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TIMOTHY D. WILBY

ABSTRACT

ATTITUDES TO WAR IN THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND 1939-1983

A study of attitudes in the Church of England must be at
once an historical survey of and commentary upon church life within
the period stated. In its most formal aspect, this life is
reflected in the proceedings of various representative bodies,
where they have dealt with matters relating to war. The principal
text is undoubtedly the statement of the 1930 Lambeth Conference
which has been reaffirmed at each subsequent meeting: "War as
a method of settling international disputes is incompatible with
the teaching and example of Our Lord Jesus Christ." The period
of study is divided into three sections: wartime, up to 1964,
and to 1983, and the work of the Canterbury and York Convocations
and, later, the General Synod, is dealt with closely. Particularly
significant is the Falklands Conflict of 1982.

Also important is theological reflection on the events.
Here the influence of Reinhold Niebuhr is clearly detectable,
especially in relation to the theological arguments surrounding
pacifism. The Falklands Conflict provides an example of how the
tradition of the Just War can be applied today. Committees rarely
produce prophetic works. This is much more the area in which
individual voices matter, and four outstanding examples are
discussed: Temple, Bell, Raven and MacKinnon. Then the theology
of the church is worked out in two ways. Firstly, in liturgy,
the focus of church 1life, and in relation to war, this is
Remembrance Liturgy, so a study is made of its development and
content. Secondly, the theology of the church is seen in its
practical ministry. Thus the work of Armmy Chaplains is
investigated, with attention to the problems inherent in such
a ministry. The existence of forces' chaplains is in itself a
reminder of the Church's charge and commitment to preach the Gospel

of Peace in the area of man's greatest sin.
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INTRODUCTION

"War as a method of settling international disputes is incompat-

ible with the teaching and example of our Lord Jesus Christ."
(Lambeth Conference 1930)

These is no more terrifying prospect than that of the outbreak
of a third worldwide conflict carrying, as it does, the possibility
of an end to our world. The position of the Anglican Communion
with regard to war is defined by the 1930 Statement quoted above.
Yet wars (and rumours of war) continue and, more importantly,
their prosecution can be broadly supported by the Church, as was
the case during World War II.

If it is therefore accepted that 20th century civilisation
cannot advance far enough to renounce war, it should be a responsible
role of the Church constantly to remind the world that it is yet
imperfect.

The present study is restricted to the Church of England,
although mention must inevitably be made of other traditions.
In chronological terms, the period of study falls into three sections.
The Second World War and its immediate after effects are clearly
a separate concern. The debate on war .was in the forefront for
the whole of this time. Although faced with many problems -
particularly concerned with morale - the church raised some (though,
sadly, few) voices of protest against aspects of the conduct of the
war by Britain. Prayers for victory were said, but against the
wishes of church leaders.

Following the war, it was perhaps the great relief of peace
which caused the debate on war almost to disappear. Thoughts
were turned towards reconciliation and forgiveness, although some

early attempts were made to come to terms with the "Bomb". This




second period, from 1947 to 1964, saw a declining interest in
war, and ends with the death of one of the Church's elder statesmen,
Charles Raven. His pacifism was an outstanding contribution to
any understanding of the theology of war even though pacifism
seems likely only ever to be an individual, rather than a corporate,
vocation in the church.

From 1965 to 1983, it is possible to detect a reverse in
Church interest in war. Certainly the two Lambeth Conferences
spoke clearly against weapons of mass destruction and the arms
race in general. Also, the General Synod provided a new forum
in which the concerns of the Church could be debated. The end
of the period is particularly significant. Whilst the very length
of World War II makes it well-nigh impossible to cover fully in
a short study, the short-lived Falklands Conflict is investigated
in detail, to discover a church speaking for itself, without partic-
ular concern for government pressure.

The chronological frame thus set out, attention must be paid
to the prevailing theological trends. Quite outstanding is the
thought axd influence of the American theologian, Reinhold Niebuhr,
whose ideas are still relevant in present debates. Although a
minority witness, pacifism too has an important contribution,
if only because it seems, at first sight, to be "more Christian"
than non-pacifism. Just War theory also has a long and noble
history, and it is illuminating to apply its conditions to the
Falklands Conflict in particular.

Within any period of church history, certain individuals
stand out, and space 1is therefore given to four who have been
of particular importance. As has been implied above, the pacifist
voice is small, but important, and so a brief account of its

expression in the Church of England is also given.




Since much of the belief of the Church comes through its
practice, 1liturgical responses to warfare must be investigated -
particularly with reference to Remembrance Sunday. Also, it is
important to look at the role of the church within the Armed
Forces, and the work of an Army Chaplain is discussed. It could
be said that Army Chaplains are as much of a minority as pacifist
priests, but their existence in one church shows that one view
can and must be tolerated, and that no, single, approach to the
problems posed by War is necessarily correct.

What is needed is the prophetic voice of the church. This
has certainly been heard during the period under study. When
events seem to overtake responsibility, as might arguably have
been the case during World War II, such a voice might be reviled
until the events have passed. Nevertheless, to hope for prophets
in any age should not be a wvain hope. For the most difficult
task for any Church is surely to preach a gospel of integrity

and truth, over against that of comfort and acquiescence.



CHAPTER 1

HISTORICAL CONTEXTS

I) 1939-1945

In setting the present subject into an historical context,
there can be no doubt that the war period stands out. If the
term "total war" implies the participation in hositilities of
both military and civilian personnel, then the Church of England
was certainly not exempt. However, the war did not bring an end
to the day-to-day running of the Church, and the Convocations
of Canterbury and York both met in regular session.

The whole context of pronouncements from groups and
individuals is, of course, set by the 1930 Lambeth Statement:
"War as a means of settling international disputes is incompatible
with the teaching and example of our Lord Jesus Christ." 1In fact,
it would be true to say that the war was the major concern of
churchmen during this time - inescapably.

Whilst Lambeth gives this period a context, the working out
was most clearly seen in the proceedings of Convocation which
discussed certain implications of war into 1946. If one individual
can be said to emerge during this time, it is undoubtedly William
Temple. So, it.is surely right that a lead can be taken from the
output of bishops of the Anglican communion. Althbugh historically
the statements of Lambeth Conferences have not been binding upon
Anglicans, they should at least be taken seriously. Thus it is
of great importance that the 1930 statement, quoted above, has
been reaffirmed at every Conference since then, each time with
a further demonstration of the growing attitude of the bishops

against war.




This statement, produced from the 1930 meeting of 307 bishops
and reaffirmed since, may be taken as official Anglican policy.
As a product of Lambeth, it is very much in the English tradition
of the "via media" and will stand a variety of interpretations,
from the pacifist almost to the war-monger. This is because it
is not strictly a condemnation of war: such a statement would
read "War....is cohtrary to the teaching....of....Christ." Rather
it simply points out the incompatibility between the two, that
is, it is a gentle hint rather than a direct order from the bishops.
Thus there was little official condemnation from the Church's
leaders during World War II, although individuals were notable
in their (unofficial) attitudes. So, this 1930 Lambeth Statement
is, although important, by no means a specific condemnation of
war. This is, by and large, the official and prevailing attitude

in the Church of England.

Convocations of Canterbury and York 1939 - 1945

The wartime years produced a not surprisingly large amount
of comment from the members of the two provincial Convocations
in the Church of England. After this, the matters for debate
were considerably wider and discussion of matters pertaining to
warfare is quite sporadic, the last in both Convocations appearing,
coincidentally, in 1962, although with different results.

Up to the outbreak of war in 1939, the mood of the Convocations
may be judged to have been somewhat over-optimistic. At Canterbury,
in January, Dr. Lang reported that the "imminent danger of war
has passed," although "the crisis remains."l Even in May, the
Archbishop said: "I cannot bring myself to believe that while
all the peoples of the world earnestly long for peace, a thing

so wrong, so hideous and so futile as a great war will be thrust



upon us."2 His beliefs were unfounded, however, and he later issued
a call for prayer, referred to in a motion from Bishop Bell of
Chichester:

"That this Héuse, conscious of the world's need for peace
and believing that the only foundations on which a lasting peace
can be built are moral and spiritual, trust that Christian people
of all nations will respond to the recent calls for prayer and
the guidance of the Holy Spirit for the attainment of justice
and peace among nations issued by the Archbishop of Canterbury
jointly with others and also by His Holiness the Pope."

The initial calls for prayer were later adopted into ten points,
which appeared in December l940f4 Bell's motion was passed "nem.con."
At York, matters were a little more practical, the May sessions

passing this motion:

"That this House believes that it is the duty of the clergy
in time of war to devote themselves to their proper ministerial
work, and urges that in every diocese arrangements should be made
at once for ascertaining how many men can be spared to act as
chaplains and for the best distribution of the rest for ministering
to the population and for dealing with the spiritual needs of
people removed from evacuated areas."5
Yet this was only carried after a successful amendment inserted
after 'House', "while not believing that war is inevitable declares
that...." There was also a "rider" moved by Fr. E. K. Talbot,
of Mirfield:

"That, having regard to the best conditions for the fulfilment
of their ministry in the event of war, this House is of the opinion

that Chaplains to the Forces should not receive any military rank,



but should be given the simple status of chaplains as such and
that the Upper House be asked to recommend this arrangement to
the authorities concerned." 2
After some discussion, it was decided that the rider "be not put",
although the Prolocutor, Ven. F. G. Ackerley, commented: "I hope
that Fr. Talbot will bring this matter up again at some other
tjme."7 Talbot died in 1949, too early, perhaps, for the right
time to put the question again.

In the sessions of 1940 the Presidents of both Convocations
(Archbishops Lang and Temple) felt it right to comment on the
duties of the Church in wartime; the realities were being faced.
Lang, in January, spoke of two equal duties:

"One of (the Church's) first duties must be to endeavour
to keep the national tone and temper high....equally it is the
duty of the Church to guard against the danger that in denouncing
the sins of other nations....we should forget our own need of
penitence...." 8

These sentiments were echoed in May by Archbishop Temple,
who spoke of the three-fold duties of ministers in time of war.
These were: "to sustain the spirit of the people in circumstances
of anxiety, grief and fear"; "to call men afresh to God" and
"to evoke the spirit in which the problems of peace must be met."q
It is clear that ministers were to be more than just morale boosters.
They should also recall a true Christian spirit to enable men
to evaluate fully their actions in wartime.

In Canterbury, Bishop Headlam of Gloucester was provoked

by the Russian invasion of Finland into tabling this unanimously

carried motion:



"The Bishops of the Province of Canterbury assembled in
Convocation hereby express their deep sympathy for the people
and Church of Finland suffering under the cruel aggression of
Soviet Russia, and their admiration for the heroic defence of
their country by the Finnish Armmy. They earnestly trust that
the peoples represented in the Leagueof Nations will render to
Finland the material assistance which their resolutions demand;
and they pray that the freedom and independence of Finland may
be preserved."’o

Also passed wunanimously was the first part of a two-part
motion from Bishop Barnes of Birmingham, in a debate on "The War
with Germany."

"That this House urges Christians everywhere to work and
pray for a just and durable peace, remembering the words of the
Lord Jesus, how He said 'Blessed are the peacemakers, for they
shall be called the children of God'."!

In fact, statements like this, which generally upheld the desirability
of peace, presented no problems. Difficulties arose when motions
either petitioned or criticised the Government, as did the second
part of Barnes' motion. This read:

"That His Grace the President be asked to petition the Government
so to adjust the blockade as to allow the free importation of
foodstuffs into Germany, in accordance with the precept 'If thine
enemy hunger, feed him. '" 2
This caused much discomfort during the ensuing debate, which heard
the extraordinarily naive contribution of Bishop Underhill of
Bath and Wells, who was clearly unable to distinguish between
truth and propaganda: "German broadcasters had again and again
of late given the assurance that Gemmany was in an excellent position

so far as supplies of food were concerned...."'z



Barnes eventually withdrew this part, if only to allow his first
part, rather innocuous by itself, to pass. An interesting occurrence
which shows the difficulty in which Convocation found itself concerns
a motion tabled by Percy Hartill, Archdeacon of Stoke-on-Trent,
in 1939, and carried over to 1940.'+ It sought a ruling on the
exact meaning of "just war" according to Article XXXVII, and might
conceivably have passed before war was declared. The debate was
adjourned however, "until after the close of war", which meant,
as with Fr. Talbot's rider, that it was not. likely to be raised
again. ,

By May 1941, the war was well under way. Although the Battle
of Britain had been won, Europe was still dominated by the Nazis.
Temple, during his address at York, was determined to look beyond
the boundaries of these islands by reminding Convocation that
"we must never for a moment forget that our first responsibility
is more than national." 1S However, the needs of the nation were
pressing hard: in Canterbury, Bishop Bell tabled a motion expressing
sympathy with the victims of bombing in Britain, quoting figures
of 34,284 dead and 46,119 injured.® Like Temple, Archbishop Lang
was concerned to look further afield, and his address of May 1941
contains a most significant passage on the whole question of obliter-
ation bombing:

"But are there not signs of the danger that just indignation
may lose its moral strength by degenerating into mere vindictive
passion? One of these signs is the demand in certain quarters
provoked by the indiscriminate bombing of our civil population,
that we should inflict on the enemy's country the same ruthless
treatment as that which he is inflicting upon ours, a claim for

mere retaliation. It is very natural, very human. But it ought

not to be allowed to prevail." '7
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Lang retired in January 1942 and when the policy of area
bombing was in fact adopted in 1944, Bell was condemned for views
similar to the above. "The Times" letter of 2lst December 1940
referred to above was mentioned in a motion concerning post-war
reconstruction, which was passed "nem. con." by the York Convocation.‘8
Business was slightly more full in Canterbury, however, with,
in addition to Bell's motion, a somewhat curious one from a Canon
H. A. King:

"That the proper steps be taken to secure for the Army Chaplains
of the Church of England the same privileges as are given to Roman
Catholic Chaplains." 19
The difficulty as King saw it was the supposed anomaly of a Church
of England chaplain at odds with a nonconformist superior:

"if a padre was not altogether acceptable to the authorities he
might be reprimanded or called to account by men who could not
understand perhaps the genius of the Church of England." 2.0

Most members, however, felt that the system was fair enough and
did not wish to criticise the Army at that stage. (Indeed, the
system prevails to this day). The motion was predictably and
sensibly withdrawn.

