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SYNOD & THE BOMB

U NDER the relentless glare 
of television lighting, and 
with the mass m e d i a  

present in strength to carry their 
message to an audience of mil
lions in many countries, members 
of the General Synod on Thurs
day of last week called on the 
Government - to take immediate 
steps towards progressive nuclear 
disarmament.

But, while they m ade their 
abhorrence o f  nuclear weapons 
plain and stressed that even a 
small-scale first use o f them  could 
never be m orally justified, m em 
bers just as firmly rejected unila
teral disarm am ent as a responsible 
course for -Britain to  take.

In the days leading up to it the 
debate had been dubbed simply 
“ The Church and the Bomb ” — 
after the report of that title which 
had been produced by a working 
party of the Board for Social 
Responsibility and which achieved 
instant fame and controversy 
precisely because it recommended 
the, unilateralist approach and be
cause the BSR was divided in its 
response to the report.

Disengagement
The Synod first formally received 

without fuss the BSR report on The 
Church and the Bomb. But it was 
then, as members turned to the first 
of the two main official motions 
from the Board, that they had the 
chance to pronounce judgement on 
the working party’s views.

For the working party's chairman, 
the Bishop of Salisbury (the Right 
Rev. John Baker) had tabled a 
lengthy amendment reflecting the’ 
unilateralist approach — “phased 
disengagement of the UK from active 
association with any form of nuclear 
weaponry.”

Among other things, his amend
ment said, this would involve ending 
Polaris, cancelling Trident and ban
ning the deployment of nuclear 
weapons on British soil; the amend
ment also invited other countries to 
take comparable measures of “ renun
ciation or restraint ” and called for 
resources to be devoted to positive 
programmes of peace-building.

The weightiest speaker against this 
stance was the Archbishop of Can
terbury, who told the Synod that he

found the recommendations in The 
Church and the Bomb neither ex
tremely coherent nor convincing and 
that he did not believe that unilateral 
measures would in fact get multi
lateral reductions moving.

Most Synod members evidently 
agreed with him: they rejected the 
Bishop of Salisbury’s amendment by 
338 votes, to 100.

They then went on to pass by a 
modest margin (275-222) an extensive 
amendment offered by the Bishop of 
Birmingham as “ a third option ” 
between those from his brother 
Bishops of London mid Salisbury.

His amendment sharpened up the 
somewhat anodyne official motion, 
which merely called -in generalised 
terms for Britain and NATO to re
duce their dependence on nuclear 
arms and to work at strengthening 
treaties which dealt with such 
weapons.

The main motion, as amended by 
the Bishop of Birmingham (see foot 
page), was passed by 387 votes to 
forty-nine, with twenty-nine absten
tions. The second official motion was 
then passed with little more ado:

“ That this Synod believes that 
indiscriminate mass-destruction in war 
cannot be justified in the light of 
Christian teaching, and calls upon the 
dioceses to study and pray about the 
issues raised in the report The Church 
and the Bomb, and in particular the 
theological and moral issues, so as to 
enable Christian people to make a 
more informed and committed contri
bution to the making and preserving 
of peace and to the search for ways 
of resolving conflicts other than by 
war.”

The BISHOP OF LONDON (Dr. 
Graham Leonard) chairman o;f t h e  
Board for Social Responsibility, be
gan by setting out “ the agonising 
dilemma” and the two alternatives 
which faced the world today. One 
was renunciation — the way of t h e  
pacifist. The other was the way of 
deterrence.

And Dr. Leonard made it plain 
that, although the response of the 
Board to .the working party’s report. 
had been varied, most, if not all, the 
members felt that the report blurred 
the choice rather than clarified it.

It was confused on the question of 
deterrence; peace, love and justice 
were left hanging in the air — with 
little consideration of how power 
was to be used in the pursuit of 
justice, “particularly if the ultimate 
sanction is to be put in the hands of 
those who do not have justice in 
their vocabulary.”

