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4 major questions
reporton

RICHARD HARRIES assesses 
‘ The Church & the Bomb ’

Flashback to an earlier age of concern: anti-H-bomb marchers pack 
Trafalgar Square for a protest rally in June, 1958, organised by the. 

Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament

B e c a u s e  of the “ leaks” 
earlier in the year, wide- 
spjead interest and con

troversy have.already been aroused 
in T he C hurch and  the  B om b:  
Nuclear W eapons and  C hristian  
Conscience (Hodder & Stoughton, 
£4.50), the report of the Bishop of 
Salisbury’s working party to 'die 
General Synod. It concludes that 
Britain should renounce- nuclear 
weapons whilst at the same time 
remaining within NATO.

But the attention given to the 
conclusion of this report should 
not lead to its stated intention 
being ignored. “ Our principal con
cern is to offer you a sound factual 
and analytical foundation for 
drawing your own conclusions.*’ 
From this point of view the report 
is an outstanding achievement 
which deserves the most careful 
reading even by those who believe 
themselves to be thoroughly con
versant with the. issues:

I have four major questions to 
raise which might make those who 
read the report come to a different 
conclusion from those who wrote 
it. But, first, an indication of its 
scope and depth.

The first chapter gives a factual 
survey of the different types of 
nuclear weapons and their capaci
ties. There is a glossary at the 
hack with definitions of technical 
terms, so that, if you are not sure 
of the difference, say, between 
“ throw weight ” arid “ yield ” or 
are not Sure what “ CEP ” stands 
for, the information is all help
fully provided. The appendix also 
gives the, numbers of different 
weapons in the possession of the 
various powers and an analysis of 
which countries have the capacity 
to produce enriched uranium or 
plutonium..

Present risks
The second chapter contrasts 

the deterrence policies of the two 
super-powers, whilst chapter three 
sets out the risks inherent in the 
present system—particularly those 
in the Western policy of “ flexible 
response,” Chapter four gives a 
brief history of the relationships 
of the/ super-powers from the 
Second /World War to the present, 
making a sympathetic attempt to 
understand how the world looks 
from the point of view of the 
Soviet Union as well as of NATO. 
AH this is a balanced summary of 
the present position for which 
many people who have not had 
the time to keep fully informed 
will be grateful.

Chapter five sets out the criteria 
pf the “ just war” tradition, focus- 
mg, rightly, on the application of 
me principles of non-combatant 
immunity and proportion to the 
uses of nuclear weapons. It also 
considers, crucially, the morality of 
deterrence. The authors conclude 
that it is immoral either to use 
nuclear weapons, or to try to deter 
War by a conditional intention to, 
use them.

Chapter six considers the wider, 
and even more difficult, theological 
and ethical considerations. In both 
these chapters complex matters are 
handled with clarity and per
suasion. Chapter six in . particular 
can be commended as a basic 
approach to many other problems 
in the modern world besides those 
associated with nuclear weapons. 
A particular insight is the placing 
of Jesus within the ambience of 
Jewish wisdom literature, thus pro
viding a way to do Christian ethics 
which stresses the importance of 
knowing both the facts of the 
world about us and the results of 
behaving in particular ways.

Chapter seven gives the possible 
policy options for peace that are 
open to us, and chapter eight sets 
out the conclusions the authors 
draw from their previous factual, 
ethical and theological analysis. 
They believe that Britain should re
nounce nuclear weapons but remain 
within the NATO alliance. This is

argued with moral passion; and all 
the arguments—for example, that it 
is immoral to rely on American 
nuclear weapons whilst washing 
our hands of our own—are care
fully* and honestly considered.

My own reservations about the 
report occur in four major areas.

F irst, the report contains no 
analysis of the role of power in 
human affairs and no theology of 
power. It does indeed criticise the 
all too prevalent equation of 
nuclear capacity with power; but, 
although there is a sensitive discus
sion of the relationship between 
love and justice, power is not 
brought into the equation.