The sessions of January 1942 were Temple's last at York. His
Presidential Address was well received, although not a little
confusion occurred around the motion put forward to thank him.
Canon Baker moved:

"That this House thanks His Grace the President for his presidential
address and calls upon all Christian people to maintain the spirit
of love and goodwill, recognising that this must express itself
through justice, with whatever sternness justice may require,
but must never find expression in vengeance or the desire merely

. . . w2l
to satisfy the passions of resentment at the evil doing of others. =




There was doubt as to whether such a motion would be passed.
If it were to be defeated, it was a matter for concern that the
House must, by implication, not wish to thank Temple for his address
and, in the end, the question was not put.

In his inaugural address at Canterbury in May, Temple spoke
movingly of "the solemn moment at which I have’ been called to
this responsibility, and that a "distinctive witness of the Church
is needed with a supreme urgency (which) requires a balance very
difficult to maintain." And,

"We have at one and the same time to do our utmost both in
upholding the steadfastness and constancy of our people in carrying
through the war to victory, and also to save our people from so
yvielding to the passions of war that the nation is disqualified
from using victory to God's glory and that they themselves become
separated from his purpose of love." 22

The sentiments of this speech were echoed in a motion by
the aforementioned Canon King. It is not amiss, however, to be
reminded at this point of the 1930 Lambeth Statement; support
was for a means of solving international disputes held to be against
the teaching and example of Christ. King's motion was as follows:

"That this House, while strongly supporting the prosecution
of the war with the utmost determination, no less strongly deprecates
any inculcations, by civil or military authorities, of hatred

and vindictiveness." 23

It was passed "nem. con." the only voice of dissent (and the only
abstention) being Archdeacon Hartill who as a pacifist could not
"support the prosecution of the war." 24

Both this motion and Temple's address illustrate the difficulties

faced by the Church during the war. There was general agreement



that hostilities were unavoidable, and the Church's task was to
call men to avoid "yielding to the passions of war." Further
justification for the war came from Cyril Garbett, the new Archbishop
of York, in his address in October, when he drew attention to
Nazi crimes against humanity, including their treatment of the
Jews, attempts to exterminate the Poles, and wholesale murders

25 In fact, there was no further debate upon

in Czechoslovakia.
the war until afterwards. Whether it was thought unnecessary,

or indiscreet, is not recorded, but certainly Bishop Bell's moves

in the House of Lords did not echo in Convocation, perhaps surprisingly.
The position of the Church, then, is clear from 1942: that the

war was unnecessary, support for it was desirable, but that the
call to humanitarian behaviour must be heeded at all times.

So, the Archbishops continued to uphold this message in their
addresses. In May 1943, Garbett referred to the reception of
refugees from warstricken areas, calling the war "one of liberation
from Nazi rule." And, although "we are all deeply thankful for
the great victory in North Africa....still greater sacrifices
will be .required of us....(to) save millions fran oppression and
murder."26 A year later it seemed that, at last, the end was in
'sight. Thus, Temple at Canterbury in May 1944:

"We meet at a time when our nation is entering upon what
is, we hope, the last phase of the war....As we seek God's help
to sustain us in the conflict against the aggression of evil,
let us no less seek His help to sustain us in the yet more difficult
enterprise of establishing justice and fostering goodwill." 27

By October, the Allied penetration of Europe was well under

way and Garbett said that it was time for "the Christian to make

12



up his mind as to the attitude he is to adopt towards a defeated

Germany." He suggested that there were three factors involved

in such an attitude:

(a) the punishment of those guilty of atrocities (Garbett referred
to the 'murder factory' at Lublin)

{(b) the prevention of Germmany's again plunging the world into
war.

(c) "positive reconstruction"

In conclusion, the Archbishop said that: "we must make it plain

that while we cannot accept into fellowship an impenitent Germany,

we pray for the day when a penitent Germany will have the right

to ask the world to forgive the crimes she has committed."sthis

was tempered, unfortunately, with the weariness of a long and

bitter struggle, and the suggestion that the whole German nation

was guilty of Nazi crimes is surely misguided. The constant witness

of the confessing Church, for example, shows that the concept

of total war is not necessarily tenable.

This latter point was recognised after the victory in Europe
by the Bishop of Southwell in a motion in the York sessions of
May 1945:

"That this House records its respectful admiration of the
heroism and fidelity of the Churches in Europe under the fiery
trial of the war, and calls upon the Church of this Province to
take its full share in providing means for the work of Christian
reconstruction."Zq

It was passed unanimously.

After the war, the Convocations felt it possible to be somewhat

less cautious than before, and even to attack events of the time.

13




Also, the agents for peace could be assured that the House was
behind them: the 1930 Lambeth Statement could be brought out
of the cupboard. Bishop Bell, whose voice had been heard, if
not heeded in the Lords, deplored the fact that it was "over a
year since V.E. day and there were still no signs of settlement.”
He tabled yet another motion which was to be carried unanimously:
"That this House, deeply moved by the peril of the times,
by the sufferings of the belligerant countries and by the urgency
of mankind's desire to be freed from the fear of war, assures
the representatives of Great Britain and her Allies of the sympathy
and hope with which it follows them in their difficult tasks,
earnestly appeals to them to make peace in Europe without delay,
and in every agreement and treaty they may make, to stand fimm
by the principles for which the United Nations have fought at
such great cost - the principles of freedom, justice and the right
of all peoples to choose the form of government under which they
will live." 3!
This motion was followed closely by another from the Bishop of
Derby (Rawlinson), who reminded the House that not all of the
Allies' work was to be commended. While Bell was reflecting the
general mood of the House (and perhaps the country) as a whole,
Rawlinson rightly drew attention to what he called a °psychological
blunder of the first magnitude."32 This was "the decision of the
Allied Control Authority in Germany to destroy or deface German
War Memorials arising out of the 1914-18 war, as well as the war
just ended." He, and the whole House, expressed "the hope that
no such defacement or destruction of memorials to the fallen may

be carried out in the British Zone in Germany." The sentiments

14




here expressed are most certainly of a type which would have been

left well alone during wartime. The House, free from political

and public pressure, seemed able again to echo the Lambeth words
of 1930; support for war was not its true belief.

It was perhaps this renewed spirit of justice which led Canon
Lindsay Dewar and Dom Gregory Dix to table a motion condemning
specific Allied actions during the war:

"That this House condemns the use made of atomic energy to
bomb the two Japanese cities Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and deplores
the terrible precedent created by these actions." 33
Dewar offered three grounds for his motion, that:

1) "there was no reasonable doubt that victory was in sight when
the bombs were dropped.

2) the suffering caused by the acts in question was of such a
kind and on such a scale that nothing but the direst necessity
to preserve itself from annihilation, could possibly justify
a nation having to recourse to them.

3) no warning of any kind was given to the two doomed cities."34

It should be noted that the first ground is, with hindsight, slightly

irrelevant. Current estimates show that the alternative method

of defeating Japan - being to attack the island of Kyushu with

815,548 men and Honshu with 1,171,646 men - would mean up to a

million Allied deaths alone?s This was a large factor in the eventual

decision to use the atomic bomb, albeit a horrifying alternative.

To return to the debate:

"He (Dewar) admitted it would have been far more effective
if the House had been able to speak out a year ago and he believed
that the House had lost ground by not doing so. It was certain
that there were very many people who were looking to the Church

in that hour to speak but the Church of England was silent. His

contention was that if she remained silent any longer she would



forfeit even more the respect of the people of this country." 36

It was not only the Church's silence that Dewar was concerned

about. The American Christian Report Atomic Warfare and the

Christian Faith showed that such bold and couragecus statements

had been made elsewhere: "Without seeking to apportion blame
among individuals we are compelled to judge our chosen course
inexcuseable." 37
Continuing the debaté, Bishop Mann pointed out that in 1937, the
Archbishop of Canterbury had condemned bombing raids on the Chinese

by the Japanese "in the name of humanity”, and called for the
House to do the same with regard to the atomic bomb.

As it was, the House missed a great opportunity to speak
with authority and independence. After lengthy debate, and many
rejected amendments, a proposal "that the House pass to the next
business" was passed by 73 to 57, leaving undecided Dewar's seemingly
straight-forward motion.38

It is clear from this account of proceedings in Convocation
that the outstanding Christian leader of the time was William
Temple. Although the Archbishop is discussed more fully below,
this investigation of the church proceedings during the war would
be incomplete without a brief inclusion of Temple's role. As
Archbishop of York in 1939, his broadcast address set a true religious
tone which won him widespread admiration. He believed that the
war was just, saying:

"....The prevailing conviction is that Nazi tyranny and oppression
are destroying the traditional excellencies of European civilisation
and must be eliminated for the good of mankin ."3‘3

He never spoke in haste, and was admired even by the pacifist

lobby. He and Lang (Archbishop of Canterbury) met a deputation



from the Anglican Pacifist Fellowship in June 1940 from which
came a joint statement notable for its support for the "individual
vocation" of pacifists:4° In 1942, Temple moved to Canterbury,
continuing his work as the major Christian voice of the war years.
His early death in 1944 deprived the Church of England of a great

Primate to lead it from war into peace.

17



IT) 1946-1964

In the immediate post-war period the main areas of concern
worldwide were with reconstruction and the returm to normality.
However, the atmosphere in which global politics took place had
been altered significantly at the end of the war with the use
of nuclear weapons. Clearly the leaders of the churches had an
excellent opportunity to respond to this new and awesome threat
and it is therefore unfortunate that the Lambeth Conference in
1948 was reticent on this matter.

This Conference, presided over by Archbishop Fisher, took
as its theme "The Christian Doctrine of Man.") Considering that
recent years had seen the grossly inhuman death camps of Nazi
Germany, obliteration bombing and the advent of nuclear weapons,
the Conference had surprisingly little to say. Nevertheless there
was a request to Governments to work on arms reduction, and a
Committee produced the following statement:

"War on a global scale with modern weapons of destruction
must be no more. It is both a blasphemy and an anachronism.
We can have either war or civilisation - not both.“z

This was a creditable reaction against the events of recent
years. Whilst war, in general, is not specifically condemned
here, the use of modern weapons is. The choice in 1948 was between
war and civilisation - since 1945 man's ability to destroy the
latter had been vividly apparent.

So, it seems that in 1948, the Bishops of the Anglican
Comunion were doing little more than getting back into their
stride, after a prolonged gap in their meeting schedule.

Certainly Lambeth was more responsive than either of the

Convocations. The failure of Canterbury to say anything really

18



constructive meant that one of the Church's most public offices
was to remain silent, after its promising debate in 1946, until
1954. As Margaret Thrall has commented: "....the official contrib-
ution of the Church of England has been minimal or non-existent
during the first two and a half decades of the nuclear era." 3
Thrall is actually concerned largely with the proceedings of the
House of Lords, but her point is nevertheless worthy, that the
bishops failed to respond to the fact that nuclear weapons are

not simply very powerful conventional bombs, but are of a different

type altogether.

In the meantime, the British Council of Churches was to produce
excellent work, and it is most unfortunate that the speed with
which it produced a report after the war was not matched by the
Church of England.

The results of various commissions and working parties investigating
(mostly) nuclear weapons should be regarded as semi-official documents.
That is, although the sponsoring body approves the material, it
is not necessarily to be taken as its agreed opinion. Thus, since
the war, both the British Council of Churches (B.C.C.) and the
Church of England have approved reports on subjects such as modern
war and the British nuclear deterrent. Perhaps the most important
point about these reports is that they have been produced at all,
since this shows a certain degree of concern about the subject.

The B.C.C. reports reflect the opinions of British Churches
as a whole, and therefore require examination; members of the
commissions have usually included Anglicans. To its great credit,

the B.C.C. produced a report on The FEra of Atomic Power nine

months after the first use of atomic weapons in wartime. The

commission included Bishop Bell, Canon C. E. Hudson of St. Albans




and Donald MacKinnon, and met first in January 1946, reporting
the following May. The result was an assessment of what the advent
of the "Atomic Era" meant to Society as a whole, and called on
Christians to update their worship and attitudes so as to be able
to take a moral lead.4 In spite of its relatively quick production,
there is no feeling of haste about the report, which produced
arguments still valid today about the nature of defence in the
light of nuclear weapons. In doing so, it referred to an American

[
Report Atomic Warfare and the Christian Faith which appeared

in March 1946 and which anticipates the idea of deterrence.
As has been said, the Church of England was rather slow to

follow up the success of the B.C.C. and any chance of taking a

"moral lead" was all but lost. However, the one outstanding achieve-

ment was the work of a Commission which finally reported in 1948.

