

" (1‘)83) dmw attentnon' to’ the Gospels px ohlbxtlon agamst klllmg

= e .f' B ‘\/ s

everal New Testament
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passages teach that enemigh are ta be loved- (An under ]vnng plemme of‘ lheqe passages.
is ‘that all human bemgs possess a dlgmtv whlch is mvnolate) Yoder 11972) pomts ‘out.

- that Christ resxsted a,xms and goals Whlch x.esult ina vnolatmn of the dlgmt\ of people.
For all of the abovae reasons, some pacnﬁsts elect to renounce legltlmat,e goals such as -
self_defense, reﬂel than pursue them Lhrough means whuh requnc violence.

. Bearlin's (1984) argument against killing is bascd on what shc alls the ! one_. |

imperative from which all others follow- to live in_the Spm! (p 28). Hhe deﬁnes‘thi&‘.vus W’

"moving towards being open to those modes of bemg, thmkmg. d(,udmg #ctmg tl?alw

empowermg from within rather than contxollmg from without. boﬂh for opt‘){ve . f'o“*;ﬁ“‘. T_

our nelghbours" (lbld) PeaCemakmg mvolves affir mmg hf‘e and wholeness It co i B
“ in- one s personal death but thnb is ohosen over harming oLhels As Bemlm puts it "l can

do no othe’r' I may die, but this 1 know Loo I cannot kill. For to klll wouid be totally out

b harmony with the. lov?ng, reconmlmg powex of the Spmt" (p 7). Bdku (l‘)8'¥) adds -

that theve is Tittle pomt in usmg fored to- comhat gvil becuuse "evil c.mnoL be dcfoated bv ’

the use of coercxve‘power (p 3). The place wl;ele ewl is dd‘eated is m ‘the hmnt o( an

: mdx‘wdual orina sometv whxch does not, retallate and hate, but mghu loves and smglve

Zahn (1983) mamtams that we are deluded 1f we thmk Lt Js somehow possﬂ)lo 0

overtom%evd by’ ﬁdd;};g to 1t {p. 1254)‘"' ; s - : f_ A g ‘

&
Ig summayefstran ﬁﬁcmm %based updn both aﬁralt,h 1elauonshxp wnthw*(md

. .~ and upon xehmous }jmmples derived’ flom the’ Ncw 'qutamem T}:c fmth r(_]atmnshlp -
focuses on the: lovmg and for giving aspects of the dxvme nature, and is chamcte- gd by
surrendes, commltment and dependenge on God Obcdlence to God is J"avm ed over

C ef'ﬁcacy, and f‘axthfu]ncss Over powel Chr lstlan pac1ﬁlts adopt non—vnolem mcthods m the

." context of a witness to the ngdom of God and to truth. T hey accept vulnuaﬁhty ’
because they belleve God w1ll defend them Thev understand pacxﬁsm to mean

: " (\peconcl}xamon and they accept suffemn;g in attemptmg to love in a wav whuh t;ansrends ,

3 human_ barx jers. Pacifism has been crx{tlc1zed for havmg « przom ansv\?e!s to comp ex v

\! .’quesuons and for bemg r:eutral in regard:omternaﬂuona} mjustlce Borrfe cri ucs ar gue \

u \
o 'that 1t is wr ong f'ox pac1ﬁStS to, 1mpose t,helr behefs on othérs, they also ﬁnd pﬂbﬁ,;;m,, W ﬁq?’ _

o
i AT )

> i '8-*For\ example: "My command to you is: - love your enemles, pray For yourw_
.+ ‘persecutors" (Ma,tthew 5:.44); and: '"Never repay Snjury with injury.... B
:do ‘not. avenge yourselves.... But if . your enemy ' is hungry, feed him; &f he
vthlrsty, glve hlm somethmg to: - drmk (Romans 12: 17 19, 20). '

@ . 'y ' . L ! AR : ERAY
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lnadcquate as a socxal strategy because evil when 1t is not restr amed tends to grow
/ ¥

Pacifists oppose the use“of lethal, force. because it is contrary to the way Christ lived and

taught and to llvmg in the Spmt" They argue that evil cannot be defeated “with
0
couclvc power. '

F. Non-use’of¥ethal Force and Nucléar Issues

In this sdetion I will discuss the implications of the non-use of lethal force for the
«  prevention of nuclear war. I will review some of the arguments against nuclear

L

deterrence, then discuss pacifist views on security, defense, nuclear disarmamént, and -
L I . |

-peacemaking. k . o ) . SR L z

Argum(,nts Agamst Nuolear Deter'rence ’

’ Some augumen'cs ..lgamst deterrence focus on the morality. of mtendmg to use
nuclc.;u weapons The World Counc1l of Churches (IQSI)g;ontends that "the 1eadmess to
do somethmg wr ong shm 'es in the wl‘ongness of the actlon itself™ (p.- 420). Hehir (1980)

-argues thal an evil mtentlon is. as mor ally wrong as an ev:,l act; "A formal mten%gn to do

‘evil carries the same. degx ee of culpublhtv as the domg of ewl T rould-be- assassin is

. mor ally »gunltv of mur der even if his plan is fr ustrated" (p -28.) Si llarlv Stegenga
é@{l%@‘%) comments thut "mtendmg and pleparm(T to do ev1l are themselves wicked dcts"” (p
’ 29). Germuin Gri isez, a theologxan expresses this argument as a 3ylloglsm "It 1s always D
morally wrong to intend, even reluctantlv and condltlonally, to klll the.innocent. But
present delu ren/'e nvolves thls murderous mtent The1 efore, the present deterrent
pohcy is morally wr: onﬂ" (crted. in McCormlck 1983 pp 169«170) It 1s widely accepted
_even bv chve)se Ch,rlstlan groups, that a nuclear pohcv should neve1 (1) threaten to ~
destroy, hum.mx an entne soc1etv, and (Q<) threaten a merciless attack °on c1v111ans A

.,

pohey wluch commlts a natlon to do elthex of these mbst. be consxdered irnmoral. E ."

v

There seems ‘to bc no questlon that the pollcy of Mutual Assured Destructlon

RS

(MAD) vlolates these condltnons The: pohcy of targetmg only mx-htary 1nstallat10ns

appeaxs t0 wolate them as well because even with. attach hmlted to mélrltary targets the ’

'f_l
number ol' c1v1han deaths in"a major war would be almost mdlstlngulshable from what

mxght occur if ciy han centers had b%en dehberately attacked Pac1ﬁsts W(ﬁlld Judge these

T deterl ence pohc:e to: be 1mmox al because of thelr declared (or undeclared) 1ntentlon to .

<> “.y.
a . . BN ) .. . " . N . . ) ,( - S »‘ . ‘»31'.-3%Q1



deqtrby hundreds of mllhons of pe0ple"

~within the land being protected as well as in other lands" (Bock, 1984, p. 47). ‘lt\ s
frequently ar gued that deterrence pohcnes actually increase the hkchb(md of nu(-lcm war
because the thleshold Wl’HCh would tnggel a nucle.n u,Ldlldtl(m is pur pnsefullv lof't
ambiguous m or dex to generate unceltamty and lhelebv discounr: agu aggnessmn lhnc. '
mtended ambxgunty, however has the’ ef‘fect of confusmg an cldVOl sary, and ther cfmc
s

'contnbutcs to rather'than reduces the rlsk of nuclear war.” [

.. Other arguments agamst det,errenoe nmphamze lts pqwholnglcal cﬂ"ects. T hc

Chnsman World Conference (1983) called nucleal deterrente esscntmlly dohmmmmn;,

[because] 1t increases fea\x and R{au ed and entx enches copf.l (mtauon bLtwcun Ll o cncmv"
‘J-' ,'«..

.and us'" (pp. 70—7 1) St,egeng q ol

'~‘\\

?) suggest,q that. the pollcy ol dctenence in rease

*,,v de that sLaLe—sanctl(med wolence mmeases Lhe px‘obdblllt»y o[‘ vmlcnt incidents; aﬁmng
cmzens Su,genga pomts out that detencnce pollues involve deccptmn on Llw part ol '

A .

