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THE GREAT DEBATE
‘Yes’ to ban on first use of 

nuclear arms by NATO
(Continued from previous page)

resolutions they passed: and that was 
that they stood for the truth that it 
was a loving Creator who had made 
the universe, who presided! over it 
and who would determine the nature 
and the time of its end.

The PROVOST OF SOUTHWARK 
(the Very Rev. David Edwards) said 
that the report had been criticised as 
weak and confused'. Rut he himself 
welcomed that weakness and confu
sion because it showed the real 
anguish of the situation which con
fronted the world.

The difference between the bomb 
and other weapons was not just the 
scale of its destruction, but its mental 
and genetic casualties. The world of 
the bomb had its own characteristics. 
It was the world of real politics.

The policy of deterrence had kept 
the peace when, under previous con
ditions, without the nuclear deterrent, 
there wOuld have been war between 
the suiper-powers. “ We have been 
reminded of the danger of destabilis
ing the balance of power in Europe: 
that is the real power of the bomb.”

Provost Edwards said he was 
deeply grateful for the report which 
combined so much intellectual power 
with prophetic courage. He' was 
proud to belong to a Church that 
could produce such a report. The 
Church was at last standing where so 
many young people were standing. 
“Many of us have children who 
stand where the Greenham women 
stand, and we can at last look them 
in the eye.”

Some of the amendments raised 
questions about NATO policy, he 
said, and put the moral onus on 
NATO. He hoped the Synod would 
commission, and even pay for, a study 
by Christians who belonged to NATO
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about NATO responsibilities. Many 
Americans and Europeans had said 
that they knew of no document in the 
world^wide debate on n u c l e a r  
weapons that was comparable to that 
which the Church of England had 
produced.

Speaking, she said, on behalf of the 
mothers of England, Mrs. A. M. 
BELL (Chelmsford) declared that all 
Creation was the action of God, and 
in parenthood men and women par
ticipated in God’s plan. She wanted 
to see the report going to the grass
roots so that they could have prayer
ful discussion about it. She hoped for 
a groundswell of public opinion 
against nuclear warfare that would 
become global.

When the BISHOP OF LONDON 
moved his second”* motion he 
presented peacemaking as “a hard, 
demanding work needing patience, 
humility, courage andl perseverance— 
and with no short-cuts.”

This motion called on the Synod 
to recognise the urgency of the task 
of peacemaking, and peace-keeping 
— and the extreme seriousness of 
the threat posed by nuclear weapons. 
And it urged the Synod to press the 
Government and its allies in NATO 
to reduce dependence on the 
weapons and work to strengthen 
international treaties.

‘ Incredible fo lly 9
The Rev. MICHAEL SAWARD 

(London) warned of the “incredible 
folly” of trusting totalitarian dicta
tors, whether of the Left or the 
Right.

Mr. Saward was speaking to his 
amendment, which aimed to insert a 
sub-paragraph into the motion to 
recognise “the unquestionable fact 
that many believe the possession of 
nuclear weaponry to have been a con
tributory factor in tne maintenance 
of peace in Europe since the Second 
World War.”

Although he respected pacifists, he

DR. RUNCIE:
“Moral seriousness in the multi

lateral approach”

said, pacifism was “morally too 
easy.”

Speaking to his unilateralist amend
ment which would bring to an end 
Britain’s involvement with all nuclear 
weapons the BISHOP OF SALIS
BURY (the Right Rev. John Austin 
Baker) in his maiden speech in 
Synod. said it was a fallacy that 
mutual nuclear deterrence could be 
a reasonably stable condition. The 
evidence was that it w a s  becoming 
less stable year by year.

The massive growth in the num
ber of weapons and the personnel in 
control of them increased the risks of 
both accident and human error. 
There was also danger from the in
creased accuracy of missiles intended 
to knock out t h e  other side’s wea
pons. It was obvious that, if your 
object was to destroy the enemy’s 
missiles, you had to do it before he 
could fire them; and therefore you 
had to strike first.