Indeed, this Church of England report ( The Church and the Atom )

is a little more adventurous in its conclusions. It was the report
of a Church Assembly Commission chaired by the Dean of Winchester,
E. G. Selwyn, and contains some notable remarks. On the subject
of obliteration bombing:

"....the Commission is agreed that the 'obliteration' bombing
of whole cities with high-capacity and incendiary bombs, the success
of which is measured by the number of acres devastated, must be
condemned . It is inconsistent with the limited end of a just
war; it violates the principles of discrimination....and it is
not necessary for the security of the attacking aircraft. In
fact, it constitutes an act of wholesale destruction that cannot
be justified.” 6
Here is the sort of specific condemnation which is not found in

the contemporary B.C.C. reports. However, although the B.C.C. in
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1946 had advanced the idea of deterrence over the actual use of

nuclear weapons, The Church and the Atom commission concluded

that:

"On the assumption that today the possession of atomic weapons
is genuinely necessary for national self-preservation, a government,
which is responsible for the safety of the community committed
to its charge, is entitled to manufacture them and hold them in
readiness. The Comnission believes, moreover, that in certain
circumstances defensive necessity might justify their use against
an unscrupulous aggressor."

During this period of international reconstruction, the
Bishops in the Lords were concerned to stress the importance of
agreement regarding the new weapons. It was sincerely felt that
there was 1little chance of any agreement with Soviet Russia.
So possession of nuclear weapons was "necessary as a deterrent
against any nation who proposed to use....the bombs" as Garbett
said in the House in February 1948. Two years later, Garbett
modified his position slightly and raised the idea of desirability
of a "no-first-use" declaration by the Western Alliance,8 which
is at least in contrast to the suggestions of the 1948 report
(see above).

Britain entered the nuclear "club" on 23rd October 1952 with
the testing of her first atomic device. Incredibly this brought
no reaction from church leaders, and it was the question of the
hydrogen bomb to which Convocations addressed themselves in 1954.
Bishop Wilson of Birmingham brought the matter to the attention
of Canterbury Convocation by tabling the following motion in the

first session of 1954:
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"That this Convocation:
i) regards the existence of the H Bomb as a grievous enlargement
of the evil inherent in all war and as a threat to the basic
obligations of humanity and civilisation;
ii) recognises that statesmen, in the discharge of their responsi-
bilities and in the existing conflict of international interests
and beliefs, cannot separate consideration of the H Bomb from
that of other weapons of war or from the total state of
international relations;
iii) calls upon all statesmen urgently to seek agreement on such
limitations, reductions and control of armaments as may renove
immediate threats of war and encourage the return of mutual
confidence.
iv) declares to the nations that they can only be delivered from
the evils of war by a general submission to the laws of God as
revealed in Jesus Christ;
v) calls upon all Christian people in their prayers, thinking
and spoken words to seek justice, righteousness and peace for
the healing of the nations." L
This is quite clearly a significant motion, including condemnation
of modern weaponry with a call to Christ. It also illustrates
how the mood of the Houses changed in the years after the war.
Freed from the political constraints it was possible now to make
adverse comment upon the actions of govermment and to be the
representative of the people. The Bishop of Exeter, Dr. Mortimer,
said during the course of the debate in the Upper House that "he
considered it would be deeply immoral and unchristian if this
country were ever to use the H-Bomb offensively or even as a

lo
retaliation after an attack." This comment is most striking in
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that it takes even further Lindsay Dewar's comment that "only
to preserve itself from annihilation could possibly justify a
nation having recourse to them." These are, however, only personal
remarks made during the debate, and Dr. Mortimer's sentiments
were not to be echoed in the Lambeth Statements of 1958 mentioned
above. The motion itself was carried.

At York, in the May 1954 sessions, Archbishop Garbett himself
expressed fears about the safety of deterrence as a means of
preserving peace. Prompted by the H-Bomb question, he said in
the Presidential Address:

"Nor have I great confidence in the hope, expressed by many,

that the new weapons are so horrible that no nation will dare
to use them, with the certainty that instant retaliation will
follow....A serious and sustained attempt should be made to remove
the causes of war, and to reach agreement for an all-round
reduction in armaments.""
Garbett, however, was apparently unable to see any alternative
to the possession of nuclear weapons. His uneasiness with
deterrence was repeated in the Lords in December 1954: I am afraid
I have little faith in those who say, 'These weapons are so
terrible that they are themselves a deterrent to war, and it is
most unlikely they will ever be used...' A nation in danger of
defeat which possessed these bombs would, I think, almost
inevitably use them."12

But yet, when the subject came up at the 1958 Lambeth
Conference, these sentiments were not expressed. Rather it was
left to Archbishop Fisher to be heartily relieved at the failure
of a resolution condemning nuclear weapons, proposed by Bishop

Greer of Manchester. "Archbishop Fisher....said that if it had
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been passed he didn't know what he should have said to the Prime
Ministeri"rgLocal national politics played a perhaps surprisingly
large role in an international episcopal conference, as is seen
in some parts of the report of the Committee on "The Reconciling
of Conflicts Between and Within Nations." The failure of the
Bishop of Manchester's proposal must be seen in conjunction with
this report, which confirmed and supported (for the time being)
the policy of nuclear deterrence still in force today:

"Some of the committee are convinced that in the present
uncertain situation, and until international agreement is reached,
individual nations are justified in retaining (sc. thermonuclear)
weapons as a lesser evil than surrendering them and increasing
the possibility of an unscrupulous attack."h4
So, although war is a "blasphemy and an anachronism" (1948), the
retention of weapons of war was taken to be a quite different
matter. In terms of deterrence, the retention of such weapons
contributes to peace, rather than war, and it is this view which
was adhered to in 1958.

The "for-the-time-being" of the Report was made clear by
the call for governments "to work for the control and abolition
of all weapons of indiscriminate destructive power, atomic,
biological and chemical, as a condition of human survival."S

Thus the bishops offered their support to the civilised (if
somewhat - in their view - undesirable) policies of the secular
powers, and the final resolution was as follows:

"The Conference calls Christians to subject to intense prayer

and study their attitudes to the issues involved in modern warfare."

16
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In retrospect, this policy may be deemed to have been quite
sensible. In spite of the growing public debate, and the Alder-
maston marches during Holy Week of that year, it was perhaps fair
to call Christians to think more deeply about the questions, whilst
recalling as well their political duties. "Prayerful acceptance"
might well sum up the bishops' attitude in 1958 to the secular
authorities, who were themselves left to "work for control."

Meanwhile, the B.C.C. continued to produce reports, keeping
alive the debate amongst the Church community. An important outcome
was the desire, expressed in a B.C.C. statement, to welcome "the
use of atomic energy to the end that it will serve only the peaceful
pursuits of mankind." (This itself was quoting the United Nations
General Assembly). Here there is a contrast with the attitude
of many anti-nuclear groups who start simply with weapons and
later include power stations in their list of undesirables.

7
Christians and Atomic War was again intended to stimulate Christians

to update their thinking on "the disarmament problem and defence
policy in the nuclear age."lg Part of this updating stressed the
importance of accurate technical and political information, the
lack of which often made Chriétian arguments weak or irrelevant.

To this end the second chapter was a detailed summary of the "Current
Defence and Disarmament Situation" and an appendix contained technical
information about nuclear weapons. Its general thesis was that
it is the prime concern of Christians to prevent the outbreak
of atomic war by a constant informed witness to the governments.
Two years later, in 1961, a further report was prepared ( The

Valley of Decision. The Christian Dilemma in the Nuclear Age )'q

which presented arguments for and against deterrence in the light

of a survey of the Bible and Church history.



It is a feature of all these reports, and - The British Nuclear
Deterrent 200f 1963 that no firm statement is made either for or
against nuclear weapons. The position of pacifist or anti-nuclear
commission members is noted, but only as an individual response.
The B.C.C. reports are perhaps more accurately termed "discussion
documents", which presented the current debates accurately and
concisely to offer the individual the technical apparatus by which
he could make up his own mind. They are of .a different nature,
therefore, from the more outspoken, though fewer, reports and
statements from the Church of England.

However, the silence in the Church of England is, by contrast
with the B.C.C., very marked. Indeed, after the 1954 Convocation
debates, the subject was not raised again until 1962.

In January of that year, Rev. W. F. Ewbank (Carlisle) felt
that the time was right for the House at York to recall the basic
and definitive Lambeth Statement of 1930. In fact that recollection
was left out of the final, successful, motion by a narrow amendment
(43 to 42) the remaining version being:

"That this Convocation urge the members of the Church in face

of the dangerous and difficult problems of the present time, to

respond to the call of the Lambeth Conference of 1958 'that Christians

should subject to intense prayer and study their attitudes to
21

the issues involved in modern warfare.
It is a pity that debate of quality should have resulted in a
motion of such little effect. Ewbank brought up, possibly for
the first time, that traditional just war theory was not able

to cope with the problems raised because of modern weapons. He

believed that:
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"We must acknowledge that the traditional doctrine of the
'just' war is no longer applicable as it stands. We may affirm

that it still holds good, very largely, for small wars, for police

action, for border struggles and the like; but that in the face

of modern major scientific warfare, it has lost most of its meaning.

Mention of the 1930 Lambeth Statement was dropped in case the
Press should take it as a direct comment on the situation in the
Congo at that time.

Contrastingly, the Canterbury Convocation felt that there
was no particular event influencing their debates in 1962. Canon
Douglas Rhymes, in introducing a motion on Nuclear Weapons to
the Lower House, said: "Momentarily the tension on Berlin had
ceased and....at the moment no one was in fact testing bombs."
Nevertheless "it seemed to him vitally important that the Church
should declare itself on this issue."‘?-3 This desire seems quite
fair; to this end the following was proposed:

"That this House, alarmed by the dangers to humanity involved
in the continuance of nuclear testing, and the recurrent threats
of nuclear war, is of the opinion that:

(a) there should be no resumption of nuclear testing by any of
the nuclear powers;

(b) negotiations for the reduction and ultimate abandonment of
nuclear weapons should be urgently sought under a system of inter-
national inspection.

(c) there can be no conceivable circumstances which could ever
justify nuclear war and every government should start from this
basis in seeking to reach agreed solutions to present and future

international problems." 24
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As in 1954, disapproval of the deterrence policy was voiced, albeit
by the proposer, a pacifist. However, the motion is not worded
in overtly pacifist terms, nor does it seem particularly unilateralist.
It was, though, on these grounds that it was attacked. One speaker
(Rev. Dr. S. R. Day) pointed out that it would have no effect
whatever on the Russian Government, who "would have a really good
and hearty laugh."25 To have thought otherwise would be clearly
optimistic, of course, but surely what mattered was for the Church
to "declare itself". The debate became quite tedious, the conclusion
being that the motion was adjoured 'sine die' because no agreement
could be reached as to what best expressed the opinions of the
House.

The work of both Convocations throughout the wartime period
and after was, as might be expected, rather cautious. Often the
quality of the Presidential Addresses was not echoed on the floor
of the House, and many opportunities were lost - as in 1962.
If there were only one significant speech in the whole time, it
would undoubtedly be that of Archbishop Lang in May 1941. Here
was an early and outright condemnation of the (then only proposed)
allied policy of obliteration bombing. His hauntingly prophetic
words seem to have been quickly forgotten, except by Bishop Bell,
whose stand in the House of Lords is far more widely known.

After the war, there was nothing which seemed to spur the
Convocations to spare much time to consideration of war. Although
crises occurred - in Korea, Cuba and Vietnam, for example - nothing
was said. The bold resolution in Canterbury in 1954 lost its
force with time and by 1962, it was clear no-one nammbefed Dr.
Mortimer's words which are echoed in (c) of Canon Rhymes' ill-fated

motion. Had the latter succeeded, there would have been a detectable
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shift in the beliefs of the Canterbury Convocation, but this was
not to be. Perhaps the advent of Synodical government in the
Church of England could introduce opportunities for more and informed
debates upon this topic.

The choice of date for the end of this section is governed
not be events, but by one person. In 1964 Charles Raven died,
and the Church lost one of its most clear-sighted and consistent
theologians. His theology, and its contribution, is discussed

fully below. During this period he published The Theological

Basis of Pacifism (1952) and remained a pacifist until his death.

His biographer wrote: "In Flanders he came very near to death,
but he escaped and for almost half a century he, who hated war
but was ever a fighter, never spared himself in the struggle for

truth and justice and peace." 26



ITT) 1965-1983

The two most significant contributions to the subject in

this period both occur towards the end. The first was the

Falklands Conflict in 1982 during which much was expected of -

and much given by - the Church of England. The second was the

historical debate in the General Synod on The Church and the Bomb.

Before these two important topics, however, are the continuing
debates at Lambeth Conferences, and the inauguration in 1970 of
the General Synod itself. Towards the end of the 10th Lambeth
Conference in 1968, war became most apparent in the events of
the day. As the bishops reached war and peace on the agenda Soviet
troops invaded Czechoslovakia, and this event seems to have spurred
the bishops on to produce a series of statements much more far
reaching and worthwhile than those of 1958.

"The killing of man by his brother man is agonisingly
incompatible with the ethic of Our Lord Jesus Christ" and "Nothing
less than the abolition of war itself should be the goal of the
nations, their leaders and all citizens."l
These were not merely calls for a fresh look at the question,
but clear directives as to the behaviour required of all men.
Not only this, the worldwide arms trade was discredited in the
report's review of events since the 1958 Conference.