-"'leaders who know that these pohc1es can fail, yet they present g Llcade of u)nﬁdencc- in

hem "Thwc soothmg reassurances mvolve 1mp10per d.eceptnon damagmg to Lho dclwa‘lc

ond of trust be'tween the Jeaders and .the cmzenry“ (p-, 31) Mxhtaly and puhmcal leaders

-U.‘ would argue that they are not bemg deceptlve but rather are safegualdmg nauonal
securlty However deCeptlon is mvolved because cmzens are bemg lcd to- bL’lleVL Lha*
deterrence is the only way w0 px e,vent nuclear war, yet lt 1s“thc very possossmn of tlu-sc ~

weapons and the readmess to use them Wthh make nuclear holocaust a possxblllty

. . , . . . R . : S

The Ip‘fist V1ew of Securlty ; : B T

- The Christian pamﬁst’s v1ew of securlty ha.s 1b11cal baelq and is chdrau,erued

by trust in God beveral of the Psalms of the Old Testament spcak of (;od as ¢

"stronghold" and "refuge" For Aut‘:kerman (1981) this means that "Lhe onlv sccure niche 4

* ! “w ! .
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is the place He gnvesl us' m Hls car mg, not any t.errlwry ‘Wwe st.ake out for ourselves. And
He is the defenden of that place" (p 176). The New Testament urges belleyels not to be
: concerne.d about those who kille bucause all of creation, and especnally manklnd,vls .

pxecnous to God % In light'of these passages Auckerman comments "Il’ we trust thls

L :Fath«.r we can, with courage f'ace the threat of death at the hands of adversanes (p.

174) Cosby (]‘183) cautions that tr ust in God i is not to be compartmentalrzed so that God

is trusted in some are,as but not in others "Thls trust in the Father 5 care ‘must exist .

. both in the pcx sonal and the publlc domam fox mv personal life is never separabe f'xtdmrl-_;

my: hf?e‘m socnety mv falth af‘fects how 1 want,socnety to be orgamzed" (p 178) |
- Watts (1335) ‘lrgues that trust in God l'or the se'\; of the natlon exCludes

i

A‘dcpe‘, dence oh the mllltal{ﬂ He malhtams that to Sbeak of‘ trustmg in’ God when we v,

_‘se( un’tv that is guaranteed by mllxtax, y mlght xeduces God s‘”’lnvolvement to ‘a -

-

. mere s pplementan rg‘le to a %onsedly v1able venture" (p. 52). Some authors and

chuxch bodlcs argue that dcpendenée n nuclear weapons for, securlty is, for all practﬁ .
néi [

purposes,” f'onllsh The Duteh Refor
4

S«&pod argues agamsf basmg the security of the .
,natnon on. nuclear weqpons because of the p0351b1e holdcau@‘wh}ch may result "In no

. wav does the defense of qur l'reeg\m Justxfy ‘basmg o#v secuﬁty on the ‘p0ﬂ51ble : \\ d
3

‘ dcstx ue tgm of ever ythmg dear to us and to our opponents and on:an’ assau&m the 5
'ucauon" The. C.hrlsllan W(n ld Conference (1983) declared that a natlon cannot. guax antee

" its seeu ity bv threatenmg the advexsaly w1th greater mllltarv str ength "The"Secuntv of ‘QY

one ‘nation cannot be achleved by endangerrmg the securltv» of ‘others" (p. C31) In Erdahl s

e
- IQQ‘)) v1ew thleatenmg another natlon w1th greatel m1lltary strength only: dec1eases

7 . L .
‘secul ltv because 4t tempts the adven saly to strike pre—emptwely in order to avond bemg :
'altackedﬁxst T R L 'yw‘ . ’
\ . . . - . ! K

v

Pacifism and vDefcnSet P ' ' -
- Christian paciﬁsts baSe théir«-v’iéW of rnilitarv defen»'se‘ on the life and téachings of
4 _Chnst Auckenman (1981) comments that Chrlst s refusal to re51st drrest -and cruc:ﬁxxon .

‘\ms a scandal to hns dlsmpleS, Just as the 1€lea of not def‘endmg those one loves is

) ) ‘ é‘% + . ’ E e -==-§ IR ..'- ,.Q ‘

' “Matthew 10 28 reads "Do. not feal those who depl 1ve the body of llfe but :
cannot’ destroy . the soul.". .

$"Not a, single. spanow fal.ls to. thg glound w1thout your Fathers consent" (1b1d
Vel‘se 9(}) : ‘ ¢f_ .‘ v e - T : c .- hd




" casts a dnff‘el ent light on the scanda] of hxs defcnselessncss because God is per celved u»

" rebelling human beings -and 1nst1tutlons, God raised him up as vmtm over t,hat darkness

.79
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unacceptable to many *contemporary cltxzens However behef in bhe resun'ecuon'of Chnst

oy *

have vmdlcated the. way . of vulnerability and trust, As Auckerman puts it, "preuselv

because [Christ] sf%od obedienit and defenseless agamst the chaos, madness, angd doom oI

]
:(p. 200). Christian pacxﬁsui, view' degnse in llght of these events and this hopc Thcy see. ,

their 'vulnen abxlxty (and that of' loved ones) as denvauve of Christ's. ’l‘hey xofuqc to bc
?

Def'ensxve methods advocated bv paclﬁsts are characu,m' 94y, oy ence. The

o WOr kqto develop non—}%olent n'iear;s of fendmg off aggressxon SN b' phflict best
reflects the ct)f Jesus both to love 4 ‘

note that non-violent re_s15tance maly A

. . ~
trained in the techniques of peace gl IR
ac L &

hindeting an,invading force or a non¥ N 'atnc gove,rnmcnt from lmposmg its will (|bld

‘#223).@1 d‘ahl (1982) acku'owledg,eé' iv1llan defense can be tostly but v10w:s ll as

.'f‘-,

&

contrarv, it can demand "tough—mmded and pragm

m&egcompatlble with the way of suf‘fermg lme than is Lhe way of violence
E
mstltutlonallzed in war".(p. 2"5()) Non—umlence is not’ synonomous with passthv On the

proachcs to changc :.md soual

-

A

ati
acuon Lane compares non—-wolent 1esxstance to tHe Wierilla warhue tactic of ucaung the.

unexpected: 'In guen]l‘a warfare the structures of" ex‘éctatlon th.lt par ties gencmlly bring,

to a confrontatxon are xadlcallv dxsrupted W-lthdrawal can become a str ategnc ac uon Lhc

>

avoidance’of ﬁxed lmes of' battle can exhaust and overu:tcnd the enemv" (1b1d)

. » R !
‘,f?m "b % . g T .

PN ) ‘ - / )
The Arms Race and Nuclear Dnsarmament ' ' E

. Many church bodles oppose the arms race because it incroases the dangu of

.

nuclear war and because it qgéverts resourceé away from the poor of the world The:

Amex ican Bxshops (198%) note that the Roman Cathohc chux ch has condcmned thé ar ms . ‘

race as a da,nger,i‘act of' aggressmn agamst the poor and a folly which does not

>0
prov1de xthe security’ promlses" (The Challenge of Peace, #128) At the world confcrcnce
Religiaus Workers for Savzng t}w Sacred Gift of Life from Nuclear Catas!rophe Patrlarch

ryﬂ;‘f)f Moscow declar ed

[
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The st,eadv quahtatlve lmprovement apd. unrestramed growth of* the qu&}!tltles
©of weapons. consume on: d staggermg scale the forces and resour(es of‘ mank(md
‘. : whnch it r'equnes for (:nSlxring a worthy life for man.. Thls waste is utterdy . !
o |anOral because it represents the st,ealmg of resources that are vitally
N 1mportant for the existence of hundreds of millions of people who do not Have' , w
even a mpd(.sl llyzllhood (cited in Nechoyer 1982, p. 50). o . R
The Wor Id Louncﬂ of Lhur ches Conference o‘ Disarmament warned that "[the arms race]/,‘
Lhrcawn% Lo tum the who]e world mt,o an a*ed camp; it aids repressnon and v1olat,es \ N

'hum.;m rlghts xt promotes v%olence andwmsecurlty in place of the secuntv in whose name

-

11 15 undertaken" (cited in Howe, 1980 p.34).

sing

‘Some pacnﬁsts advocate war-tax resistance as '.Kn;-vnolent means of 0‘ )

"&on as a "deceptlve y sxmple

and undermmmg the arms race. S/taner (1983) views th

o

Ay .
wn&.\m{ullv 0bv10us Chrlstlan response to the worjd. ar

™~

ag:@e ' (p. 230) -He argues
3
that is is mconsnstent for church Ieaders to condemn the .arms race but not call upon their

I3 v
membcxs to stop supportmg it through their taxes. Stoner summar izes thusly: "Call it s

iz

civil dlsobcdnence if vou wnsh but recognize that in lea'ﬁtv it is divine obednnce Itis a

matter of yielding to amhel sovereignty" (p. 238) R ‘ ’q A ‘
I,auﬁstq do not hold a smgular view on nucleal disarmameft: some s pport" C
bnlatelal or multilatepal disarmament whlle others advoc'we um]ateral disarmament. Zahn
' (I‘N") whose vnewpmnt is more radical than most, rr;amtams that dnedrmqment may
be¢ome "a morally required pphcy option" if multllateral negr)tm ions fail. In ’hlS .vnew, the.
risks M’ sxfchAa»polAic'y' pale in corﬁpariion to nuclear holocauust. g “‘Vl . 4
Paclﬁsm and Peacemakmg ‘ _
- The peacemakmg activities of' Christian pamf'lsts mclude‘ acuons to make people
;awaxe of the ‘danger. of nucle&_ war hecause refymg on nucleax weapons for defense can -