Moreover, said the Bishop, the 
doctrine of the just war had been 
examined in the form which it had 
developed in the days of conven
tional weapons. “ No consideration is 
given to how far the principles 
which it sought to embody could 
and should be re-expressed in the 
light of modern weapons—biological 
and chemical as well as nuclear.”

In addition, Dr. Leonard con
tinued, the working party had 
blurred the distinction between good 
and evil. This had been particularly 
evident in its attempt to deal even- 
handed ly with the declared govern
ment policies of the West and of 
Soviet Russia.

Dr. Leonard said that the basic 
position of Marxist-Leninism— ex
pressed in Lenin’s remark that peace

‘No’ to call for unilateral 
nuclear disarmament

DR. LEONARD: 
“We must not simply wait passively 

tor Armageddon”

as an ultimate objective simply 
meant Communist world domination 
— had not changed., though it w a s  
assumed that the Soviet leaders 
would prefer their expansionist aims 
to be achieved without the necessity 
oif war.

“We must not blind ourselves to 
the fact that Communist - control 
means the repudiation of natural as 
well as Christian, morality. It means
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that the State, not God, determines 
what is right and wrong.”

When it came to measuring t h e  
evil of a totalitarian tyranny against 
the appalling destructive power of 
nuclear warfare it was no answer to 
minimise the difference between good 
and1 evil.

“I think the main reason why the 
working party does not give us the 
guidance we need is that it elevates 
its opinion that the possession and 
use of nuclear weapons is morally 
wrong to such a position as to over
ride all other moral .considerations. 
As a result it is unclear , and con
fused about the other demands, such 
as those of justice, and1 how they are 
to be witnessed to and maintained in 
a fallen world.”

DR. BLANCH: 
“We are dealing with a theological 

issue”

Dr. Leonard concluded: “We must 
not simply wait passively for Arma
geddon. Nor must we seek a peace 
which is no peace, in which evil 
could prevail unchallenged' and un
checked. . . . . • ■ ■

“As Christians I believe we can 
only ask for and work .for that 
fragile peace which is all our sinful
ness allows; that .peace -which de
terrence gives, which recognises eyil 
and seeks to check it, while we re
pent and call others to do the same 
in the hope that the Lord’ will give 
us what is better.”

T h e  DEAN OF DURHAM (the 
Very Rev. Peter Baelz), making a 
maiden speech, said1 he was deeply 
divided in himself. He h a d  always 
stood very close to the * Christian 
pacifist tradition and had' been a 
conscientious objector in the last war. 
While he believed t hi a t the use of 
nuclear weapons was morally wrong, 
he also held that to use the threat of 
nuclear weapons, though morally cor
rupting, was morally justifiable. In 
the present situation it was right for 
the West to retain the deterrent.

Mrs. HILDA FLINT (Southwark) 
told the Synod that she identified 
strongly with the victims of the 
atom bomb dropped on Hiroshima 
because she had a daughter who 
was married to  a Japanese. And she 
thought that, in the victims of that 
nuclear event, one could see that there 
was power in the human spirit to 
overcome suffering and turn, it to 
redemptive use.

“We are impeded bv fear,” Mrs. 
Flint went on. “ I believe our 
strategies and tactics-corrupt us al
most before we begin. I believe we 
must take the example of the sur
vivors of Hiroshima in order to 
bring out the knowledge of how to 
be redeemed through suffering,”

Mr. PAUL RIPPON (Norwich)

The motions which Synod finally approved
^ H E  two main motions passed by 

the General Synod during the 
debate on “The Church and the 
Bomb” were:

MOTION 1
That this Synod, recognising (a) 

the urgency of the task of 
making and preserving peace; 
(b) the extreme seriousness of the 
threat made to the world by con
temporary nuclear weapons and 
the dangers in the present inter
national situation*, (c) that it is 
not the task of the Church to 
determine defence strategy but 
rather to give a moral lead to the 
nation;

\  Affirms that it is the duty of 
Her Majesty’s Government and 

her allies to maintain adequate 
forces to guard against nuclear 
blackmail and to deter nuclear 
and non-nuclear aggressors.