While progress has been made in limiting the nuclear armms
race, especially in the partial test-ban treaty and the non-

proliferation treaty, a real threat to humanity has arisen in

the repeated outbreaks of non-nuclear wars using highly sophistic-

ated conventional weapons. They cause terrible suffering to civilian

30



populations, aggravate the refugee problem, and bring the danger
of escalation. It is an international scandal that such wars
are being encouraged by proxy through the competitive delivery
of arms."?
Resolution 8, in reaffirming the 1930 Statement, went further,
in condemning the use of nuclear and bacteriological weapons,
and upheld the rights of conscientious objectors. The Bishop
of Manchester's failure in 1958 turned into success; the Bishops
of 1968 were worried about the future of mankind, rather than
"what might be said to the Prime Minister":

“This conference states emphatically that it condemns the
use of nuclear and bacteriological weapons....holds that it is
the concern of the Church to oppose persistently the claim that
total war or the use of weapons however ruthless or indiscriminate
can be justified by results....urges upon Christians the duty....to
work towards the abolition of the competitive supply of armaments."!>

Resolution 5 of the 1978 Lambeth Conference represents perhaps
the greatest step forward in any definition of an Anglican attitude
to war. The bold words of 1968 became even bolder:

"we further declare that the use of the modern technology
of war is the most striking example of corporate sin and the
prostitution of God's gifts.” 4

It is all the more remarkable considering that there was
no specific provision for a discussion of war on the Conference's
agenda. The Resolution was a direct result of pressure from the
Anglican Pacifist Fellowship which, although a minority voice

within the Church of England, seems to have been able to touch

on a vital nerve at that time.



The result is that the Lambeth Conferences since 1930 have

provided members of the Church of England with much food for thought

with regard to war. There is even, in part 3 of the 1978 Resolution,

a suggestion for action as well as thoughtfs Of course, the problem
is that of the authority of these statements: they can only ever
be suggestions or guidelines, and public opinion can ignore them
easily enough. Yet, as a guide to the "official" feeling of the
Church, they are invaluable and reliable documents. The sense
of compromise discernible in 1958 is certainly not a feature of
the two more recent statements. In these, the Conference speaks
out in the name of Christ and his Church, and over against national
politics.

In 1970, a new voice was heard in public debates, with the

first sessions of the General Synod, although it was well established

before matters of war appeared in debates.

It is quite clear, however, that the inclusion of lay people
in the "Church's parliament" has extended the scope - and even
quality of the debates. Perhaps this has included an improved
sensitivity to the wishes of ordinary Church members. For example,

it was thought it 1978 that the "man in the pew" was of the opinion

"that the churches are tarred with the brush of financing terrorism.'

The reason for this was the recent grant made by the World Council
of Churches (W.C.C.) to the Zimbabwe Patriotic Front. The Bishop
of Bath and Wells tabled a motion noting that the grant had caused
some controversy, and urging the W.C.C. to investigate more fully

the theological and political aspects of its Programme to Combat

Racism. Although only somewhat indirectly connected with a particular

attitude to war, this motion (which was carried) shows at least

that the General Synod was more worried about its public appearance

6
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than either of the Convocations. To have acknowledged secular
criticism and, further, to resolve to look into the matter shows
also that the Synod did see itself as being able to comment on
particular incidents which might affect the Church's standing.7

A measure of this admirable attitude was soon seen in 1979

when a new Board of Social Responsibility Report Christians in

. 8 . :
a Violent World was discussed. The report was accepted in spite

of its lack of theological content. Mr. M. Chandler said of it:

"The Working Party was not satisfied with the world's efforts

to cope with the arms race. I think our distinctive contribution
to the debate is the recognition that you will not get disarmament
on a significant scale until you have removed legitimate fears
which exist between nations.” ?
Interestingly this echoes some words of Canon Rhymes' who had,
in 1962, pointed out that "fear was a very bad basis on which
to build international relations" ;'o at least in 1979, Synod was
aware that this might be fair to say and did not accuse the report
of being simply pacifist or unilateralist. Not only that, a motion
put by} Canon Paul Oestreicher, as much of a pacifist as Canon
Rhymes, was carried successfully:

"That this Synod, grateful that the Church's role in preserving
and promoting peace has been opened up by this Report, urges the
Board for Social Responsibility to explore how the theological
debate relating to discipleship in this field might be more effectively
and purposefully conducted throughout the Church of England in
the light of witness and insights of the whole ecumenical movement."“
Although this motion is in itself somewhat wordy, and even meaningless

to "the man in the pew", the debate was carried on even further.

A motion was tabled which related directly to the Lambeth Conference



of the previous year: the first instance of any debate in this

area taking into account what had been said by the Anglican bishops.

(Indeed, as has been seen, the 1930 statement was completely
forgotten by Convocation in 1942) The motion, put by the Rev.
P. W. H. Eastman, was as follows:

"That this Synod, having taken note of the references to
the Arms Trade in the report G.S.414, urgently requests that strong
representation (particularly by the Board for Social
Responsibility) be made to H. M. Government to:

1) Provide public information about arms sales so that in a free
society proper judgment can be made regarding their morality.

2) Ensure that arms are not sold to regimes where there are proven
abuses against human rights, especially torture;

3) Investigate and create means whereby those employed in arms
manufacture may constructively use their resources.

I move this motion formally, recalling the Lambeth
Conference's call to Christian people everywhere to protest in
every way possible at the escalation of the sale of armaments
of war. I ask the Synod to do just that." 2

Although H. M. Government does not yet seem to have taken
up these suggestions, the whole 1979 debate on Disarmament was
a great step forward for the Church. Eastman's motion was
eventually carried over to the 1980 sessions and passed 197 to
23. s Point three is particularly worthy of note. The majority
of peace movements, whether political or religious, offer no
alternative economic programme if amms production were to cease
tomorrow. For many armaments workers, there is no particular
moral choice in their occupation, but simply a choice between

work and unemployment.
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So, such an alternative economic package should be part of the
task of working for peace through disarmament, and it could be
an area in which the Church could direct some of its work.

Also in the 1980 session, a motion was carried noting the
growing danger of Soviet Imperialism.M This was followed in 1981
by a lively debate on a motion calling upon the Government to
appoint a Minister of Disarmament .IS During this, mention was made

of a Board of Social Responsibility working party whose report -

which was published as The Church and the Bomb - was awaited

with anticipation. Some words of Dr. Sakharov were recalled:
"I consider averting thermonuclear warfare has absolute priority
over all other problems." 6

It would seem that an opportunity was missed by the Synod in
1982. Between the February and July sessions was the Falklands
Conflict, and in July Dss. J. Hunt regretted that there was no
chance to discuss it.'7 Canon Oestreicher replied that it would be
"wiser to wait" - the issues were still blurred by the freshness
of the events - and apparently Standing Committee had given a
few people some time to prepare something.l8 This has never come
to light, but much was said in public by notable churchmen, which
is dealt with below.

The February 1983 session of General Synod dealt at length,

and in detail, with the report, published the previous November,

The Church and the Bomb. The amount of public reaction this

debate aroused was quite considerable, and it brought to the public's

attention the real quality of work which the Church of England
can produce. Both before and after the debate on February 10th
1983, the newspapers were full of material, about speakers, the

Report itself, and so on.
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The Times published an article by Paul Johnson on
January 29th, entitled "Christians Awake." His conclusion that
"the present strategy of nuclear deterrence is the only moral
choice open to us" was not totally convincing, however. To say
that "Christ himself endorsed deterrence and warned against one-
sided disarmament" in a reference to St. Luke merely led to a
correspondent the following week to adduce the opposite argument
from the same text. Similarly his "the Soviet system has a structural
propensity to evil" was balanced by a timely reminder of the doctrine
of original sin. The Bishop of Oxford noted the real background
to the press coverage of the days before the debate:

"Sir, it is really refreshing to see how the Bishop of Salisbury
and his modest working party seem to have put the wind up some
of the Government's supporters.” :

Other articles looked at the personalities involved, and what
different bishops might say.zo Professor Michael Howard offered
an important insight into the economics of the debate with a reminder
that the original adoption of deterrence in 1953 was "for one
very simple reason:' it was cheap. It gave us, in the parlance
of the time, "a bigger bang for the buck." The high standard
of living in the West is directly relating to this "cheap" defence
option and Howard considered that its replacement by conventional

defence could have "a noticeable impact on other sectors of the

n 2l
economy .

"Those who have come to believe in God should see that they
engage in honourable occupations which are....also useful to their
fellow men." Titus 3 v.8 (N.E.B.)

Even the customary scriptural quotation in The Times personal

column for 10th February 1983 suggested that tremendous interest

36



awaited the Synod's debate. It was to be broadcast live by BBC
2 - a step not yet taken by the House of Commons - and it was
the main news item of the day.

The debate itself could reasonably be called the most well-
ordered and balanced view to date of the subject of nuclear weapons
and morality of deterrence. As is well known, the report actually
argues a powerful case for unilateralism on strategic and moral
grounds. Its opponents - both in Synod and outside - have
generally found its conclusions rather idealistic in a less than
ideal world. The initial motion was, in fact, neutral on this
central issue, allowing for amendments either way. Thus the Bishop
of Salisbury, Chairman of the working party, proposed that Britain
should disarm unilaterally. This was defeated 338 to 100.2z On
the other side, the Bishop of Birmingham proposed the "defensive"
possession of nuclear weapons: "Since they could be made in the
back yard, it seemed to him that the planet would need the nuclear
deterrent to the end of time to guard against future blackmail."
This amendment was carried by 275 to 222, and the whole motion,
including this, was carried by 387 to 49. The Archbishop of Canter-
bury in the course of the debate, seemed to anticipate many of
its conclusions. He was worried about the effect of unilateralism
upon already fragile disarmament talks, and quoted some remarks
of the Pope the previous year, agreeing that, whilst deterrence
is not acceptable as an end in itself, it is "as a step on the
way towards a progressive disarmament." In supporting the final
form of this motion, Dr. Runcie said clearly: "I cannot accept
unilateralism as the best expression of a Christian's prime moral

duty to be a peacemaker."
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The final form of the motion was as follows:

"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
contemporary nuclear weapons and the dangers in the present situation
and
c) that it is not the task of the Church to determine defence
strategy but rather to give a moral lead to the nation;
1) affirms that it is the duty of H. M. 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 unmistakably 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 members of Nato) publicly to forswear the first
use of nuclear weapons in any form;
5) bearing in mind that many in Europe live in fear of nuclear
catastrophe and that nuclear parity is not essential to deterrence,
calls on H. M. Government to take immediate steps in conjunction
with her allies to further the principles embodied in this motion
so as to reduce progressively Nato's dependence on nuclear weapons
and to decrease nuclear arsenals throughout the world."
An area relating to the whole debate was that of mass indiscriminate
killing in war, and this led to a brief debate and the carrying

of the following motion:



"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 people to make

a more informed and committed contribution to the making and preserv-

ing of peace and to the search for ways of resolving conflicts
other than by war."
This of course echoes the 1930 Lambeth Statement, but the excesses
of war should always be remembered; mass killing with conventional
weapons is as abhorrent as with nuclear weapons. Initially Dresden
and Hiroshima are equally horrific. What makes nuclear warfare
unthinkable are the after effects of fall-out and the danger to
unborm life. Thus, Sir William van Straubenzee M.P. spoke of
his experiences as a 22 year old soldier "when a bomb of stupendous
size which they could not fully comprehend was dropped and killed
340,000 people. But there was a background of thousands of others
being killed by conventional weapons." At the time he was glad
it brought the war to a halt. One of the conclusions he reached
then he still believed right today: "that we could never have
dared to drop that bomb on them if they had had a bomb like that
to drop on us."

So the outcome of the debate was somewhat less than radical.
It certainly demonstrated the skill and concern with which the
Church of England can debate its (and others') affairs. On the
whole, however, it was not a theological debate turning rather
on practical and political issues. In fact the only theological

contribution came from Archbishop Blanch, who reminded the Synod
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that "we are discussing. the end of the world - or how to delay
it." He opened up the debate from the moral and political to
the spiritual and‘ theological, pointing the issues towards "how
to enable mankind to live with the fear, not just the threat."
It may be that it is in this direction that the task of the Church
now lies, although this is perhaps more a prophetic than a
synodical task.

No official report, before or since, has aroused as much

comment as did The Church and the Bomb in 1982. It came quite

soon after another controversial Church of England production,
"The Falklands Service", which is discussed in detail below, and
confirmmed in many eyes that the Church was not necessarily any
longer idly to be sumed up as "the Tory party at prayer.” The

Church and the Bomb is a substantial report, certainly the largest

of any to do with "nuclear weapons and Christian conscience."”
It is a full treatment of the subject, including the latest
available information about weaponry and strategy, and then the
theological thinking behind the guidelines suggested. As has
been seen, its conclusions centred around unilateral action from

Britain as a means of breaking "the log-jam in which we seem to

24
be caught." This is viewed with regard to the long-term aim of
25
balanced forces, "eventually, of course, balancing at nil." The

General Synod debate rejected the unilateral course, and the hope
of a "nil balance" is perhaps somewhat idealistic because of the
possibility of "future blackmail" as Bishop Montefiore said.