. 1es lt in dlsaster The Wox ld Council of Churches adhéres to thls general pomt of' view,

. 'as mdlcated in the followmg declax atlon "The churches must never: cease warnmg ,

v

P

' govex nments of the dangelsland they must repldiate abeolutely the growmg convxc;tlon in
..some qual ters that the "use of mass desm uctlon weapons has become 1§?v1table" {cited in’
'Howe, 1980, p- '32). King' (1983) proposes that vc1t‘1,ze_ns geclare their refusal to depend on

o -

the "gods of metal” by h@ing woi’ehip se}rvices;on sites where nuclear weapons are



&

"‘532

. ® :
-+ capability. "Gen,eral Electx ic"y they sald “advances the possi

Yy

[

L «, - om

produced or ﬁd "By worsﬁiﬁing Christ at nuclear inqtallutions, (_,hnst\ans can assert

their faith i) the presence of his most seductwe rivil, W clcfnly say whom we yvlll

« ke

" worshlp and whom we will not worshnp" (p. 211). LN ot

. Other peat:emakmg acmvmes ‘designed to mcrease publw‘lwim réness include
holding mformatlon sessnons and’ st,udy gr oups, and dlscussmg lsques such as nuclear '

. -d}sal mament wnth past,ols an(l lagcal. congxegahons. Othel activities mclude lobbvmg~ l(n u

fx eeze on 1 the t,estmg and production oﬁnucleal weapons for a mductlon in nuc lear 4

-ai 'als -and for the conversnon of mllltalv pr oductlon into con}sumc —goods production. It.,

g&lﬁ %beenﬁuggested by a number of Christian pacifists that unity wnth Christians
and others m the Sovxet Umon should be encouraged by sendmg gtl"ts such as farmmg L)
.tools and’ medlcme, even zf this requires breakmg the law .\The bxeﬁkmg of c1v1l ldwhu-. -
Jcons1dered justified by the nieed to Lake drasuc .measul’ e Loy educc the 115?f of ‘ud: o .
~war and byfblbhcal teachmg whlch calls for leconclllatnon with ome's enemies.

--Peacemaking acmvmes sometlme*qulre‘)acts of civil disobedicnce. T hc Chrzslmn
World Conference (1983) urged Christians "to explore the possxble non- vnolenL use of civil

L
dlsobedlence as an effe*e means of prowstmg against nuc]eun arms" (p 7“%) Soclle
(1983) reports&
damaged the €0

“and poured some of their own blood over other oqunpment and drawi gs. The," "non-violent

a Jesuit prlest Daniel Berrigan, his brother, a nun; und a low mhe

of two nuclear missiles in-a plant where they were bcmg assembled,

resistance fighters" declared through their civil dlsobcdlcnce and vmbolu actions that

thev w1she'd to dr aw attention to the thr@ mnll;on dollars of pu

L

(1eneral Electl ic for the producuon of reeptry wehlcles which infrease llrst—stnko

ic funds gpent dallv hy

e destruc’u.on of milligns ol'

innocent lives... . We choose to obev God s caM of hfe mther Lhan a corporate summons L()

death" (cited m Soelle, 1983, pp. 57-58). -

5

»*

We have seen that Christian pac1flsm holds important lmph(,auons for dct&rrence
secyrity, defense, disar mament, and peacemaking. Nucleal deterrence is judged nmmoral

because of (1) the stat,ed intent to kit mnocent people, 2) the consequent €s. bf the f.nlulo

of the pohcy, and (3) its dehumamzmg effects Chrlstxan pacnﬁsts base their- opposnuon to

secur:ty through nuclear weapons on biblical teachmg and on their trust in God. Pacifists -
” yw
condemn the arms race because it contributes to soc:sxl and economlc injustice and they

“advocate war—tax re51stance as one way to oppose:-it. They suggest that unilateral -

13 ; )

disarmament may be necessary in order to eliminate the danger of nuclear holocaust

SA ‘ o , T
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(However, many pacifists believe in bilateral as well as multilateral disarmament.)
Finally, the peacemaking activities of Christian pacifists include f'consciousﬁess—raising"

» actions and acts of civil disobedience.

G. Th(, Just-War Pacifist Dilemma )

(,hoosmg between the use and non-use_of lethdl force in world a?'fan's confrontb K
persons invol d ;hsthe .preventxon of nuclear war with a formldabl; deaision, The ’
problem is tha&'ﬁoth optlons"have Lmdes.lrable consequences Talbott (1‘)84) illustrates the

‘ d|lemma wnh %meg e:éample My family is dbout to be assaulted by a mauraude*
2l e
,W”‘ ,*g,aggdbl (acgd wnth ar decmmn\,ﬁegardmg how w defend my loved ones from thelr attacker
- "Should T erush ‘h(s kull with a wooden club or should T forgo v1olence and seek mstead

-by whatever i pl esents itself- to show love toward him, even if it tneans watching

.4 )
him destroy mys ." (p. 30). In this example it appears that the maurauder must be

killed or me \\‘ ¥ family mays be killed, Ontthe social level it seems that we are

" forced to chooqe'
e
ot ', subject om sol q to dommatnon by a. totahtar ian regime.

een deterrence policies that could conceivably result in nuclear war,

@(i’th rq:-ipect to Justpwar theory and Nucifism, there are vahd reasons to support .
- A
Glﬂ*l' \119 5 d uﬁt,awar' theory 1s based upon moral prlncxples which conSIder it justified for

. awx’mt' ‘ Je letha] fmce to defend human hfe and unportant values whereas Christian

. p.mﬁc has Wbéhef in ’God and adhe1 ence to New ’l‘estament teathings such as
: the pr ohlbmon\ 'gzmagt\dndnllmg As thn (1‘)80) pomt,s out 'the two positions,..are
g;oundcd m baqlcal[ dlffe{ent COnceptxons of' moral reasonmg (Q 32) Welgel (1983) ~
mammms that ther’e‘ls no solu‘tlon to this dnlemma because both patterns of reasoning
, . are legitimate ‘Therefor‘e, the two posxt.lons must mev1tably remain in a tension which
cqnnot be wresolved. Welge,l proposes that pacxﬁsts remind pr0ponents of military force
" that valueq mﬁst guide po]mca.l decxslons, while advocates of thef use of lethal force
: ummd pac1ﬁ°.tq of the resp0n51bxl|tv which hvmg in the real world entails. JThxs
"eorrective - funcuon" has a certain value, but it does not solve the subje:tlve probIem of
.those fa(ed thh. choosing between the two ethics. A ' ~’
St,assen (1985) suggests that a new ethlc .which crarisce('r)fdsbthe justeovar/paciﬁst '
dilemma is needed. Hc p}oposes that the "'oew ethic" consiet of "transforming initiatives". .-
A"I‘hese may;be defined as .ac.tions'which enable a person to tre_rgsceod hebitua}l modes’of

»
t
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responding and which create new possibilities o(‘ interaction bcc'aueg they are motivaled
solely by the best interest of the other. A numbox of New Te%toment teachings \Iluqm\tc
transformmg initiatives, for example: "If your enemy is hungry, feed him; if he m.t‘hwsty,
give him something to drink" (Romans 12: 20). Such actions transcend uqual anq of
responding, chaége the rules, and alter expcctatlons Actions of this nature xcqunc that a
_per "dlscovel that place of pcace and love wnthm that transforms the current
moment :md creates new possnbxlmés for healing" (Talbott 1984, p. '%i)., Tifis is
spiritual mode of responding wh\ch might. be Lenmed ‘acting in the Spirit', 1t wnslsls of*
actions which hqama God as their reference point and are motivated by (,hnbtum lovc :
These actions enable a person to transcend situations m which both - opuonq havo ‘
undesirable’ consequences because they express only ‘what love mcontx overtibly lcqune

a given moment.