In any serious crisis the leaders in 
each camp would be asking “ How 
long dare we leave it?” If they

DR. MONTEFIORE:
his compromise amendment won 

the day

waited too long the penalty would 
not only be horrific devastation of 
their own country, but the inability 
to retaliate effectively. Under such 
pressures any leaders w e r e  all too 
likely to be stampeded. A suspicious 
radar-reading, a negative dispatch 
from a negotiator, could be enough 
to evoke the fatal order.

Too many weapons
It was also a fallacy, said Bishop 

Baker, that deterrence demanded that 
whatever weapons our side had the 
other must have also, and in equal 
numbers. That, he said, w a s  quite 
illogical. True deterrence depended 
on convincing the enemy that attack 
would cost him a price he was not 
prepared to pay. To achieve that, 
your deterrent had to be large 
enough, accurate enough and in
vulnerable to the first strike.

On those principles it was clear 
that both East and West already had 
far more weapons than they needed 
for deterrence; “and either side

PROVOST EDWARDS: 
he praised the report’s “prophetic 

courage”

could cut many systems unilaterally 
without jeopardising its security in 
the least.”

He then went on to speak of the 
horrors of nuclear weapons: “The 
fact that, however carefully targeted 
they may be, they inevitably kill and 
injure non-combatants; their spread
ing of cancer and genetic damage 
worldwide; their poisoning of the 
environment for decades to come; 
the horrors they inflict on the helpless 
animal creation; the point (too little 
regarded) that, because no medical 
teams can be allowed into radio
active areas for two weeks, we have 
for the first time in history a weapon 
which means leaving the agonisingly 
injured to die without even a human 
voice or hand to ease their passing.”

All this, he said, left Christians no 
choice but to work' unremittingly- for 
the outlawing of these devices.

The ARCHBISHOP OF CANTER
BURY said that Christians could 
never have an easy conscience about 
nuclear weapons and must interpret

the signs correctly. There was much 
agreement among Christians on the 
nuclear debate, but there was a 
crucial question which was posed by 
the Bishop of Salisbury’s amendment.

“ I regret to say that I do not find 
the recommendations contained in 
The Church and the Bomb and fur
ther amplified in the Bishop of Salis
bury’s amendment entirely coherent 
or convincing,” the Primate com
mented. “ I do not believe that uni
lateral measures of the kind suggested 
will in fact have the effect of getting 
multilateral reductions moving.

“ My fear is that the kind of action 
being advocated will actually under
mine the negotiations now in process 
in Geneva.”

The Archbishop said, that there 
were good reasons for believing that 
the Soviet leaders were seriously cem- 

.mitted to the success of the present 
round of negotiation, and it would be 
a tragedy if this intention were to be 
weakened by the spectacle of the 
NATO alliance in disarray.

‘ T raum atic effect ’
This country had too often sent 

misleading signals to those who were 
tempted to aggression. “ Make no 
mistake, an announcement of ‘ the 
UK’s intention of carrying out a 
phased disengagement from associa
tion with any form of nuclear 
weaponry ’ would have a traumatic 
effect on the NATO alliance.”

Dr. Runcie’s worries about this 
were not based just on prudence and 
credibility, but on the fact that t h e  
basis of alliances was surely a will
ingness to share responsibilities. “ Is 
there not a moral inconsistency in

(Continued on Page 17)

Concern about likely effects of cable TV
JpEARS about the effects of cable 

television came to the surface 
when the General Synod received 
the Church Information Com
mittee's report, Cable Television, 
on Thursday of last week.

There was concern for the future 
of present public-service broad
casting, which it was felt might come 
off badly. And there was a desire 
to see cable TV properly controlled 
by a statutory regulatory body.

The debate followed immediately 
after the marathon all-day session on 
the “ Church and Bomb ” report, 
which was thought by interested 
members to be an unfortunate juxta
position. But, in spite of word- 
weariness and a sense of anti-climax 
as the television cameramen switched 
off their lights and gathered up their 
equipment, voting figures showed that 
about two h u n d r e d  members 
remained in the house.