Tillich, in his fine book, L ove , 
P ow er an d  Justicei rightly judged 
that the three have to be considered 
together. In our world justice can
not be achieved simply by resolu
tions or laws or institutions. The 
establishment of justice is closely 
bound up with the right power 
relationships between g r o u p s ,  

! nations and alliances.
This insensitivity to the power 

dimension in human life crucially 
affects the authors’ judgements at 
a number of points. For example, 
they conclude that Soviet inten
tions are not warlike. But, what
ever view it takas of itself, a major 
military power has an almost

inevitable expansionist tendency, 
partly out of fear and partly out 
of an unrecognised will to dom
inate that belongs to all indivi
duals and groups. However benign 
the Soviet Union is judged to be, 
the latent imperialism that belongs 
to it, as to every major power, is 
another fact that has to be 
reckoned with by those who stress 
wisdom and prudence.

. • *
Lesser ev il

Secondly , the report judges that 
the destruction caused even by 
battlefield nuclear weapons would 
be out of proportion to any 
conceivable good. But the fact is 
that human beings are prepared to 
sacrifice a very great deal for •free
dom. The suffering caused by the 
Second World War was terrible— 
over fifty million dead. But most 
people today would judge that it 
was a lesser evil than the sub
jugation of the whole of Europe 
to the Nazis.

Third ly , the report assumes that, 
if a war broke out, rapid escalation 
to an all-out nuclear exchange 
would be virtually certain. This 
judgement is not shared by every
one. It is true that the Soviet 
sta ted  policy is one that scorns the

idea of a limited exchange—but 
this is to deter a NATO first use. 
In practice the Spviet Union has 
an equal intent with NATO in 
avoiding total destruction, and 
their leaders are more cautious 
than American ones.

There is also a more funda
mental point. Even though the 
possibility of escalation is a built- 
in feature of deterrence, this 
possibility must not paralyse all 
resistance by those who wish to 
deter aggression. Solidarity’s resist
ance to the Polish Government 
could have brought in the Russians, 
which could have led to a Third 
World War. All this has to be 
taken into account; and the report 
rightly stresses the crucial im
portance of prudence, of con
sidering and .weighing possible 
consequences.

But the fear of an escalating 
response must not paralyse all 
action, nor are those who resist 
morally responsible for the aggres
sion of aggressors. If an old lady 
who is mugged decides to resist 
and suffers injuries in the process, 
she cannot be blamed for the 
violence of her attacker. She may 
rightly decide on grounds of 
prudence to submit rather than to

(Continued, at foot of Page 5)

of all the talents
rTvHE news that broke recently of 

further massive muddles in 
the financial affairs of the Vatican 
leads me to question why it is that 
a vocation to the priesthood and 
a specialisation in theology are so 
often assumed ito equip a man to 
be a specialist in more or less any 
other field he fancies. The Roman 
Catholic Church must surely in
clude many hundreds of laymen 
of the highest calibre and quality 
in the field of banking; probably 
one could even be found with 
additional theological expertise if 
that were considered entirely neces
sary; yet an archbishop was 
appointed to head the team hand
ling the Vatican finances.

We all object to the fact that 
outsiders often, think of “the 
Church ” as the clergy. The clergy 
frequently spell out the truth of 
the matter with their lips — par
ticularly at baptisms — but I am 
not sure that they really want to 
show it forth in their lives. With 
few exceptions the clergy see them
selves and are seen as the full-time, 
paid members of the Church and 
the laity as optional-extra, volun
tary, part-time ones. Because of 
this the great talents, expertise and 
experience of the laity stay, in the 
main, an untapped resource!