, Applying an ethic of transforming initiatives in a nuclear=armed world reguires
c1eatlve thinking and lmagmaton It means taking new and unexpected initiatives at
naLlonal and mtemahonal levels An ‘example of a transfmmmg 1mtmuvc at the

o ,

mtel natlonal level is President badat S unplecedcnu,d tr lp to Jerumlcm in 1977, which

o S
Rl

greatly facxhtau,d peacef‘ul lelatlons between Egypt and Isr ael. Ber nlmurn (l‘)84)
suggests that Westem govemments take new initiatives ‘o increase und%st&ndmg of
Soviet affairs by making mere funding available for Soviet studies and exchange
programs. 86 Dah]en (1()84) suggests that we will need to develop a "society-or iented
ethic", one whicl is "large enough for the purpose of a new kmd of internatioral rclalnons
w1th ‘common 1espon51b,1ht;y for the whole of humankind” (p. 34). ’]he American hishops
‘(1983) advocate "a more mtegrated mtelnatmnal system" and the puxsult of -
mternatlonal order ;s the way to bamsh the scout ge of war from humdn afqns {The

, _Challenge of Peacc #q 235, 239). They suggest that this w1ll requnc cxplormg the conccpt, .
| of common secunty According to Dahlen (1()84) common securitfis possible only where.
there is "common respon51b1htv f:r the well- bemg of humamty, not just. for Lhc citizens in
the country where we happen to live.... Common securlty has to be based on the integrity
of all nations" (p. 32); | S |

j .- )

8‘JBernbaum (1984) points out Lhet "the Sovxet Union has approxnmawly 7,500

- specialists on the United States and three major research 1nsgztutlons devoted to
the study of America's political, military, and economic structures, [while] only
" about 200 Americans each year, complete - their doctorates in’ a Soviet-related
field" (p. 198) . '

~
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H. Concluslon _ : ' RS : . 9

Proponents of the use of lethal force in world aﬂ‘uf‘s algue that self-defense is
hoth a civic and a nabural nght and that individuals as well as nations have a duty to
defend themselves, their possessions and their values. They argue that force is justified if
it is required to defend life and the values which give life meaning. These proponents also -

maintain that nuclear deterrene must be tolerated because a balance of forces is required

7
4

v - -
* o prevent war and safeguard freedom and order. .

Christian pacifists argue that New Testament teachings and one's relationship

o

moxe nhkm tant than power andgﬁcacx They accept to be vulnerable as Chnst way, /

and endP avor to m@et adversanes with suffel ing love’ because they beheve that God will

with God pxeclude the use of lethal for ce. They consider falthfulness and obedience to God

d(.fend Lhcm Chnstlan pacxﬁsts consider nuclear detenence immoral because the
L Y .
! mu.u,tmn to kill human beings is morally wrong, and because the possession of nucleax‘

weapons, even if only for "defensive" purposes, increases the probability of a nuclear

war. They pllzllée_-their beliefiin God and advocate unilateral disar ell as
non—violéﬁt,\methods of defense. v. _ ) &‘l@ .

.~ Choosing between the use of non-use of lethal force, between b just-war or

- pacifist ethic, represellts aleal dilerxlma‘ because both positior‘ms hpp‘e?r to have o -
< undesirable consequences. It seems that we must choose between policies whiéh could
ﬂ‘ )-ésult. in nuclear war or \p'olicies whicl]‘ could. lead to dominati’on.by a ,-épressive regime.

This dilemma islmade greater by the fact that both positions are based on defensiple -

: ‘ . © e . —") . '
patterns of moral reaqonmg Some authors suggest t,ha.t the dilemma can be overcoine

cae

with a new ethic o gty ansformmg mltxatlves whlch con51sts of spiritually-motivated,
imaginative actwnl geared toward the prevcntton of nuclear war. Motivated solelv by the
.Best interest of the other, such actions.create new possxbllmes of mt;eractlon‘between
nations and increase hope for a more stable and secure international lorder. .' |

r -
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Chapter VII

[y

Conclusion | N

The l‘actualnéss of the precarious balance of life in the nuclear age has become
increasingly accepted not only by political and militacy leaders throughout the wm'ld hut
also by the ordinary "person in the street”. The posqnblhtw of unprvccdentod glnbul
disaster has worked 1ts way into mass-consciousness. Of this there scems little dowbt, .
The major thrust of this thesis has been fo elucidate llu’" extent to which the fear (or
anticipation) of nuclear war has encouraged a spiritualic motmnul erisis amnng :('"m(nls of
the population. The main ambltlon of this thesis has been to describe and define some of
the dimgnsions of this spiritual/emotional phenomenon. The aim of this final chapter is W
overview the primary findings contained in the previous chapters, and to provide the

v 4

reader with my personal evaluation of these findings. .

Ps&chological, Emotional, and Behayim"al Implications of the Nuclear 'l‘hrc.a’t
\ Even if a nuclear holocaust cogl.ﬁﬁ‘les\ to be averted, tll(‘ threat of nuclear war

holds important .convsequencess The primiary ﬂpsycholog'ic‘alz consequences associated with
the fear of an impending nuclear dis’al%ter are the usg Of:cl. l'arictv of defense mechanisms
to cope w1th this threat. One of the most w1delv recognized responses is (1vmal Wl]lCll is 2
: 1efusal to acknowledge that de.xth by nuclear incinération 13;'3,%¢,nume pmqll)llny In
essence, denial is the cor_ne?st.one to muéh of the psycho-spiritual dis Tess discussed in -
this thesis. Most of thelothex' defense mechanisms (such as ps\ychic numbing, proje¢tion,
and de?manizatién) have as a common ingredient the clement of dgnial. Denial of the *
‘po ity of nuclea¥ v\;ar is_ entouraged by a variety of fears, most of which are
interpersﬁ\al rathSr\L\ancpsychodivnﬁmic. For example, sl)me people.do not want to 'givc
the impression of being incompetenl. or too em(ltional. Others are fearful of appearing

unpatriot(cvl/)l' of contrihﬁting to a self—fulﬁlling prophecy. Still others‘ do not WanW,o ) =

burden their children wnth knowledge about potential nucleal dlsasw T e
T e

Ps‘ychm numbmg is a- defense mechamsm whereby peopl(, block out Lhe ncgdtwc. i
o5 S o
03‘ painful emgtional feelmgs whlch t,end to occul" when’ they think about nuclear w&%r&

L3 3 k]
annihilation. In the gener al usage q{ the term m invol«ves the repressnon of fear ag w@ o
b

»

as the repressnon of the knowledge whxch creat,es the fear Sometimes, however, psfchic’ ~
numbmg has as a by product the prq;ectzon of our unconscious fears onto our enernres. Ab

v - L, . -

. ) ‘ _ 85 . ‘ , /‘
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?k u/rcsult,me fruquently observe a "demomzuuon of the enemy which serves to make hlS
m(mvd’s .md acu(m.s appear evil and trcuchel ous wh‘xle at the same time serves to make
our own appear moml and h(morublc Repressing our fears or projecting them onto the s

cnemy protects us f'lom a threat too great to face. However, psychnb\gﬁ\qr)nbmg also makes

s us oblivious Lo the danger of nuclear annihilation. It.enables us to cope psychologieally

with the threat of nuclear war, but it also 1mpede§ our partncapatnon in its prevention,

% ks

l)chumammu(m of the enemy is anoth@r defense mechanism which protects us .
from okr guxlt And hosule feelings toward others. If our enemies are less than human, Lhea
Cthought of' anmhn!atmg them and Lhcnr cities can be moxeYeudlly calculatcd Howevex
_this defense mcchamsm requires a compartmpntahzatlon of emotions which results

. ,

snnullanvou%lv in a diminished C.;lpdClly to "fgel" and an increase in self—centered

pr cuuupatnon The psychological price paid to cope with the threat of nuclear war is .
" reduced aengmvnv’ Lo the usu.ll barnerb against destroymg other human beings.

The Lhrtﬂtp nuc]ear holocaust also holds important emotional consequences.

+ -Among the ncg'lﬂve emotions assocmwd with thls threat are shame, guilt, |
embar assment resignation, hopelessness and anger. Reserchers (Liebert, 1971; Carey,
1979 have ubsiowed t.h‘e followirg response to the dangerﬂ(pf nuclear war: (1) Therc;,y
occurs™ew initial unxic(y an children first become aware of the potential danger which

T M . v
faces them: 2) psychic numbmg, begins Lo take hold during adolescence; and ('%) late i

adolescence .md adulthood often see a return o{ an\wtv or an oscillation between

- war will occur”in theu hfetlme ‘Some of these chlldren cope thh thexr anxxety”by hvn’lg

o "for the moment Their pursmt of instant gratlﬁcatlon seems to be relatgd to thelr

. 4191 ¢epuon that adults are uncaning, or, meff‘ectual no; in ‘the- 1mmedlate sense, as m

,l()\étxq each famli\y membcx bt raL lgut i global sense as ﬁ‘r creatmg‘,a w(’nﬂd in g

gt e ﬂ”(:..