In fact the recommendations to the Government are in a section
apart from the main, numbered, conclusions. These are in five
categories: Disarmament, United Kingdom Policies, Social,

26
International and The Churches. Here the stress is on the need

for greater availability of information and the "educational task."
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The argument is opened up into the field of increased aid
programmes to the Third World:

"The whole military endeavour, with its huge worldwide
industrial base, absorbs an immense fund of human energy. If
peace is to flourish, this energy will have to be diverted into
new channels. The obvious candidate for this is the world economic
problem and the gap between North and South. Other fields are
those of conservation of resources and the rehabilitation of the
environment where greed and folly have dangerously destroyed it.
The health and wealth of the human race demand all the effort
and ingenuity we possess. What we need are the institutional
means to switch these from war to peace."28 Finally, in the
."Conclusion" there are reminders of the basic themes running
through the report. The first is a "moral challenge new in human
history" which is that "the cause of right cannot be upheld by
fighting a nuclear war"zqand it would seem that this is the most
important point made. The "three general points" with which the
report ends are also worthy of note.30 Firstly, that the task of
nuclear disarmament is only one stage in the task of "eradicating
war altogether from the world's agenda". (The words used echo
the 1930 Lambeth Statement). Secondly, the working party are
thoroughly conscious of the sacrifices of those who have given
their lives in past wars. Thirdly, and this is a reminder of
the theological background to the report:

"the need to keep fimmly before us our duty to the whole
human family whom God took as his own children by coming among
us and sharing our life in Jesus." 3l

The Church and the Bomb was a major achievement. It should
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not be dismissed because one part of its recommendations was
rejected in Synod. It remains one of the most careful and accurate
summaries of all the issues involved, and is wholly based on that
theological point just quoted.

The shift in treatment of the subject between 1946 and 1982

is clear. The major point is that in The Church and the Atom

the belief was that certain circumstances might allow the use
of nuclear weapons, whereas this is certainly not the case in

The Church and the Bomb. The period coveredby these reports

is that covering the development of nuclear deterrent forces on
both sides, plus a greater knowledge of the terrible long term
effects of nuclear weapons. Certainly in the Church of England
attitudes have changed with the greater availability of
information, enabling church people to take a greater and more
informed part in the whole debate; these reports are of great
importance.

To conclude this section setting out the historical contexts
of the subject matter, it is useful to look closely at the events
of the Falklands Conflict. Because it was a small scale affair,
it can be investigated in some detail; a perfect illustration
of how the Church of England can operate independently of the
state in wartime.

Reactions to the Falklands Islands Conflict

An ideal opportunity to study attitudes to war in the Church
of England occurred when events unfolded which led to the formation
of a large naval fleet later to be instrumental in the re-establish-
ment of British rule eight thousand miles away. Overnight, Argentina
in "liberating" the "Islas Malvinas", had assured the Falkland
Islands of a place in the contemporary history of the British

people, many of whom thought that the islands were probably somewhere



off the remoter parts of Scotland. The atmosphere which surrounded
the events, perhaps created to a certain extent by the press,
resembled Britain in "her finest hour", according to some who
could remember those times. All in all, only a relatively short
time later, the second quarter of 1982 seems somehow unreal.
Even the reports of pilgrimages of the bereaved to the graves
in the Falklands seem to refer to events which surely did not,
and certainly should never, have happened.

Over against a picture of "wartime" Britain, it is useful
to investigate the events and concerns of one interested party
the Church of England. It could scarcely be expected that the
Church could remain aloof from the events of the conflict. Yet,
there was church business to be dealt with: the visit of a unique
church leader - which itself was threatened by the remote happenings
in the South Atlantic. The conflict affected national life, and
a national church must inevitably be bound up in this. Cities
such as Coventry and Sheffield saw packed Mernorial Services after
ships bearing their names were lost, and the lives of men with
them. The morality of going to fight at all was rightly discussed
and called into question. After all, if a national church exists,
it must never be simply a spiritual tool of the Government,as
George Bell pointed out in 1939. If outrage was caused by the
Church's reaction to the conflict then it is a sign that the Church
was, 1in a sense, putting the right questions: hinting at the
truth when it was not expected. (This applies particularly to
the service in St. Paul's on 26th July 1982).

Representatives of the Church took as full a part in the
conflict as any one. The Church continues rightly to allow clergy

to become chaplains to the Forces; some of these men sailed to
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the Falklands with the task force, and were on hand during some
of the most fierce fighting. The ministry of Christ is essential
in the areas of man's greatest sin. A great part of the Church's
reaction may therefore be assumed by the existence of the forces'
chaplains: Christ must be represented, not to condone but to
comfort, and to challenge. There was, of course, no question
of the Church's actually praying for victory. To agree to the
necessity of force in the last resort is one thing, but to ask
God to take sides is quite another. If some members of the Government
expected the latter approach to be taken by the national Church
they were, thankfully, disappointed.

The greatest expression of the Church's view of the conflict
was the "Falklands Islands Service." Some were disappointed by
its contents, most were satisfied. It is interesting to go through
the service (and the Archbishop of Canterbury's sermon) and note
thoée features which give a guide to how the Church actually made
sense of the events, and how it saw its role in helping people
to come to terms with them. For the most part, this service was
the last, as well as the major, public response of £he Church
to the conflict. (See below, page 130)

There are, however, a few comments which appeared later to
which reference should be made. Unlike popular literature, which
has produced a rash of "authoritative accounts" of the events,
the Church has made no lengthy comments, even if it had been expected
to. On the other hand it would be extremely surprising if individuals
in the Church felt there was nothing to say after the dead were

buried.



Events which so dominated the news reports in 1982 may easily

be forgotten. This being the case, a brief summary of the happenings

in the South Atlantic is necessary, as a basis for any discussion
of the Chutrch's reaction.

No one, 1if the Franks Report is right, expected the invasion
of the Falklands Islands. For many vyears, Britiéh strategic thinking
has centred around the "Continental commitment" and the role as
a member of NATO. Similarly, the South Atlantic has received
much less than priority in . Foreign Affairs. As G. R. Dunstan
puts if:

" "Their minds were focussed, and their sights were set, on
the great lions of the US and the USSR, on the tigers of the Levant
and the oil-rush Gulf, some growling defiance, some locked in
combat; and a little mouse slipped through and snapped up some
cruts of colonial cheese - the Falkland Islands.” 52

The conflict arose originally through diplomatic intransigence
on both sides. Formal negotiations on the future of the Islands
had been going on since the mid-sixties and in February 1982,
the Argentines began to threaten that force might be resorted
to if no progress was made. The British Government took the line
that no further talks could be held "in the present atmosphere
of threats" :33 no one really took seriously the possiblity of an
invasion.

Diplomatic events took a sharp turn, however, with the landing
of Argentiné scrap metal merchants at Leith on South Georgia,
a Falklands dependency, on 19th March 1982. Technically these
men were illegal immigrants, their legal contracts having expired;
accordingly diplomatic machinery was set in motion to process
them through the proper channels. Significantly, the Foreign
Secretary, Lord Carrington, was busy at the time with Middle East

peace talks. The crisis developed, with Argentina refusing to
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help seriously to avert it. By 26th March, intense naval activity

by the Argentines - ostensibly for exercises - was noted by intelligence
sources, but overlooked in London.34 On 1st April it was apparent
that invaéion of the Islands was imminent. As The Times editorial
said:

"The South Georgia incident seems to have developed into
a Falklands Islands crisis"” .35

It pointed out that the Government could not afford to back
down. The next day it was reported that the United Nations had
met to discuss the invasion threat, and had appealed to Argentina
and Britain to pursue a diplomatic solution. This was too late -
2nd April was also the date of the Argentine invasion of the Falkland
Islands. It was suddenly clear that action had been taken, and
a Britain obsessed with European nuclear strategy was faced with
an immediate non-nuclear problem which, although thousands of
miles away, was on her doorstep.

The House of Commons, as is well documented, had its first
weekend sitting since the Suez crisis of 1956 - an unfortunate
parallel. The newspapers and news broadcasts carried reports
of the invasion, and the general tone was that the Argentine act
was "naked aggression.” Britain had to be prepared to "reply
to force with force."36 The United Nations passed a resolution,
number 502, which called for an end to hostilities, the withdrawal
of Argentine troops and settlement by peaceful means. This was
to be Mrs. Thatcher's justification for using force and also useful
was Article 51 of the United Nations Charter, which gives the
right of self-defence to nations whose interests are threatened.

Events moved quickly from then on. On Monday 5th April,
Lord Carrington resigned, to be replaced by Francis Pym; the

first ships of the hastily assembled Task Force sailed from

Portsmouth. This gave approximately three weeks for any attempts



at peace through diplomatic means to succeed. All efforts at
a non-violent resolution of the crisis - the Haig mission and
the United Nations intervention - came to nothing. On 25th April
the first military action after the initial invasion occurred:
the recapture of South Georgia, which had been the origin of the
dispute in the first place. There was one Argentinian wounded,
but no deaths on either side, a tame beginning to a small-scale
war. The signal from the Task Force read "Be pleased to inform
‘Her Majesty that the White Ensign flies alongside the Union Flag
at Grytvyken, South Georgia. God save the Queen." 37

At the beginning of May the first significant losses were
sustained. The bombardment of Port Stanley's airfield was begun.
Two ships, the Argentine "General Belgrano" and the British "HMS
Sheffield" were lost. By 20th May the UN peace talks had finally
broken down and the day after British troops established a bridge-
head at Port San Carlos. So, by the end of May, more lives and
ships had been lost, but two settlements, Darwin and Goose Green,
had been taken and their inhabitants, who had been imprisoned,
freed.

By the beginning of June, the British had taken Mount Kent
and were within eight miles of Port Stanley. There was a serious
setback to morale on 8th June when fifty lives were tragically
lost at Bluff Cove during an attack on the assault ships "Sir
Galahad" and "Sir Tristram”". A week later, however, on 15th June,

ten weeks after the Task Force had sailed, the first British forces

entered Port Stanley. The conflict was over, but the overall problem

of sovereignty remains unsolved.
Some of the events deserve greater attention to detail.

For both countries support from world opinion was important, and
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from the beginning Britain, with the UN resolution on her side,
had been treated favourably. When the news broke that the "General
Belgrano" had been sunk, with 301 lives lost, opinion turned against
the British. Here was a real act of war - the first of the entire
conflict. What is more, the Argentine cruiser was outside the
200-mile "Total Exclusion Zone" around the islands which had been
declared effective from 12th April. It seemed the British forces
had used unfair superiority, and had attacked outside its declared
hostile limits. The destruction of "HMS Sheffield" to some extent
redressed the balance by showing that British ships were also
vulnerable. Twenty men were killed in the "Exocet" missile attack
on Tuesday 4th May; five days later a memorial service was held
in Sheffield Cathedral. The biggest British disaster was at Bluff
Cove, about fifteen miles to the south-west of Port Stanley.
Fifty men, mainly Welsh Guardsmen, were killed on board the attacked
ships which were unloading men and supplies ready for the final
move to Stanley. In war, it is expected that lives will be lost.
Even so, the numbers were distressing and made people at home
realise just how hostile "hostilities" could be.

This is a very brief summary of an equally brief conflict.
It was only ten weeks from the sailing of the task force to the
entry into Port Stanley. In those ten weeks the papers were full
of the conflict - The Times of April 5th had more than four
complete pages of news about the Falklands and a leading article
headed "We are all Falklanders now." The Sun even relegated
its "Page Three Girl" to further into the paper, a sure indication
of truly momentous news. The voice of the Church on the matter
could be heard and was reported, and although the climax was to

be the "Falklands Service" on 26th July, much was said to indicate
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a Christian view of the conflict which is worthy of mention.

For a time during the conflict it seemed that there was nothing
of importance happening except in the South Atlantic. Only a
week after the Task Force was assembled, it was Easter Sunday:
the majority of Britain spent Holy Week in preparation for war
with Argentina. So, Easter (April 11th) was the first major opportunity
for Church leaders to speak out on the coming conflict, although
. at this stage diplomatic channels were still open. Both the Arch-
bishop of Canterbury and the Pope were reported to have mentioned
the conflict in their Easter sermons. They were concerned with
the continuation of efforts for peace, and a similar phrase was
used by each, that there should be sought "peace with justice
and respect for international law." 38

It is significant that the Pope was shown to be interested
in the conflict, because of his effect upon the whole Christian
body in Britain at that time. He was due to pay a pastoral visit
from 28th May to 2nd June, and there was widespread concern for
the "effect" of the crisis on the Pope's visit. As Clifford Longley
of The Times pointed out: "There is very much a religious dimension
to the Falklands Islands crisis."sq This debate was to continue
until almost the last moment, before the final decision to go
ahead with the visit was made.

Perhaps the most definitive public statement was made by
the Archbishop of Canterbury in the House of Lords' debate, on
Wednesday l4th April. He reported receiving a message from the
Chaplain in the Falklands which said that the Islanders wanted
to maintain links with this country. The Churches saw two important

principles which were at stake - the importance of upholding inter-

national law (which seemed to support the British through the



UN), and the right of peoples to determine their own form of govern-
ment. Most clearly, the Archbishop summed up the position thus:
"This country would have been in breach of its moral duty if it
had failed to react in the way it has."4OThe debate was held only
just in time for the Archbishop to speak out: the next day he
left for a 14 day visit to Nigeria. He left behind, however,
a broadcast message to the Islanders which went out on 18th April:
"You can be assured that the prayers not only of Anglicans,
but of Christian people throughout the whole world, are with you
at this time of stress and uncertainty."4‘
On the same day there was a special service in St. Paul's Cathedral,
of prayers and intercessions for the beleaguered Falkland Islanders.
Local church life in this first month of the conflict saw two
appeals launched, for Carlisle and Chelmsford Cathedrals, and
controversy provoked by a Eucharist celebrated by a woman priest
from New Zealand. Cardinal Hume gave his opinion that war would
rule out a Papal visit, but the Pope himself had made no official
statement as yet. A Times editorial, "The War Within", gave
a brief account of just war theory, and suggested what the Church
ought to be saying, "that war and the Christian conscience have
never been wholly reconciled."4sz the end of the month, the Lambeth
Statements had been remembered, and were being quoted (rightly)
as official Anglican policy but were (wrongly) interpreted as
pacifist statements. Pacifism is, of course, an ancient and
dignified Christian tradition, but it is not the only accepted
view of warfare in the Church. As the then Bishop of Durham,
John Habgood, said: "All honour to those who risk their lives
in the cause of peace whether by fighting or by abstaining from

fighting. But we must be careful not to glorify the fighting
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itself or see it as anything other than evidence of human failure."