The BISHOP OF EDMONTON 
(the Right Rev. Bill Westwood), 
Chairman of the Church Information 
Committee, presented the report. 
And he successfully moved a resolu
tion in several parts, incorporating 
amendments by Mr. RAYMOND 
JOHNSTON (Oxford), Director of 
the Nationwide Festival of Light, 
and the Rev. EDDY STRIDE 
(London) — with an amendment to 
an amendment by the Rev. DAVID 
HOLLOWAY (Newcastle).

The motion called on the Govern
ment to safeguard the development 
of cable TV  in Great Britain “in such 
a way that this technical revolution

will enhance and not debase the 
quality of public life.”

It went on to specify:—equality of 
access for all communities; protec
tion for the present status of puiblio- 
senvice broadcasting; a statutory 
cable regulatory body which would 
include a representative religious 
panel; and the restriction of the 
showing of film to material certific
ated by the British Board 0f Film 
Censors.

The successful amendment by Mr. 
STRIDE suggested the categories 
“ U,” “ P ” and “ 15” only (formerly 
“ U,” “A” and “AA”).

‘ Excessive violence *
The amendment bv Mr. JOHN

STON, which was passed by 104 
votes to 94, provided for the partici
pation oif churches and other re
ligious bodies in the ownership of 
cable operating companies and t h e  
opportunity for them to own or lease 
individual cable channels. This in
cluded Mr. HOLLOWAY’S amend
ment to the amendment—“religious” 
bodies instead of “recognised Chris
tian” ones.

Also added on to the motion was 
Mr. Stride’s amendment asking for 
effective legal protection against 
“ blasphemous language, excessive 
v i o l e n c e  and explicit sexual 
material.”

BISHOP WESTWOOD stressed, 
first, the need for cable television 
to develop in t*uch a way that all 
communities could have access to it 
— a concern which extended to

minority groups as well as to geogra
phical areas away from the major 
cities.

Secondly, with regard to the pro
tection of the BBC and I BA, the 
Bishop expressed some anxiety that 
the speedy introduction of a number 
of cable TV channels — which were 
costly to install— could cause prob
lems. Operators eager to recoup their 
outlay might offer a diet of low- 
quality, easily purchased programmes 
which could cream off income and 
resources.

Bishop Westwood’s third point 
concerned the creation of a proper 
regulatory body for cable television; 
and here, he thought, churches and 
churchpeople had a lot to offer on 
local cable committees, as they had 
done to local radio advisory com; 
mittees.

On the moral issues raised by 
cable TV, the Bishop said that 
certification of material by the 
British Board of Film Censors was a 
pattern which could be followed. 
The idea of a free-for-all tempered 
only by an electronic lock would 
never work, he believed — because 
any self-respecting nine - year - old 
could break the code.

The BISHOP OF BLACKBURN 
(the Right Rev. Stewart Cross), for
merly religious broadcasting organ
iser for BBC North and now chair
man of the British Churches Com
mittee for Channel Four, thought the 
public should be given the credit for 
wanting to see quality as well as 
quantity, and might not be all that 
interested in cable TV.

But cabling the whole country 
might bring more substantial benefits 
than allowing people to s e e  more 
entertainment, he said — though 
firm control would be needed to 
handle the volume of information 
a n d  inter-acting influence which 
would follow.

Miss CHRISTIAN HOWARD 
(York) at once declared an interest, 
being, as she said, the elder sister of 
the chairman of the BBC governors 
— though her conclusions, she added, 
were her own.

“ The real problem with these 
companies is that they have to recoup 
the costs, and how are they going 
to do it? When you get short of 
money you go down-market and you 
grab the most popular stuff. . . . 
Public-service broadcasting could be 
more or less destroyed by the new 
cable.”

Q uality of m ateria l
The BISHOP OF WAKEFIELD 

(the Right Rev. Colin James),
Chairman of the Churches’ Religious 
Advisory Committee and formerly 
with the BBC’s Religious Broad
casting Department, also wondered 
how far the public broadcasting
services could co-exist with enter
tainment-led cable.

“What we are really concerned 
with is the quality of the material 
which comes into our homes. We 
don’t want to debase the currency
or put at risk the enviable tradition 
of public-service broadcasting.”