3 it 1s posqulg that tw or three dera‘nged people holdmg the rlght mlhtary ? ,

E

Yo authonty COU]d actualy initiate'a anclear war. - .ot

:‘ 4 . ’Manv peopl /believe Lhat it is beyond thexr ability to dolanvbhmg meamngf'ul
:‘ ' c_xbo'u‘t a threat of such magnitude. ({)nsequently,, t}ney lead a sort of double life in which
'\ they are aware at one level that much of the world could bé"aeftroyed in a nuclear - 7

AR
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holocaust but go on lwmg as if™ thls thleat did not exist. The doddonmg of one's [‘oohn;,q

v

«

which this double., flfc nequu es reqults in diminishodfefergy, vuhwlulnht.y to exhaustion,

and a dulled i 'esponalv«.ness to le-‘.qel evils. Repressing one's s feclings .1lmuf nhiclear war

’lcads to passivity .und'political disempowm“mcnt,. Furthermore, repressed despair

encourages the seeking of scapegoats and, to a lesser degree, acting out of violent
N »

behavior or vandalism. It has also been hypothesized by,,,Joannu Muacy that "as if™ living

0

")
contributes to an increase in SUI(‘lddl ideation and an in¢reasc in drug (()Csumplmn.

on £y

Wlmt are the implications of the fordgoing? Nuclear weapons thréyten the

'

psvcholngncal well- bung of every living person. Learning to cope with the threatof

nuclear war through defense mechanisms such as psychic numbing and dehumanization

leads to an impairement of our capacity to think clcw"ly. reduces our sensitivity o social
issues, and increases %elf—cenn edness. The wsultmg inclhation to u)mp artmentalize our
feelings, or deaden them, leads to an emotnondl doublc bind: '\wawnoss of the danger of
nuclear anml{nlatmn results in anxiety or cynicism, bl}t‘ suppression of this awareness

leads to a diminished capacity to "fegl" and disempowers us from acting in ways which

‘reduce the threat. The result of all these constraints is a stifling of ogr inner growth,

The psychological illhealth and ('eeJings of personal impotence which appear to be
an inherent by=product of the 'nuclear' threat amount to a form of emotional abuse. Some
people argue that nuclear wéipons are necessary for defense. But if the quality of life
decreases (as when people search for iht.entse experiences or.instant gratification and lose
touch with more lasting valueg, or as social conditions worsen whilv'milit,ury budgets
continue to climb) we hve no option but to recognize that part of our emotional and

spirii‘yal fabric is been twisted. ., - :

» &x B
Spiritual Coneequences of the Threa‘t of Nnclear War - T

- It has been suggested in this thems that psvchlc numbing and as nf" lwm{., hnkl

very real consequences for.' our spmtual Tife. Doubts arise Lha:t mwmng,ful xclauonshnps

)
N E

'w.p],l};endure,%ﬁeme sbme mdw:duals become ambivalent towards thc souncg of

& -
irarmortality. (one s Chlldl ep, one S WOrks etc.). As psychlc numbmg affecté more and

W ’

- more areas of : a person's’lifd, the experience becomes one of "death in life". The neud for

meaning increases, but lookin'g to the sources Qf' value ‘and meaning only lcads w more

unreality as these are threatened by nuclear annibilation. This situation can lead tog

1

-3



. rehglous crisis. It becomes unclear tQ the mdmdual how salv atnon can be e\pel 1enced

. when life is charactex ized by "death in life". ' o -

' Ny It is worthv of spec1al mention Lhat the def'ense mechamsm of p10|ecuon exer Lk. a

-

partlculgr mf‘luence on the spfrltual hfe not, only because of the manner in whlch it

occul‘s m one's p’ersonal mmd but because of how it mamfests xtsell in lllL pohtu,.xl and

rehglous leadeas to fwhom they hsten Some statements by 1ehgnous o.nd polmcul lcdd(‘lb
emphasme Lhe horrnblenessbf Sovuet actlons and descnbe their motxves as base and cvll '
Because relmous leaders often hold gx eat swav over then followers, what lhey tcach 18 of .
vital lmportance If t,helr\teachmg is mﬂenced by p1 o_]ccuohmtl.ﬁ‘cv may pon pe\u.\te
falsehoods and mislead mdmdual behevers Demomzmg the enemy dikerts attention
away from the real sources of war: . human greed, naronssnsm px ide, ete. It cun lead to:
thm‘l(mg such as "Lhey deserve to be destroyed (by nucle Ar weupons) anvway
Self-—rlghteousness contr 1butes to thls because it tends to situate: evil ()utHld(.‘ oneself. -
When 'we env1sxon ourselves as the chxldlen of God and at the same¢ time per ceive othels
as, enemxes to be deeroyed the. px obablhty of war increases. ‘( -
~The threat of nucleax war holds 1mporLanL consequcn\ces for 'xohgmus sy mbohsm
The symbolization of 1mmorwhtv may be e‘(plusscd blologlcallv (lwmg on in“one's

clnldxen), creatlvely (hvmg on in one 's works) through exper lentul tr anscendenw (the

sear ch l"or mtense uperlences) through nature (hvmg on as'a pmt of |mmmml Nutunc)

. .
+Yor Lheologlcally \copmg with the 1dca of death by meang of spn itual altammenl) lmu[,cn y

«

cof extmctlon whlch appeaxs to be part of our collectxve consuousness Lhreatcns these

[
A

symbohzatnons : ‘_ _ ' - S o -

¢ %me aspects of' tradmonal ChnsUan symbolism ‘are inadequate for makmg sense, ’
'£>r the threat of nuclear awar Fm mstance certain blbhcal. 1mages suggest that, (md a«lone
can destrov the world. This Teads, t,o -the v1ew that a nuclear Fodocaust is God's w1ll or,.
God w1ll not allow nuclear war to ‘occur, Tlus symbohsm can be understood s’ mlsleudmg'
‘because (man beings -will mmate and execute a nuclear holocaust. %ymbols and 1mages e
of God relevant to- the nuclear age “that i is, which tdke into account human au.nc in g
nuclea1 war, are needed by those seeking to understand God's relamonshlp to a woxld -
which’ may destroy 1tself with nuclear weapons '

~Spiritual belief is adversely affected by 1magery of extmctnon and by the

: hreatened destruction of rehgnous tradltlons BelleVers face "disturbing questxons abouL

~

- the‘ possnblhty of experlencmg redemptxon in a world ‘where: hundreds of. bllhons of ,dollars

“. .
e
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are spent yearly on armarents while social conditions worsen in many parts of the

world,

The authentxcntv of wor shlp is challenged by the lhconsmtency‘of\worshxpmg the
Lxcatm of life Wl’llle pxeparmg bo anmhllat.e the mhabntants of Lhe eartl} Worship is also «

threat.ened by the possnble destructlon of the sacramental tr admon whlch is bellewed to
K’C n N ) ,/
mediate thc dxvme pr esence o o

Spiritual qell"—o.l fir matlon is af‘f‘ectcd by the nuclear threat because meanmgful .
pamupauon in the spmtual life i is, reduced. The result is an mfreased sense of

meanmglessness, ‘a form of anxiety and Hespalr Wthh oceurs when one's splrltual bellefs S

" are shaken or when one’ 's spultual cc*ter is lost Thls holds senous consequences for the
Y ,

. mdw:dual believer: When the qpmtual ‘;egment of human e)usbence is threatened the

y&(m S enure bemg (including his or. her emouonal and psychologlcal stabllxty) is

!‘
P

Jeapmdlzed - ' L ;

- /

A health) spmtual life is a vital resource in a huclear. world For thls reason it is

I

|mpon Lant to conmder how the spmt,ual llfe is negatlyely affected bv the threaL of nuclear‘
holoe au'st Fir stly the spmtual hfe is a source of l)bpe Thls \n tue forms t,he ba51s of
‘-ellmtq to rid the world of nuclear weapons. Secondly, the spmlual life 1mproves general
morale. As I‘x anl\ (1984) points out, the symbod/lsm, creeds, and rltuals of rehglon have
the potenual "o reduce 'm\uetv, asquage depl cssmn and create hope" (p. 1344) The .
ability of the lellul.ll life. to improve mor ale is Jeopardlzed to the extent that religious:
svmbohsm is unable to’ help bellevels mak(e sense of the nuclear threat or that religious
rituals are threatened by nuclear weapohs Thn‘dlv, the spmcual -llf'e of'fers a conceptual
fr nnewmk which adds meaning to llf'e/ Frank notes that thls prov1des behevers with.’
sense of pel sonal Slg’nlflCd.l'lCO" (1b1d) Ho\weven?threats to bellef worshlp, and.(spxrltual
qell’—al'ﬁxmatlon reduce xellglon S ablhty to glve meanmg ’to life and strengthen those who
wor k for Lhe pxevcntlon of nuclear war. = //'Iv ‘ ' ;
~ Certain behel"s held b)f‘ fundamentahst Cht 1st1ans lead to the opposxte result that :
" is, they make nuclear war mone hkely A number of these beliefs can be perce1ved as
bcontammg the 1deologxcal foundanon of nuclear war. For exgmple, certain varlatlons of
e\:tl emist" f'undamentallst eschatology link the Second A}vent of' Christ with a nuclear
holocaust God is vnewed as sovereign in such a war and as punrshmg an evil humamty

for m sins. Tlus A&nageddcn theology, which h-QS appeal to others be51des

f undamentalm Chrlstxans is worrxsome because (1) it pr ovxdes religious Justlﬁcatlon for