Hostilities were well under way by the beginning of May,
and Dr. Runcie, back from Nigeria, spoke more about the conflict.
On 2nd May -~ the day that the "General Belgrano" was sunk - he
said: "I believe that within the complexities of an imperfect
world, self defence, and the use of armed force in defence of

clear principles can sometimes be justified....Action must never

be inspired by feelings of revenge or recrimination." This contrasts

with the words of Dr. John Robinson, Assistant Bishop of Southwark,
who attacked Christian leaders for not standing against the use
of force: "One more example in which Christians have nothing
to say. I think we shall look back with shame on this business."
An important point in the religious debate was raised by Clifford
Longley, in a discussion of the "last resort", that is, in terms
of when force begins to be used. This is directly applicable
to just war theory: "the identification of the "last resort”
is a political and military, not a moral or theological judgment.
Churchmen are authoratitive on principles, not on policies."
Such principles were expounded later, when Dr. Runcie urged the
moral duty of counting the cost at every stage of the conflict
("HMS Sheffield" had also been lost by this time).47

On 9th May the memorial service for "HMS Sheffield" was held
in Sheffield Cathedral. The same day, the Dean of Canterbury
preached a sermon entitled "A Christian response to the Falkland
Islands Crisis." The text was 2 Corinthians 4,13 - "'I believed
and therefore I spoke out' and we too, in the same spirit of faith,
believe and therefore speak out." Immediately after the invasion
he had felt "outrage tinged with satisfaction at being again at

one, in our confused world, over a clear issue....and pride that
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we could redress the balance by sending brave men and fine ships."
However, these initial responses were only a part of what a Christian
must feel - responses which come before we "pause long enough
to hear what is being spoken to us....Moral issues are dangerous
because we find it easy and comforting to label other people with
the unpleasant bits in ourselves." The Dean went on to criticise
the nation's feeling of moral purity in the circumstances, when
"because it suits our pockets we as a nation support the dictators
of Argentina." The real cause of the conflict lay in economic
greed and the desire to sell arms. "What is hypocritical is to
elevate moral positions taken up in particular cases if we have
neglected, and been silent about, the more fundamental matters
of the law - justice and mercy." The gospel is a reminder that
Christ offers the only true way to peace: "In that spirit of
faith we believe and speak out."

The Pope came to Britain on 28th May - the day British forces
took Darwin and Goose Green. A few days before, the United Reformed
Church Assembly approved covenanting-for-unity proposals. For
a short while the churches had news to interest them other than
the Falklands, and by 15th June the cease-fire had been called.
The Archbishop of Canterbury called for prayers of thanksgiving
to be said in all churches on the next Sunday, the 20th; there
was a thanksgiving service in Port Stanley Cathedral on the same
day. So the conflict ended almost as swiftly as it had begun.
The Church had useful comments to make, although its most public
pronouncement, the "Falklands Service", was still to come.

Hostilities in the Falklands Islands ceased on Monday, 1l4th
June 1982, with the surrender of the Argentine forces. The Falkland
Islands Service was held six weeks later, on 26th July. With

the end of events, however, came only the beginning of written



comment . Unavoidably several hastily-compiled ‘“authoritative
accounts” appeared: similar newsworthy events in the past - the
"Yorkshire Ripper" saga, for example - have always produced such
a crop. Unfortunately, some publishers could not even wait for
the end of the conflict - Coronet's contribution to the genre,
by a "top investigative team", only goes as far as 4th June, even
before the Bluff Cove disaster, and can hardly live up to its
claim of being a "full authoritative account". The BBC contributed,
with the book of the events and the series of the book....At least
the whole conflict was coveredf1~Ci More recently, the half-expected
"part-work" published by Marshall has become available.

Comment has not, fortunately, been restricted to the market
of the quick-selling paperback. There have also been books about
the problems faced by journalists during the conflict, and about
the actions of an individual MP (Tam Dalyell) both in and out
of Parliament. The Church of England has not had anything particular
to say as a body, through the General Synod. However, some material
concerning the Falklands has appeared since the events, and this
must be investigated.

Perhaps one problem with the conflict was that everything
happened so quickly, and after the Falklands Service the Church
seemed to have had its say. The Church's major publication of
1982, which has caused a great deal of comment, was of course

The Church and the Bomb . The time spent on its production reflects

the attitudes of the nation as a whole, with its growing awareness
of the problems raised by nuclear-weapons strategy. Thus, whilst
the wider issues of world problems were being discussed, the events
in the South Atlantic happened too quickly for any weighty Synod-
working party pronouncements to be made. As has been seen, the

report includes a useful discussion of just war theory. VYet its




implication is that, today, wars are unlikely to be fought without
recource to a nuclear exchange (this being the main concern of
the report). It would be useful for the Synod to produce some
work, in response to the Falklands conflict, which deals with
the Church's attitude to non-nuclear armed conflicts, otherwise
Article XXXVII is almost the only gquide. 1If, as has been seen,
the just war theory is slightly less than adequate in its application
today, then it is vital for any church to be thinking seriously
about the issues involved. Especially important for Britain is
the realisation that NATO is not the only area which requires
military participation.

The Board for Social Responsibility, which convened the working
party which produced the Report, publishes a quarterly journal
Crucible . To its great credit, Crucible made an early comment
on the Falklands conflict, as soon as possible after the events.
The editorial "Words in Wartime" concentrated largely upon the
words of the Pope at Coventry, saying that war is "totally unaccept-
able as a means of settling differences between nations."50 It
was actually written before the conflict ended, although at a
stage when "the outcome of the military struggle appears to be
little in doubt, with the expulsion of the Argentine invading
forces only a matter of time.” The "responsible view" of the
conflict is identified by the editor as being "that the particular
armed conflict in which we are now engaged is a matter of sad
necessity, not sought by us but properly to be carried through
to its conclusion." This is a worthy point, but it rather begs
the question of the Govermment's attitude to the Islands. It
is true to say that the conflict was not sought - no responsible

government could surely actively desire war. However, it is also




fair to say that the British Government probably made the invasion

inevitable by its policy, which implied that the Islands were

not a serious priority. The article is also right to point.out
that the disagreement among Christians over the conflict, was

not to be "deplored". In identifying the "fundamental cleavage

between those who see the avoiding of war as having the same priority
as the restoration of British rule, and those who do not", the

author brings in two notes of caution. First, the appeals to

just war theory were largely attempts "to validate the use of

force" rather than to impose restraints on its use (which is the

true purpose of the theory). Second, and this is a crucial comment:
"Those Christians who have taken their stand on the 'mind of Christ'

have pointed to the difficulties involved in subjecting war to

moral constraints; they have however not always acknowledged

the difficulties and inconsistencies involved in treating the

word and example of Christ as a moral law." For such perceptive

and useful remarks to be made during the conflict is a creditable

achievement.

The April-June 1983 issue of Crucible again deals with
the conflict in a series of reflections, "After One Year".sI As
is pointed out, "the Falklands have mostly disappeared from the
headlines, (and) the churches have lapsed into silence." The
former point is not quite true as the news reports kept alive
"Falklands news" particularly with regard to the pilgrimage of
relatives of the British dead. If the Church has really lapsed
into silence, it may fairly be asked if this is surprising. As
has already been mentioned, the conflict was a very short-lived

affair and it is hard to think that much more could really be

said about it. What is needed is a working-out of the church's



response to modern armed conflict in general, which is asking
for more than is provided by the Lambeth Statements. Willmer
reminds his readers of the usual 0ld Testament texts (swords into
ploughshares, etc.) but then dismisses them: "a universal living
together in this style is a dream at least as unrealistic as total
disararmament." Those (of his students) who disagreed with British
policy and even the concept of self-determination, he reminds
of their privileged position in the world. Such an attitude is,
hesays, "on a par with our saying as rich people that the poor
have nothing to complain about since materialism is dangerous
and the blessings of wealth a delusion." It is always easy to
decide that a minority should have no opportunity to decide its
future, and in the Falklanders' case, he condemns the simple economic
view that the expenditure of £500,000 per islander was unnecessarily
excessive. The most practical point in the article is also the
most obvious. It would have been a laudable Christian response
not to have sent a task force (although also a breach of moral
duty), thereby showing up the Argentine aggression "for what it
was." "Such a policy would no doubt have meant that the Falklands
would today still be under Argentine rule." The author ends with
some questions, in spite of the arguments he has put forward in
favour of the British reaction. It is still up to the Church
to question the response, particularly in the face of that strongest
of Christian traditions, "turning the other cheek."

Only one other major journal dealt seriously with the conflict

in the months immediately following: the "Modern Churchman"

A point made above is interestingly underlined in Anthony Dyson's
editorial (in Vol.XXV No.2). It begins with the announcement

of a series of articles on the themes of "nuclear energy and nuclear
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war, disarmament, peace and the just war." The conflict has pointed
out that the concern today cannot be limited to the horrors of
global, nuclear, conflicts, when a war can still be "waged and
won in a flash." It was not total war, but a small armed operation,
the sort of thing for which armed forces exist in the first place.
Dyson isolates three events during which, in 1982, the Church
was not content to "identify with the prevailing secular wisdom."
The first was the Pope's visit - a reminder not just to Roman
Catholics that war ought to be a thing of the past. Second and

third were the Falklands Service and The Church and the Bomb

although the former echoed the prevailing secular wisdom far more
than some reports gave it credit for. The editorial seems to
suggest that the conflict will have some effect on the future
contents of the journal. This is certainly to be hoped for,for
the events are important enough to be at least a reminder that
the world can dictate the Church's concerns to more than a small
extent.

Much less satisfactory has been the contribution of Christian
to the debate about the conflict. The issue for the end of 1982

has fallen into the very trap which the Modern Churchman seems

set to avoid, namely a concern only with the nuclear debate.
This is not to say that the conflict is not mentioned at all.
It is, but in a most unsatisfactory and unthinking way - through
"poetry". The three "Task Force Poems" are by a Quaker writer
and deal less with the conflict itself than with the pacifist
view of war in general“.;a What is particularly unfortunate about
their inclusion is that there is no other, more reasoned, treatment

of the subject elsewhere in the issue. To take up a point of

Willmer's in the aforementioned Crucible article, the poems



seem to deal with ideals rather than realities, which it is simply
not possible to do with every single world event. Ideals provide
a guide to life, not a commentary upon it.

Two sermons which refer in passing to the Falklands conflict are
worthy of mention. The first is the Remembrance Sunday address,
given by Alan Wilkinson in 1982, which again underlines the speed
with which the crisis developed:

"Last Remembrance Day no one thought that a few months later
soldiers would be burying British and Argentine dead beneath crosses
8,000 miles away. I believe we were right to resist Argentinian
aggression. But we should not forget that the war was the result
of a series of political mistakes. Nor must we evade the irony,
so characteristic of war, that much of the way of life we sought
to defend has been effectively destroyed by the conflict.“54
The two latter points are extremely important in trying to think
in any serious terms about the conflict; there are long term
problems resulting from avoidable political errors. The second
sermon is the Archbishop of Canterbury's "Chatham House Address",
given in January 1983, which was entitled "Just and Unjust Wars".
The invitation to speak had been given "well over a year ago,
before I was recognised as one of the most dangerous wets at large."
Inevitably the Falklands conflict is mentioned:

"It is too soon to extract all the lessons from the Falklands
conflict, but in the light of the just war tradition I still think
it was right to send a Task Force after the Argentinian invasion,
because it was necessary that aggression should not be permitted
to short circuit the progress of negotiation....The principle
of proportionality demands that we measure the immediate damage

inflicted and the cost incurred against the good intended by taking
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up arms, but today we must also, in an inter-dependent world,
reflect on the wider consequences for the international community."
As has been seen, a strict application of just war theory does
not necessarily lead to a favourable conclusion for either side
in the conflict. However, the fundamentlal cause may be considered
just (at least on the British side) even if the actual conduct
of the fighting leaves some doubt under the principle of proportion-
ality.

Similar points are made by G. R. Dunstan in the article already
referred to. He calls the Govermment's Falklands policy ill-conducted:
they "did not keep up the means to defend that which they would
not concede; they gave no credible impression of a naval or military
resolve, so by default inviting an aggressor to invade." In looking
to "wider consequences" as the Archbishop suggests, Dunstan puts
into perspective the real long-term problem caused by the principle
of self-determination: the disproportionate political and military
costof maintaining the 1800 Islanders - "not financial cost only,
but cost also in terms of international relations as between Britain,
Western Europe, Latin America and North America."  His remarks
come in a book devoted to the nuclear question, again stressing
the fact that much recent Christian thought has neglected to consider
the important moral question of armed conflict in general.

This review of the Church of England's commentary has made
clear a certain approach to the long-term problems which have
arisen. The fact that there is even a small amount of continued
debate is commendable. If it is too early to make any very useful
predictions about the future, two points are worthy of mention.

The conflict, which should never have happened, was the result
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of successive Governmental errors: it was right to send the Task
Force to resist aggression. That the debate must continue goes
without saying; that it should widen into a more general view
of the Church's response to war is desirable. For the conflict
to have produced no worthwhile comment from the Church would have
been very disturbing. What is vital to remember, however, is
that the conflict did happen and does raise questions. Questions
which the Church cannot afford to ignore.