At a time when complaints 
about the scarcity of clergymen 
are voiced everywhere and there 
are Christian lay specialists in all 
areas unable to find work, it is 
the clergy who are employed as 
directors of education, p r e s s  
officers, stewardship a d v i s e r s ,  
youth and community officers, 
s o c i a l  responsibility workers, 
advisers on the care of churches, 
chaplains in all spheres and re
writers of hymn-books. Whoever 
consults the Church finds a clergy
man responding — except perhaps 
for finance, the only area, which

seems largely left in Anglican lay 
hands. And what better advertise
ment for lay skills than those who 
deal so admirably with the com
plexities of parochial, diocesan 
a n d nationwide ecclesiastical 
accounting? Why not use lay skills 
in other fields?

The main argument against the 
employment of the laity by the 
Church seems to be money and a 
general conviction that only the 
clergy will work for a lower-than-

In 19.71 the ACCM report 
“ Specialised Ministries,” as the 
first of three suggestions in the 
concluding chapter, recommended 
the “ training and equipping of 
laypeople engaged in the particular 
area of concern and commission
ing them to a lay ministry in that 
area.” Many Christian lay men 
and women already involved in 
industry, commerce, , agriculture, 
youth, education, etc., would wel
come the opportunity to under-

average wage. This is demons
trably untrue. Many Christian — 
and other — people are already 
paid less than their “ market 
value” doing jobs where, for one 
reason or another, they count the 
job-satisfaction higher than the 
financial reward.

In addition large numbers of lay 
men and women work voluntarily 
in highly responsible positions for 
such organisations as the Marriage 
Guidance Council, the Samaritans 
and the Citizens’ Advice Bureaux. 
These bodies operate nationally 
on a financial shoe-string; a mini
mum time commitment must be 
given; there is a trial period for 
workers, training and, after accept
ance for the work, compulsory on
going training.

The Church is not beginning to 
organise and utilise the skills of 
its laypeople. We are probably all 
doing our parochial bit, but other
wise there seems only to be the 
synods—and sitting on synods isn’t 
everyone’s cup of tea.

take training and to give their 
expertise and knowledge in ser
vice to the visible Church—pos
sibly for an honorarium or 
expenses. < *

In addition, when appointing 
sector ministers in any field other 
than those of the traditional chap
laincies (hospital, Services), where 
an ordained man is necessary, 1 
am sure it would be a far better 
witness to find Christian laypeople 
who “speak .the language” of the 
particular sector, know its expecta
tions and are already involved in. 
the field than to “ move in ” a 
clergyman — usually part-time.

The structures of the sector, or 
specialist, ministries seem to be 
ill-defined at the moment. Men 
who have often had little or no 
training in organising themselves 
and their work are appointed to 
do very open-ended jobs and seem 
answerable to no one. Nor is there 
a “ job-specification ” for the 
members of their sponsoring 
bodies or support groups; those 
appointed frequently have only a

vague idea of why their sector 
minister exists, and do not seem 
to consider it part of their function 
to offer practical help.

When working “ in the world ” 
it is so important that the Church 
presents a professional face, that 
letters are answered, appointments 
kept and arrangements followed 
up. Otherwise the image of the 
“ bumbling ” Church is underlined, 
and people who have been eager 
to help lose patience and cannot 
easily be involved again.

Ordination does not presume to 
confer .the ability to be a leader of 
men; but, although it is now re
cognised that the laity should be 
sharing the work of the parishes 
to a much greater extent, there 
seems little help avaiable to t h e 
clergy as to how to organise and 

*man?ge die personnel available. 
This leaves clergymen sitting up 
spires to raise money (but would 
a layman have been sponsored so 
generously?!), and laypeople who 
feel unable to make a move to in
crease stewardship during an inter
regnum. The clergy moan about 
the unreal expectations of the laity, 
but don’t know how to get t h e  
laity to share the load.

Why not some “ blue-print ” as 
to what the laity should probably 
be doing instead of the clergy — 
to place those expectations firmly 
on the whole Church? Let there 
be a group set up in each arch
deaconry to advise the parish 
clergy how best to use their lay 
resources (and to support them 
when the' lay resources don’t like 
it). Can’t the Church make an 
overall plan for the wise use of its 
laity, for the talents left unused at 
the moment ? We exist. Use us !
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