~
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dest,roymg the world and (@) it may. become a qelf‘-—fumlhdg plophecv In Jddltlonﬂ\e“ie
behefs impede peacemakmg ef‘forts f)ecause thev nnplv a de enerative view of histor y and

a f'atahstxc unaltex able v1snon of human hnstoi‘v and,.even mm 3 lmpmt..mll\ humdn

.

destiny. @ : B

. Y -, } e : ' -
‘Biblical Resources: for the Nuclear Age '

It is relévant to ask: "Whaﬁ is N\e relationship betwee'n spirit,uul resources and »

~

problems of a«psychologxcal nature?" Psvghologxcal pmblemb mngc hom xel.mvvlv ,mﬂd
states or behavnors which 1mpede normal funcuomng .m(d lequne short—term. c()unscllmg.

for eﬂample 1rramonal beliefs or stx ess due to job loss, to serious dvsfunctl(sndl btaub ors
7 -
behayiors which require long—telm Lherdpv, medlcat\on or hosplwllzatmn, for egmmplo
°.

psychosis, schlz@hrema, or mamc—depresswe xllness Psychologlqtq are able to help
mdlvnduals overcome many of the pl oblems that oceur al(mg this spectrum, mcludmg the
consequences of thé ;.hreat of nuclear war. To do so Lhev draw from a le‘l@d r opcl tmro of
techmques and theraples which can include smeual resources,

' The hnk between spmtual and psychological mfitters lies in the'impnc-t positive or

. »
negatwe that Lhe spiritual lhfe exerts on'the psychologlcal wcll bung of oach mdnvndual

This 4mpact is posmve when, for example, a-person's spir 1tua| life pmvnde s a hamowmk )

or perspective for analvzmg problems in llfe or when pr avel reduces anxicty or hosuhly
..T‘he impact is ne«atlve \yhen for example_, wllgmus crisis leads to depression. A .
.pqvchologxst who undex stands the 1elatlonshlp between sp}rltual life and psychological
well~bem" can assist individuals Lope with adverse psych()l()glcal experiences by, puttmg
them in touch with cpmtual resources which contnbu&) to their mentyl health Bvcause
the threat of nuclear war encourages religious crlsns (in many of the ways‘ d(,scx ibed in
the foregoing chapf,ers), it is necessary for a helping pr ofess{onal to undu stand the
}'elatiqhship k.)e_tween these dimensionsyof human experience. 7 @ =

Some of t,he spiritdal resources avhich are able to aésist'idovercoming .

psychologlcal and spmtual consequenees of the nuclea1 threat are found i Lht, Now
Testament portlon “of the Bible. The honor of nuclear war ‘can be glaspcd more’ ‘casily if
it sor;)‘ehow personahzed The theologlcal mterpretdtlon of the death of Christ provndc

way of becommg conscious of the suffering of mdwlduals in a nuclear war It'is bchevcd

“that Christ, in his death, identified himself with all vnctxms;,paslt, present, and future.
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Because Christ would "know each vnctlm of a nuclear’ war, the horror of this tragedy.
- attains a personal perspective which ot,herwxse 1s extremely tllfﬁcult to realize. Y

A number of biblical 1magéucounteract the 1magery of extmctlon assoc1ated W1th ./\
) F,nuclear war. The {cllglous hypothesns of the xesurrectlon of Christ plays a central role in
1egaxd In the resurr ectlon God is seen as stronger than the powers of death and

. destruction, and' as a source of' lmmortal life. This image counteracts anxiety about the

huma,n future, restores f'alth in the prolmse of redemptlon and bolsters §pn rtual

sell affirmation. God's promist of assnssmce in the Gospels msn]ls haepe and offsets the v

despair that many people feel today. The'Spirit, for example, helps people see the 31gns

“of the times, and assists them in Trejecting "nuclear‘idolatx—'y" ancl in choosing ways of T

living that lead Lo peace. !

fBll’)ll(.dl 1mages and stories are also useful to md1v1duals eXperéncmg analety in. '

the nuclem age because of their concern \w_lthvmherently painful or overpowering human
situations. The Bible c'ontalns numerous metaphors which have the potential to help us

- understand our pre-nucléar war situation. Images such as Heaven and Hell 'can. assls,t
ruﬂebtion on ideas such as the world destroyed by nucleaf war and the world free of
nuclear thr eat. The story of" the F]ood ‘can shed lxght on the absm ption of-people in the
affairs of dally hfe in the. face of an 1mmment danger The biblical notion of "sm" (the
logs of the abllltv to dlqtmguxsh between good and evxl) can help explam why the arms
race Loanucs unabated despxte the dangen of nuclear war. R o

‘;- .. T he message of bxbllcal stories such as\’he Flobd and the Apocalypse contain’
wthm them’ a basxs fm hopefulness God's promise m the Flood story never to destrov

'the earth again 1mplnes a divine commitment to the survival of humankmd The promlse

ol salvahon and xest.oratlon which follows lyptlc scenarios in the Bible enoourages

\Mnll be overcome. .
if' J’# w3

Some 1mages of God are helpful- for maku‘ig re'l:glous sense of the threat of ) j

nu(leal holoc aust Wwhile othexs are not Classncal ideas whnch suggest that God i is

the vision of an age in human hxstory WWM

. ommpotent ‘and per fect are not helpful f'ox undel standmg the possibility that we may
dostrov the earth through nuclear war. The Bible, however, suggests that, God does not

exercise an absolute contt'o] over events but rather allows for human Q'eedom including
s
4% the choxce to mxtxa&e‘ a nuclear holocaust. The New Testament speaks of a God who 1is

'compassxonate a-nd‘ non-powerful”, who identifies with humankind to the point of

‘becoming (in Christ) dependent and poor. o
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‘The classical idea. of God as " pemtest Good" 'expnesqes abstract ana transeendent
aspects of the dwmlty and does not speak oNGod's mvolvemenl with humamtv The Bible
presents God as savmg, judging, and destr oymg, that' is, as mtlmatelv (volved in the’
day to day affaxrs of humankmd This i 1mage ‘provides a bettdr star tmg point fm"\
.reflectlon on God's mvolvement in the thr eat of n}u,leal anmhllatlon Sm‘ﬁlm ly, the
classncal notlon that" evil 1s but .the absence.Q'F good sheds no hght on the forces which !
push us closel to nuclear war. A theory of evil whnch helps peoplo undcmt.;.p.d this dangvl

is clearlv nee&ed o -

The New Testarnent suggests. models of' human ]iving which counteruct the

‘means of sayvation). One way“to unmask: the (—,‘Vll asqocmted with u(.leal wea

paradlgms socxahty associated with nuclearism (Lhe embrace of nuc bar we.x ons as a
5 s 1o

" analyze the conceptual underpinnings of nuclearism. "Pqw violence" is pte he’

thought models pnderlying'it This paradigm of hufnan living‘ is opposed b.y- thi New
’Testament where deer is used in-a subtle manner'and expr e!’éed as love A second
paradngm which supports nuclearlsm suggests that life is a zero sum gamc that IS a

vast competition for diminishing resouxces The Bible's view of socxahtv pomts to shanng

* -~ the gifts of the Spirit as well as the tesources of' the earth. A third thought model of

épuclearlsm is""non~hope express&@ as worst—case analysxs Mnhtarv leaders assume that
they must pr epare for alt evenmualmes through an unrelenting developmcnt of

_ 1nc1'easmgly sophlstrcated—nuclear w\;l]:ons: A facade of. conﬁdence merely masks an
underlying hopeiessness ana despair. iblical irnages such as the Kingdom of God and the

Messianic Banquet contrast sharply with the paradlgm of non-hope because they su"gcst

reconciliation and forgneness attltuges whlch if implemented not only .in the arena of

international polmcs but also in the dornam of mt,ernatlonal relat:onshlps mnght f'acxlltatc

a gear—éb;wn in our ongoing preparatlon for nuclear war

- -

"Theological and Practical Resources - o . oo

" T‘heologieal ;'eﬂection should help to cla:ify the relat,ionship between. G()d and a
nuclear-armed world which is only an authonzed" command away from anmhllauon
Garrlson atbempts to reconc1le this seemmgly contradlcwry situation by integr atmg
thtehead's process thought and Hartshorne s dlpolar view of God into a theology Whlch

he claims is ;approprlate for a nuclear age, Hls _Lheory suggests that God possésses both
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»an "abstractand a consequent hature, and that God co—mheres in a jelational encounter

w1th human bemgs God's creative developments are seen to depend on human chonces
God's actions in the present can be understdod in the lng{t of sxgmﬁcant divine

inter ventmns in. the cofessnonal heritage. Throu-gh a "hermeneutnc of engagement" the
commumty of behevem perceives God h\purposeful movement in the historical process.