These three sections, then, have set out a brief historical
context in which the Church may be seen to have been active, to
a greater or lesser extent. Certain outstanding figures have
been noted, but only in passing, and they are dealt with in greater
detail below. So also, the theology of what has been set in context
must be set against a theological background of the major influences

upon the course of debates about war.
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CHAPTER 2 (i)

THEOLOGICAL CONTEXTS

In the previous section, it may be seen that the Church responds

largely to events. That is, the historical context is governed
by happenings more so than by individuals. In the theological
world this is rather less so, although a movement such as pacifism
is an exception. The reaction in the Church of England in recent
years can be divided into three general moods, corresponding to
the historical periods discussed above.

The wartime period obviously made the question of war itself
a major concern, as the debates in Convocation show. The second
section is a contrast. In spite of the need to come to terms theo-
logically with "the bomb" there was a declining interest in war
as a topic for discussion. The most recent period saw a continuation
of the uneasy peace with little interest in matters of war until
the establishing of the General Synod. This new public voice
in the Church of England coincided with a desire for greater public
involvement and concern for matters of defence and morality.
The Church was seen to speak out on important matters, ipcluding
the Falklands Conflict.

If the theological mood, at least in the early period, can
be said to have been set by an individual, then that person was
Reinhold Niebuhr. As an American Evangelical, he is outside the
bounds of this study. However, as a theologian whose influence
is enommous (particularly upon Temple), mention must be made of
his contribution to the theological debate on war and the Church.
.By contrast, the growth of pacifism is much more the sweep of

a movement. It is most important as a theological context, of
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course, and is discussed below, as is the idea of Just War Theory.
This latter idea is applied to the particular situation of the
Falklands Conflict.

Lastly, a survey of the public statements of the Church is
made, with particular regard to their theological content, leading

up to The Church and the Bomb- report and debate at the end of

the period.

Niebuhr and "Social Christianity"

As a young man, Niebuhr believed in the inherent goodness
of man and the inevitability of human progress. So, it was as
a liberal optimist that he began a pastorate in Detroit in 1915.
His thirteen years there caused him to reject his former thinking,
seeking rather to restate the traditional doctrine of original
sin, as it was manifested in social and historical situations.
He became convinced that human relations were based on power,
rather than ethics:

"Relations between groups must therefore always be predominantly
political rather than ethical - that is they will be determined
by the proportion of power which each group possesses at least
as much as by any rational and moral appraisal of the comparitive
needs and claims of each group. ol

Applying these ideas to the war in Europe he constantly stressed
that war could only be a product of sin - based as it was on a
power struggle. This is not to say that Niebuhr had no concept-of
Christian hope. Rather, he held hope and realism in tension as
the following well known statement shows:

"Man's capacity for Jjustice makes democracy possible; but

2
man's inclination to injustice makes democracy necessary."



He was perhaps most influential during the war in his opposition
to pacifism. His was the criticism of a former pacifist and conse-
quently carried the sharp attack of a convert to the opposite

cause. In Christianity and Power Politics he devoted a chapter

to an attack on pacifism, based on his conviction of the centrality
of original sin. He seems to have seen pacifism as a sort of
latter-day Pelagianism. If we are the crucifiers of Christ, as
well as his disciples, then there is a need for justification
and forgiveness, but Christian pacifism stressed too much the
goodness of man and exaggerated the power of non-violence against
a tyrannical oppressor.

"If we believe that if Britain had been fortunate enough
to have produced thirty per cent instead of two per cent of conscient-
ious objectors to military service, Hitler's heart would have
been softened and he would not have dared to attack Poland, we
hold a faith which no historic reality justifies.”

He saw the pacifist error as being the belief that man can
truly attain such a state of love that it can leave sin behind
and thus become an effective weapon against the sinful world.
This idea is echoed in the New Testament (e.g. 1 John 5,18), but
Niebuhr felt that the main thrust of the gospel is "primarily
the assurance of divine mercy for a persistent sinfulness which
man never overcomes completely.” As Wilkinson comments: "The
New Testament does not view history as a gradual ascent to the
kingdom, as do modern pacifists, but rather as moving to climax
of judgment."4 He also felt that pacifists might be more effective
if they had not been so easily self-righteous and convinced of
the certainty of their claims. These temptations might indeed

be balanced with Paul's reminder that "All have sinned and fall



short of the glory of God." (Romans 3,23) Thus his world-view
was quite different from that of the liberal optimist.  and pacifist.
In putting the idea of original sin at the centre of his theology,
he was also putting more emphasis on the need for grace, than
was evident in his opponents' views. Original sin led to a world
constantly engaged in a power struggle and "an uneasy balance
of power would seem to be the highest goal to which society could
) )

aspire.

The potential of Niebuhr's thought was quickly realised,
and his influence on wartime English theology was consequently
profound. In the 1930's the popularity of Christian pacifism
had grown sharply, and Niebuhr's critique of the movement was
a basis from which non-pacifists were able to work. Also, his
views were equally critical of a warring nation which tries to
claim righteousness for itself, giving the vright balance in his
theology. This sort of balance was attractive to many, such as
Alec Vidler, then Warden of St. Deniol's library, who found no
solution to the opposing positions of pacifism and non-pacifism.
He took from Niebuhr the notion of the relationship between the
kingdom of God and historical existence, concluding: ....it is
not within our power to synthetize in any final form the dual
obligations to which we are subject as citizens of the kingdom
of God (the order of grace) and as citizens of this world (the
order of nature); the fact that we are under the impulsion to
seek for such a synthesis is evidence that there is one, but it
is, so to say, super-historical or trans-historical."

Perhaps the greatest English disciple of Niebuhr was D. R.
Davies, who had trained for the Congregational ministry during

the First World War. An ardent pacifist and liberal, his faith



was transformed by a visit to Spain in 1937, coinciding with his
study of Niebuhr's writings. Having previously abandoned his
ministry, he returned to the Congregational Church in 1939 but
was ordained as an Anglican under Vidler's influence. As Niebuhr's
disciple, he was anxious to promote his work in England, through

books such as Reinhold Niebuhr: Prophet from America (1945).

His On to Orthodoxy (1939) was the account of his conversion to

neo-orthodoxy from liberalism. Although well received, Davies
had a tendency to generalise, indeed to over-react against his
former creed, certainly more violently than Niebuhr had against
his own pacifism. He laid the blame for the rise of Nazism
squarely upon liberalism, losing the more balanced view which
recognised, as Vidler did, how the Versailles Treaty at the end
of the Great War had contributed to Gemmany's economic
difficulties.

It must always be remembered that Niebuhr's theology grew
out of his pastoral experience as a minister in Detroit. Indeed
the relationship between theology and ministry must be constantly
stressed, for the one suffers without the other. So, in providing
a theological context for the working out of English theology
during the Second World War, two prayers of Niebuhr's provide
a fitting reminder of the importance of worship.

"Grant us grace, O Lord, to learn of your judgments which
overtake us when we set brother against brother and nation against
nation. Give us wisdom and strength to fashion better instruments
for our common life, so that we may dwell in concord under your
providence, and may your kingdom come among us through Jesus Christ

7
our Lord."

"God, give us grace to accept with serenity the things that
cannot be changed, courage to change the things that should be

8
changed, and the wisdom to distinguish the one from the other."
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The Theology of Pacifism

Even though pacifists have been, historically, a minority,
their voice is still important. Indeed, the pacifist position
often seems to have an "ideal" quality about it, which lesser
Christians would wish to imitate, but are unable to through
personal weakness. For present purposes, the definition of a
pacifist is that of the Anglican Pacifist Fellowship, that
membership of the Christian Church "involves the complete
repudiation of modern war." This definition avoids the need to
investigate the attitudes of, say, the pre-Constantinion church,
being concerned solely with modern war. It also identifies
pacifism as being something more than simply the dislike of war
which is a more general Christian (and indeed humanitarian)
attitude.

G. C. Field in Pacifism and Conscientious Objection (1945)

noted his experiences as a member of the wartime "Conscientious
Objectors' Tribunai":

"On the Tribunal of which I was a member, we listed adherents
of fifty-one different religious bodies. And, though these did
not all differ sharply from one another in the grounds of their
Pacifism, a considerable number did. In addition there were those,
comparitively few in number, whose objections were based on ethical
or humanitarian grounds independently of any religious beliefs."
This illustrates part of the problem in any discussion of the
theology of pacifism: the fact that it can adopt, or be derived
from, so many different forms. Even the A.P.F. definition limiting
the discussion to "modern war", makes no distinction between
limited-objective operations - such as the Falklands Campaign

- and the prospect of nuclear warfare.
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One of the most important English contributions to the debate

about pacifism is Cadoux's ~Christian Pacifism Re-examined .

The writer based his pacifism upon three points:

"1l) That the activities of fighting men cannot be harmonised
with any standard of conduct reasonably describable as Christian;

2) that war inevitably tends to lead on to further war,
and to worse war;

3) that the Christian ethic definitely inculcates on its
adherents the policy of overcoming evil with good, and of making
the sacrifices incidental to any temporary failure in so doing."”
In spite of this challenge, however, Cadoux himself was unable
specifically to condemn the war outright, only to demonstrate
his own inability to take part as a combatant:

"But I do not expect the country at large to be able to pledge
itself to adopt my method (of non-violence), and I am therefore
ready to recognise as a second best its adoption of the only means
of checking Hitler which as a community it knows - namely, by
force of arms.” 4

Thus, Cadoux was actually aligning himself with the view
of pacifists of the wider church - that pacifism was an individual

vocation rather than a "normal practice in the Christian Church.

This illustrates the difficulties experienced by pacifist theologians

in war time. In peace time most people would be more open to
the ideals of "no more war", but faced with the real situation
himself, even Cadoux was unable to expect that all should follow
his lead. He was able to sustain his own individual witness and
remain a pacifist, whilst recognising that non-pacifist methods

were at least an effective means of "checking Hitler".

1o
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As we have seen, Vidler came under the influence of
Reinhold Niebuhr. Writing at the same time as Cadoux, his contribution
to the debate about pacifism is most important. He felt that
the disagreements between pacifists and non-pacifists "that both
sides have been more concerned with what we ought to do than why
we ought to do it"lshad reached stalemate. He took as a working
definition a position close to the present one: the word "pacifist"
to describe those who say that as Christians they must not take
part in war, and "non-pacifist" to describe those who say that
as Christians they may." “

The stalemate resulted from the two sides, basing their actions
upon the answers to two distinct questions. From the pacifist
point-of-view, the right question to ask was "What is the intrinsically
right thing to do? What is the absolutely ideal thing to do2"!®
Vidler readily accepted that Christ's way of dealj_pg with evil
was non-violence and self-surrender; the pacifist view was that,
this example thus given, "it requires no argument, to see it is
to find it intrinsically binding - it is the specifically Christian
way of dealing with evil."'®

In contrast to this, Vidler saw that the non-pacifist asked
a completely different question. Also, it was just as incumbent
on Christians to ask it, but there was a less clear-cut answer
than to the pacifist question. "What action must we take in order
that the law and order, which are a necessary condition of there
being any civilised human society at all, shall be preserved and
improved?" 7 This question takes into account the reality of human
existence - that in a fallen world, law and order depend to a
large extent on the use of coercion. Within the international

framework, the implications of this question are clear. Vidler

went on to say that "it is significant that pacifism is most
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18
popular in those States which enjoy the greatest internal security.”

The develop the argument along theological lines, Vidler
pointed out that "the law of pure love" may just be "a simple
alternative to political action in this world." Following Niebuhr,
he stressed the fallen-ness of the world - even after the redemptive
work of Jesus. "Jesus was destroyed not because he was a sinner,
but because he was sinless; that is what happens to sinlessness
in history." ' However, if the determining consideration is the
pacifists' citizenship in the Kingdom of God, then his actions
are thus predetermined - whatever the consequences.

The non-pacifist argument develops in logical contrast -
to take into account the consideration of his citizenship of this
world. The difficulty which arises here is that of the non-pacifist
attempting therefore to reconcile the "law of love" with the mainten-
ance of coercion. Human justice replaces the love of God in decisions
of a non-political nature. This, in the end, arrives at the Lutheran
dichotomy between the two citizenships of the Christian.

Given these two positions,Vidler offered no solution to the
problem, but his analysis is an excellent illustration of the
differences. He felt that it was vital always to recognise the
tension between Church and State:

"As members of the State we know that we have responsibility
for the maintenance of the historical order; as members of the
Church we know that the historical order is always under judgement,
that its sinfulness is 1lit up by the Word of God and that our
only ultimate hope lies in the ultimate mercy of God's forgive-

w20
ness.

Even more important was his identification of the real implications

which the pacifist position raises. The following insight is
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perhaps the most important of his contribution to the debate:

"The way of life revealed in the gospel is an integral whole;
it is arbitrary to select one of its precepts, for instance non-
resistance to evil, as though it were a binding obligation in
a sense that the others are not. Thus the most discerning pacifists
see that the logic of their position requires them to embrace
Franciscan poverty....and when they see this, they are on the
say to seeing also that pacifism is impossible as a universal
political programme." 2!

One further point which demonstrates a subtle weakness in
the pacifist position was made well by G. C. Field. It arose
from his experience in dealing with conscientious objectors, who,
to his surprise, in thinking that "they can settle the question
by saying that you cannot attain a good end by evil means never
seem to have heard of the possibility of being faced with a choice
of evils."zz

However, this is not to say that the pacifists themselves
were not theologically well represented.. The outstanding English
pacifist theologian was Charles Raven, Master of Christ's College,
Cambridge, and although he is dealt with more fully below, a short
treatment of his position is necessary now.