2  Asserts that the tactics and 
strategies of this country and

her NATO allies should be seen 
to be unmistakeably defensive in 
respect of the countries of the 
Warsaw Pact.

3  Judges that even a small-scale 
first use of nuclear weapons

could never be morally justified 
in view of the high risk that this 
would lead to full-scale nuclear 
warfare.

4  Believes that there is a moral 
obligation on all countries 

(including the m e m b e r s  of 
NATO) publicly to forswear the 
first use of nuclear weapons in 
any form.

3  Bearing in mind that many in 
Europe live in fear of nuclear 

catastrophe and that nuclear 
parity is not essential to deter
rence, calls on Her Majesty’s 
Government to take immediate 
steps in conjunction with her 
allies to further the principles 
embodied in this motion so a« to 
reduce progressively NATO’s 
dependence on nuclear weapons 
and to decrease nuclear arsenals 
throughout the world.

MOTION 2
That this Synod believes that indis

criminate mass destruction in 
war cannot be justified in the 
light of Christian teaching and 
calls upon the dioceses to study 
and pray about the issues raised 
in the report “The Church and 
the Bomb,” and in particular the 
theological and moral issues, so 
as to enable Christian people to 
make a more informed and com
mitted contribution to th e  
making and preserving of peace 
and to the search for ways of 
resolving conflict other than by 
war.

BISHOP BAKER: 
he spoke of the horrors of nuclear 

weapons ‘

said he did. not like having to dis
agree with Mrs. Flint, but “my belief 
is that we do not start at Hiroshima.” 
Christians hated all weapons, he 
pointed out, and there was a bogus 
distinction in the working-party 
report between nuclear and conven
tional weapons which he found 
disturbing.

“Every corpse is an offence against 
God.! the Holy Spirit t h e  giver of 
life,” Mr. Rippon went on. “Is God 
less offended if I batter you to death 
than if I merely shoot you? Do num
bers affect the theology? Does it 
matter less to our heavenly Father if 
I kill not five thousand but five 
hundred or fifty of his children? ”

It was in its theology that he found 
the report so weak; In fact “the main 
thrust of this report and)  its main 
conclusions are — for all their theo
logical clothing — political. And-not 
only political but inconsistent.”

Mr. Rippon 'believed that the first 
duty was to avoid war a t almost any 
cost. But “there is a difference be
tween turning the other cheek and 
inviting your neighbour to strike you 
in the first place” ; and) he did not 
accept the arguments 'of the uni
lateralists that, if Britain renounced 
nuclear weapons, others would fol
low.

‘End of the world’
The ARCHBISHOP OF YORK 

began bluntly: “This debate is about 
the end of the world! and how we may 
best delay it,”

The report was primarily concerned 
with the moral and1 political issues 
and gave only incidental attention to 
the theology involved, he said. Rut, 
in the debate, the Church ought to 
be seen to be concerned1 w i t  h the 
theological as well as the moral and 
political issues.

Dr. Blanch continued: “The world 
will have to live for ever now with 
the fear of nuclear disaster. . . . 
Nothing this Synod1 can say or do 
can alter that situation. The secret of 
nuclear power cannot be disio- 
vented. . . . ”

No system of surveillance could 
ultimately prevent the manufacture of 
nuclear weapons, either. “So, whilst 
we have to do everything in our 
power to reduce t h e  likelihood of 
nuclear disaster, we cannot again 
ever exclude it. From now on, every 
generation will be aware that it could 
be the last generation on earth.

“So we are not dealing just with a 
moral or political issue but with a 
spiritual and theological o n e — how 
to enable mankind to live with t h e  
fear, not just with the threat.”

The Archbishop said that the 
Synod had a distinct theological posi
tion to represent which in the end 
could1 be more important than the

(Contimied ofl next page, Col. 1)