"I‘hat part of the confessxonal he‘ntage relevant to the threat of' npclw war is the

*apocalque The her meneutlc of' engagement suggests that the wrath of God which is

por trayed in the: apocalvptlc wr 1tmgs was also at work in the atomic bombmg of %

,leoshlma. This wrath of God is{vir Q,xally mdlstmgulehable from moral evil, Inetances of -

the w;'ath. of God in the Bible point t_o a da& side of God 'although Athe ‘manifestation of

this wrath is ultlmately for a Tlv{n/ﬁgmx pose. There appears to' be an antinomial or

'opposltlonal char acter in God, with the lotie\pf God at one pole and the wrath of God at

’ the other’t - S
\ | o

Garrison propos'e‘s .ﬁat the believer's task in the nuclear age is to integrate the

* antinomy of* God represented in the atomic bombing» of' Hirpshima. This involves becomihg ‘

aware of the wrath of God e\cpn essed in thls holocaust and integrating it in the psyche

I

.whele contr adlctxonq axe qvnthesxzed Garrison uses Jung ‘model of thefpsyche to

e*cp]am how this- mtegratmn taketrpiace Just‘as the archetype- 6f' the Self mtegrates the
]
p()ldlyltlb@ of donscious and untonsuous or shadow and per sona\the %pmt he]ps the

“believer mt/etrrate the Antlchns( (xepresemeﬂ by Hnos‘mma, symbol of the wox Id . being

destroyed) into Chrlst-.con%uousness (repr esented by Chnst, symbol ¢ of the world bemg

aved) The m,tegratlon of the Antlchrlst or shadbw‘ side of Chirist requires a certain |

. moml qtrenvth whu.h the believer can acquire by undergoing a transformatlon through

o

the saving power of Chrlst S A , /

Thé cou'n'terpart' to theolegical reflection is religioué-ﬂpractice. While the former

helps ds_ to understand God's reletionship to a nuclear world, the latter provides antidotes '
* to the psychological and s}pir.itual ,cons_eqUences of li'ving in the nuclear shadow. The

spiritual transformation of conversion consists ‘of a radical turning away from "nuclear

idols" to a life of faith_characterized by trust in the Spirit rather than in ‘nuclear

‘weaponss:. Trusting in the Spirit has the effect of softening the heart and enabling a .

person to ‘believe and perceive in new ways. It breaks down the compartmentehzatlon

wlnch creates barriers between feeh ngs and awareness, and reduces the need to live an

"as if" or "double" life. ' S .

~
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- Prayer lnkewnse holds the potenual to-change or modify ou‘me of reference. It
enables us to conszder an enemy's pomt of VleW or to consider an advex sary as a A

potentlal friend. Prayer does not, of (‘OUI ‘se, auwmauulllv insure that the humunnasﬂ of

an enemy will become- self-evident, nor doés it even insure tlmul‘the mdyndunl _w;ho_prays
\i:r’ill undergo any change in perception of an ad\%i'sary. 1t does, however, encourage the

propensity; and this, at-least in’this thesis,; is understood‘us as feature which is

3 1edeemmg ina psvchologlcal as -well as a spiritual sepse. ) ‘ o
Authentic’ wor ship in the nuclem age must incorporate past and lutune vncums of

nuclear weap()ns because worshlp whnch takes no account of the greatest danger fucmg\.

humamtv today becomes, in a cutam sense, irr elevant Christ's ldcntlﬁcauon with all

~

victims in his death and descent mto Hell makes pbssnble this incorporation of vncums o

’

worship and sugests an image which reduces, Lhe hopelessnebs and meunmglussness
assomated with the t,hought of the vaponzatlon of hundxeds of millions ol" peoplc in a

nuclear war, Durmg the celebratlon of the Eucharist,’ w0| shipers can allow suppr essed

_ pamful feelings (the result of psychlc nBmbing) to surface, and let go of the zmgulqh -and
fear they expemence about the futme. In Christian community pmplc can experience

[ ) N .
acceptan'ce and love, which enables them' to rise above despair and helplessness, and 4
. . e : ‘

become .empowered to work for peace.

What then is the relevance of Lhese 1deaq to everyday hl?e’ Wmt is thcn

qlgmhcance ineither a practical or theor etical sense? A ‘major Lln ust of this thesis has -
been to argue that there are spiritual resources-to cope with psychological and spiritual
consequences of the threht of nuclear war. Certain biblical images en}me-&s’m realize

how 'oﬁvmus we can be to lmpendmg catastrophe as well as help us to

magmtude of the suffex ring which would result from a nuclear holocaust
‘theology-for the nuclear age provrde! a framework for understandmg God's ent
with ng:;'tmlheolt)gncakunderstandlng of the nuclear threat help% us.to cope with
personal anxiety and rellglol\ls er isis. 1t af‘hrms that. lellglon remains mcamngful in the
face of nuclear aqu{_aueg Falth prayer, and ’authent,lc worship provnde anudotes to the
meanmglessness and hopelessness endemic to our era. Thev open the-heart and make us
sensitive to' the vital issues of this age. Freed from deblhtat.mg psychologlcal deionse

* mechanisms (such as psychic numblng) and anx:ety-producmg splrltual cdnsequences
: | 4

(such as the loss of spiritual self-affirmation) we can go on to be active peacemakers.

°
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Moral and Political lmpllcatmns of the Nuclear Threat
Once people have overcome psychologlcal and spmtua] consequences of the threat -
of nucleur war, and have become _strengthened through spmtual resources, they face the
uddmonal task of having to make the moral cno}ce between the use or non-use of lethal
fon ce in the defensﬁtof life and value 4 Jusb—War theory favors the use ‘pf lethal force, but
the intent is to limit its use. The theorv ptovides gundelmes for the conduct of war such

- -

as the pnncnples of non-combatant lmmumty and proporhonahtv. "However, many ‘ o

thinkers huve Jjudged the criteria of the just—-war to be 1rrevelant in the nuclegr g

. yvi‘ghts;have been violated; and (2)‘it‘_rbecomes nonsen§ical to spe-ak of proportionality in a B
nuclear war in whic:h radiodctive f'a§llo-ut weuld s&;ea'd over most of the earth and'pois’onv
.an unpredictable nu'mb‘er of pedple. - ‘ ' ”

Mahv ar guments have been advanced i in favor of the use of lethal for ce m world
affairs. Pl oponents base thelr arguments on the premise that nations have a duty to
defend their citizens and values, with force if necessary, against unjust aggression They .
argue that the defcn%e of values such as freedom j justify the use of' force and that a
mor ahtv of responsibility best #ssures order and co—opcrdtnon in a nuclear wor ld
Moreover, there is.a lack of a global mechamsm to prevent conflict. An mt,ernatlonal
sn,ua;non characpenzcd by nations which pursue their own interests and compete for
limited resources\reqnires a Bqlance of forces and enforced agreements if there is to be

a .

peace.

- Acceptlance-of the use of leshal force has always been integral w military Lhe‘ory;
and in this part of the 20th century has'led to defense poli.cies:'suc‘h as nuéear ,
deterrence. Advocates of-these polic}es argue-that mai.nta,ining a nuclear arsenal of -
similar size to that of a nuclear—.armed adveréary deters that adversary from initiating a '

nuclear attack. They also claim that nuclear deterrence has prevented conventional war

I3

(because initiating conventlonal war aut,omatlcally incurs the risk of nuclear war) and has
thus contributed to stab;hty, security, and peace. o ' ' &
' One moral evaluation of nuclear deterrence suggests that the use of ;nuclear
weapons (which is @mm'o,-el) must be dist»ingui.shed _frombtheir threatened use (Which is not
~ necessarily imrhoral). Threatened use is considered a lesser evil than actual use.
The American bishops, in their conditional acceptance of nuclear deterrence,

endorse sufﬁcnencv to deter” but reject policies which develop nuclear war—ﬁghtmg
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strategies, Some thinkel's respond that a nuclear deterrence posture requires a défense

- policy and must include preparations' for the limited use of nuclear weapons. Nof to deter

.
an enemy with battlefield nuclear weapons.éhov claim, is to invite, attack. The contention
t,hat limited nuclear war would escalate imo a major nuclear exchange is considered
unproven. These authors contend that plannmg for nuclear war is the only way to avoid
the' two extremes of total nuclcer war and qncondntionul‘ surrender to a totalitarian <
‘regime,

With respect to nuc'leal"disarmzxment pr(')ponentq of th‘o use oT lethal foree .
generally favor bilateral or mululateruj dnsarmament They maintain Lh.\t unilateral

disarmament may actuallv increase thb likelihood of nuclear war because weakpess

en(.omages aggre%smn I . ’ )

Pacxﬁsm represents a mordl optlon which opposes Lhe use of lethal force in world
affairs: It has tradmonally been charact,erlzed by a refusal to participate in war.

. Chr\istian‘paeiﬁsm is based on 2 faith'r:elatio‘nship which emphasizes"'the i()ving and .
fo'rgiving' aspects of God, es well as dependence on God. (}r:euwr importance is placed on ‘
obedience to God a‘nd reﬂecping divine love than on caleulating and efficient muphodé of
preventing war, although non-violence is considered to have its place.

The primary ’intent» of Christian pacifism is to ‘witnessi() religious truths such as
the belief that the love of God or the Kingdom of God will, in the end, prevuil. The usual
ways of resolving conflicts (especially making war) aré renounced in favor of uc.c(,‘.p(‘ing to
be vulnerable and placing defense and sécurity in God's hands. Christian pacifists imitate

: Chrxst s reconciling ways and his acceptance of suffermg in the belief that love can
transtend all human barriers. Some thinkers have criticized pacifism for lmvmg all the
answers before questions are Asked and for remaining neutral in the face of international
m_]ustlce They maintain that pacifism is vah for individuals only and that it is
inadequate as a social strategy because evil must be restrained. Nevertheless, the peace

- churches are beginning to examine the social implications of their withess. Some social
ethicists believe that the pacifism of"wit‘.ness will eventually become a pacifism of.

' K(esistance. '

| Arguments against the use of lethal force are generally drawn frem the New

Testament. The Gospels Dprohlblt kxllmg and urge followers of Chnst to love, rather than

ﬁght thelr enemies. The killing of other human bemgs -is Judged to be contrary to "hvmg

in the Sp.mt”- which consists of affirming life and reconcllmg oneself with "enemies”. It is .
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. helieved that evnl is dcfwud not by coercive power but rather by forglveness, love, and

.

~the wfusal to nel,ahaw

Pué’nﬁ%s oppose nuclear deterrence on the grounds that it is immoral to intend. to

S use wcaponq of mass destruction against human beings. They econtend that the intent to

13

do an evnl act shares in the wrongness of the act, Deterr ence is considered immoral

hecause lmhleauns to destroy innocent people and their socnetv. The bohcy of Mutuul

a0
%

Assured Destruction cleanly has this mtent Similarly, the policy of targeting onlv e

/|

2

4

»
military mst,all.xtno;: also qhal es this mtentmn because manv of thege mstallatnops axe

near, or within, urban areas.

v
Christian pacmsts view security in Lerm of Lrust in God. They maintain that

depending on God's care gives courage in the face of death. This trust is not

comparimentalized, that is, it exists in both per s\onal and public domains. It excludes

dependence on the militarys Christian patifists contend that security decreases as

‘military, strengtﬁ increases. They do not belicve that the defense of freedom justifies '
: . A o

basing seeurity on a possible nuclear holocaust. o
The Christian pacifist view of defense is modelled on the scandal of Christ's
defenselessness, Christ's non—rcmstance to anest and crucifixion appeared scapdalous to
) .
his disciples but his resurrection from the dead was seen as vindicating the way of
noh—rc’sistunce and obedience to God. For this rez_asdn Christian pacifists elect to meet
enemies with non-violence and love, | i
Non-violent methods compatible with ppacifism include forms of civil defense which’
train citizens in the £echniques of non-compliance and nnn—cooperation. Some forms of

non—vmlence cap be toug,h—mmded and pr agmatlc They have been likened to guerilla

warfare which creates Lhe unexpected and xadlcallv disrupts the structures of

e\(pcctatlon . -
)\
Christian pauﬁsts condemn the arms race for increasing the danver of nuclear

T
war and for diverting resources away from poore'r nations. They support war-tax P

“Fesistance as a means of undermining the arms race. Some pacifists support bilateral or

multilateral nucléar disarmament v;hile ot-hefs advocate unilateral disarmament and'
maintain that the latter may becomé’morally required if the former fails. In this thesis
the overall issue of' the practzcal accuracy of Christian pacifism has not been addressed.
’I‘hat is, whethe: in the world of international polmcs, a pohcy predicated on the

prmmples of‘ Chx istian pacxﬁsm would actually be workable Thwemphasns throughout
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this thesis has been to indicate ways in which certain aspects of Christian puciﬁsm‘scrvv
as an ideological counterbalance to the prevailing modes of militaristic thimking.
' ~ The Christian pacifist view of peacemaking consists of conscimnsness-mi;*ing
actions such as holding worship services at nuclear installations and wurning‘pouplu of
the danger of nuclear war. Gther peacemaking efforts include holdmg information
sessions and study gr oups, ‘and lobbying for a freeze on the t cslmg and production of
nuclear weap‘ons. Some 'pucnﬁsts have engaged in, acts of civil disobedienee, such as
damaging nuclear missile nose cones, in order to draw attention to the millions of dolkus
spent daily 6n weapons of mass destruction. ' “
‘Choosing the use or non-use of lethal force poses a personal dilemm®because
both optioné have undesirable conskequences. It seems that 'we must choose between
* nuclear deLerrence (which could lead to nuclear war) and pacifism (which could lead to '
ciomination by a totalitarian regime). While the right of sclf-defense is inalienable, the
moral i issue is whether defense should include weapons of virtually ln(()m})lt‘hvnSlM(‘
mass destructlon Put another way, is it morally acceptable to risk nuclear holm aust in
the name of "defense”? Strong arguments support both sides of this issue and serious
4consequences result f'r(.m'm leit.her position. Yet ﬁot'!o choose is 10 tacitly support the status
quo: a world which is rapidly becoming an armed cdmp on the brink of nuclour disaster.
An ethic of tr aanormmg initiatives may indicate a way of ll.mscondm;, the ]
difficult chonu; between using or not using lethal force in world affdns Such an ethic

- would consist of actions which c¢reate new possibilities of interaction hccuusv they are

motiyant,ed not only by one's own best interests, but also the best interest of the other.

itual rr)ode of responding may .eqable people to transcend the just-war/pacifist
dilemm ’cause only those actions are undertakeﬁ which express what love -
incontrovertibly requir;as'in a given situation. The application of an ethic of transforming
initiatives in a nuclear-armed world would réquirc,mu/ch creative thinking, It would mean
taking ﬁhexpected initiatives at natioﬁul and international levels, and dcfzclopinp, a
system of international relaﬁons characterized by common responsibility.

In summ;ry, the threat of nuclear war affects many aspects of owr emotional and
spiritual life. Psvchologicallv; we must contend with a number of defense mechanisms
which negatxvely impact on our well—bemg Emotlonally, we must de..ll with anxiety or

the effects of repressing afixiety. Defense mechanisms and repression take a phys:cal‘h)ll

in the form of diminished energy and dulled responsiveness. Spiritually, we face threats

08.
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to helief, worship, and spiritual self-affirmation whichan lead to religious crisis. -

Morally, we must choose between using or not using nuclear ,weapons'w defend our li;res. .
1 have attempted o show that Christ.i,anit,y possesses withm its traditions the .

resources W overcome muny of the negative consequénces of #he nuclear threat. While |

this theeis may be helpful first and foremost to those of the Christiar‘l fu‘ith, it may also

he applicable to individuals wﬁo adhere to other religions whif:h possess their own unique

traditions and resources for coping with painful human situations. Worldwide, adherents

of various religions number in the hundreds of millions. ;I‘his means, if the thesis is

essentially correctein its basic premises, that millions of individuals the W(;l‘ld over can

find within religion the resources to overcome detrimentaifaffects of the huclear threat

and become empowered to work for the prevention of nuclear war. -

n - e
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