His writing on pacifism is perhaps the most important in

the Church of England, and began in 1935 with Is War Obsolete?

Much of this is the account of Raven's personal reasons for pacifism.
However, by 1937 he had refined his position into the logical
outcome of a fully Trinitarian theology.

"Why then do we claim that pacifism is the inevitable corollary
of our theological and religious convictions?  Because for us,

pacifism is involved in:
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a) our concept of God and of His mode of creative activity;
b) our understanding of Jesus and the method of his redemptive
and atoning work;
c) our apprehension of the Holy Spirit and of the Koinonia established
by Him

Put less technically these involve:
a) a belief that in the nature of God, and therefore, in His
dealings with man and in man's true way of life, love is always
primary and justice derivative
b) that in the teaching and atoning work of Jesus it is plain
not only that those who take the sword must perish by the sword
but that the sole redemptive activity is the power of the love
that gives and suffers, that is of the Cross
c) that worship and fellowship, the love of God and the love
of men are inseparably united; that what is wrong for the individual
cannot be right for the community, that the fruit of the Spirit
is love, joy, peace - a way of living of which modern warfare
is a flagrant denial, and that it is only as this way of life
is realised that the ministry of the Church can become creative,
regenerative and inspirational."

In the later (1952) The Theological Basis of Christian Pacifism

little, if anything, is added to his earlier works. He was, however,
able to comment upon the official commissions which produced “The

Era of Atomic Power and The Church and the Atom , which reports

he found much less than satisfactory.

"In America there was indeed a strong expression of guilt
and of condemnation of the "crime" of Hiroshima, but in Britain
both the Commission set up under J. H. Oldham and the more ecclesiast-

ical enquiry under the Dean of Winchester produced documents whose



effect was to whitewash the politicians and, while recognising

the gravity of the issue, to acknowledge their helplessness in

dealing with it." 2%

Neither does he see the need to "repeat at length the plain evidence
25
from Gospels, Acts and Epistles" because of G. H. C. Macgregor's

The New Testament Basis of Pacifism- which was published in 1936.

The real debate about pacifism was worked out before and
during the Second World War. Much space has been devoted to Vidler's
contribution which, under the influence of Niebuhr, concluded
that the two positions, whilst irreconcilable, might at least
profitably see the basic differences in their respective starting
points.

It is important to note the general conclusion that pacifism
is possible as an individual vocation, but not as a general principle.
This has led the Church into the need for a framework in which
to comment upon war and which has existed for centuries in the
shape of Aquinas' principles of the "Just War". It was generally
assumed that World War II was a just war, to rid the world of
the combined evils of Nazism and Japanese Imperialism. So, it
is useful to view the principles of the Just War in connection
with the more controversial events of the Falklands Conflict,
in order to see their relevance in the modern day.

III) Just War Theory and the Falklands Conflict

The thought of an armed-conflict on the small scale of the
Falklands episode has escaped recent thinking on Christian attitudes
to war. Much time has been devoted to "global" conflicts and
nuclear weapons which has suggested that the tradition of the
"just war" could not now be applied in the light of present develop-

ments in the conducting of hostilities. What the Falklands conflict



made clear is that notall modern warfare is "total" in the sense

that the Second World War was "total". The efforts of the whole

nation were not directed towards victory in the South Atlantic.

It is clear then that some sort of distinction must be made between

the sort of war envisaged in the event of an exchange of strategic

nuclear weapons, and that experienced in the Falklands in 1982.

If this distinction is allowed, then the principles of thejust

war theory - stated classically by Aquina;mi may be usefully applied
to the events presently under discussion.

"War as a method of settling intemmational disputes is incompat-
ible with the teaching and example of our Lord Jesus Christ."-/
In a discussion specifically concerning the Church of England,
there is another source of material to which reference must be
made. This 1is the Lambeth Conference, which produced the above
statement in 1930, and has reaffirmed it at subsequent conferences.

It may therefore be taken to be official Anglican policy. This
is an important preface to an investigation of the application
of the just war. Whatever else is decided is in the light of
the fact that, in official Anglican terms, the Falklands conflict
was ‘"incompatible with the teaching....of Christ.” Further to
this, however, is the equally striking fact that international
relations as a whole are not conducted on Christian terms. The
conflict occurred as a result of a diplomatic breakdown: it was
a governmental dispute, not a "holy war". And, however slender
the truth may be, incompatibility does not preclude necessity:
armed force may be considered to be necessary, though never desirable.
Just War theory is useful only in the sense that it can detect

injustice. Or, as Paskins and Dockrill interpret Sydney Bailey:

"(He) has drawn attention to the crucial fact that these principles



are largely negative in form, expressing prohibitions and restraints
rather than permissions and mandates for war." 28 There are six
basic principles in the present theory, although some may be taken
to be more important than others .2

First, the war must be undertaken and waged by a legitimate
authority. This is because war as a political action could only
be justified if undertaken by those in whose charge is the common
good of the nation. In the cases of both Britain and Argentina,
the decision to use military force came from the legitimate authorities.
Had, for example, one of the members of the three-man "junta"
in Argentina acted unilaterally, his actions would have been,
in Christian terms, unjustifiable. The concept of a "legitimate
authority" is interesting: Dag Hammarskjdld believed that there
should be no use of the armed forces except by the authority of
the United Nations.so

Second, war must be fought for a just cause. This is a notor-
iously difficult principle to prove either way. In the case of
the Falklands conflict both sides claimed that their cause was
just. It must be said, however, that Britain had the political
advantage of the UN Resolution, 502, which although calling for
cessation of hostilities, demanded the withdrawal of Argentine
forces. Argentina, which has maintained a long standing claim
to the Islands, might claim that it was repossessing its own territory,
although even this kind of aggression is not in keeping with modern
Roman Catholic teaching (which might be expected to be heard in
a Roman Catholic countl:y)j!’l On the other hand, Britain, who had
the advantage of international recognition of sovereignty in the
Islands, was able to claim that she had a right to the self-defence

of her own territory - under the UN Charter. According to these

principles - and international law as it stands - Argentina was
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not justified in its invasion of the Islands; by the same under-
standing the British cause was just. (Although Resolution 502,
which called specifically for a cessation of hostilities, should
not be cited in Britain's defence).

Third, war must be undertaken with the right intention.
Again this seems difficult to interpret, as the notion of "right
intention" is often claimed by both sides in a conflict. One

line of interpretation, taken by the authors of The Church and

the Bomb is that this involves making a formal declaration of
war. "This puts the waging of war on a legal footing and defines
the relationships of belligerents and third parties."sz That is,
it is a "right intention" to wage war according to the international
law of armed conflict. In this case, a problem exists for both
sides in the conflict: there was no official declaration of war,
although both sides understood that hostilities were more than
likely. Certain declarations were made, however - the UN resolution
and the announcement of the "total exclusion zone", which at least
indicated the probability of engagement. It is also worth noting
that there has been no official declaration of the end of hostilities:
the state is merely one of abeyance. It may be said that the
laws of armed conflict seem to have been upheld by both sides,
so to that extent a "right intention" was observed. However the
restraints of the theory are such that the conflict according
to this principle was unjust. This is, then , not an entirely
satisfactory view of the "right intention". It is unlikely that
a formal declaration of war would have made the slightest difference
either to the outcome of the conflict or to the conduct of the
opposing forces. Another interpretation of "right intention" there-

33
fore, is that this means a "just and lasting peace". Again, this



is not fulfilled by the Falklands conflict. As no lasting peace
has been, or seems likely to be, agreed, this principle cannot
be upheld. The trouble here, of course, is one of interpretation.
The two quite different examples given show that this principle
is open to a wide variation of opinion, which surely takes away
some of its weight.

Fourth, recourse to war must be a last resort. That is,
war 1is only permissible if all the available diplomatic means
of resolving a conflict are exhausted. Talks between Britain
and Argentina were first suggested by the UN in 1965, and transfer
of sovereignty was first discussed in l977.34 The Islanders themselves,
however, were hostile to any such proposals, and formal talks
broke down as late as February 1982. For Argentina's part, therefore,
it could be argued that, as diplomatic channels had effectively
closed, their invasion was Jjustified (although Roman Cathplic
theories have already been cited above to show that this is perhaps
less than obvious). After the invasion, diplomatic moves were
made by both the UN and the US Secretary of State, Alexander Haig.
When it became clear that there would be no withdrawal of Argentine
forces, the British task force took military action. Here again,
there are different interpretations of the principle of the "last
resort”. However, as has already been pointed out, the identification
of the last resort is not a theological task, and whereas the
invasion was a provocative act of war, the same can hardly be said
of the British action of "legitimate" self-defence.

Fifth, there should be a reasonable chance of success. Again,
there is difficulty here, for it is. a dangerous business to forecast
the outcome of wars (e.g. the Franco-Prussian War of 1870). Argentina

clearly did not expect the British reaction to the invasion.
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All the signs (particularly, perhaps, the decision to withdraw
"HMS Endurance') seemed to point to a British desire to leave the
Islands alone. Therefore, on this interpretation, the Argentine
forces had a reasonable chance of success. It could even be argued
from this that the British response was unreasonable. The decision
to send a task force must have been made with this clause in mind:
Britain did have a reasonable chance of success. The decision,
then, must by this principle be considered a correct one by Britain:
the short-term result of hostilities was a military victory for
the task force. Ruston makes a useful point on this particular
clause:

"This is clearly a less stringent condition for nations fighting
wars of national survival against an attacker than it would be
for a nation making offensive war for some just cause."35
Much of the British case was that the conflict amounted to a war
of "national survival".

Sixth, the evil and damage whichthe war entails must be
judged to be proportionate to the injury it is designed to avert
or the injustice which occasions it. This is concerned with the
idea of proportionality: a war may be just in itself, but unjust
because of the "collateral" evils which accompany it. Neither
of the two countries involved in the conflict could claim that
all of their actions were proportionate. The most serious breach
might perhaps be the sinking of the "Belgrano". Now, the notion
of proportionality must take into account presumed British intentions.
All reports are agreed that the cruiser was outside the "total
exclusion zone" when it was attacked.36 the understood intentions

of the task force were overstepped. This show of strength may

have been instrumental in the decision to attack "HMS Sheffield"



later which, in terms of intentions, could be said to have been

in proportion. On the Islands themselves, it may be argued that
the behaviour of the Argentine occupation force was disproportionate.
Whilst it may be considered expedient to have locked the local
population at Goose Green into the village hall, the acts of vandalism
and looting may not. Indeed such practice is against the International
Law of Armed Conflict (to which Argentina is at least a partial
signatory). "It is forbidden....to commit pillage, even if the
town or place concerned is taken by assault."g8 The conflict was

a full-scale military operation which resulted in around a thousand
deaths (225 British). The lives were lost in the defence of 1,813
Islanders. The casualties were relatively 1light, for an ammed
conflict, but it may even yet be too early to decide with certainty
upon the uncomfortable issue of proportionality.

Just War thinking is not an attempt to legitimise war. Yet,
unless the Church adopts a wholly pacifist policy, which is unlikely,
it remains a useful theoretical tool. It is a recognition in
Christian tradition that recourse to the use of armed force is
not necessarily unjustifiable. War may be "incompatible with
the teaching and example of Christ", but in the present world it
is equally arguably inevitable. This givesthe Church the choice
of total condemnation of war, or the opportunity to try to ensure
humanitarian conduct in war, by acting hopefully as a sort of
"national conscience".

As the Armmy padre said "our aim was to seize the objective and
not to kill the enemy."

To apply the principles of the theory strictly gives an unusual

conclusion: neither side can claim to have fought a just war.



For example, the conflict was not made legal, and both sides seem
to have transgressed reasonable bounds of proportion in their
conduct of hostilities. However, the role of the UN must not
be forgotten. The Islands are considered to be British under
International Law, therefore the Argentine invasion was an unjustif-
iable act of aggression. The UN Charter allows self-defence of
territory, although Resolution 502 apparently ruled out the use
of force. Therefore it may be said that the decision to send
the task force was a just decision - made under UN policy and
just war theory. The right intention in the short term was to
free the Islanders from a system of government imposed against
their will; the use of force may fairly be said to have been
a last resort, in military terms. The origin of the conflict
hinges upon differing interpretations of the territorial rights
to the Islands - this is quite plain. Any conclusion as to the
justice of the conflict must take into account the current state
of International Law, and in that case the discussion may be concluded
simply. The British reaction was fair, in the face of Argentine
aggression. But the Church must deplore some aspects of the conduct
of hostilities; after all, even if the Church cannot make decisions
of military policy, it is in a position to criticise those who

do.
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CHAPTER 2 (ii)

INDIVIDUALS AND GROUPS

I) Archbishop William Temple

The most outstanding contributor to the wartime debates was
William Temple. As has been noted, he was admired by advocates
of all shades of opinion, from militarist to pacifist, and his
death in October 1944 was a tragic loss to the country as a whole.

During his Archepiscopacy at York from 1929-1942, he had
became increasingly involved in the political life of the nations,
insisting that the Church not only should, but must "interfere".
This idea was classically stated in the Penguin book Christianity

and Social Order published in 1942 as a companion volume to Bell's

Christianity and World Order .

"So we answer the question 'How should the Church interfere?'

by saying: In three ways - (1) its members must fulfil their
moral responsibilities and functions in a Christian spirit;

(2) its members must exercise their purely civic rights in a Christian
spirit; (3) it must itself supply them with a systematic statement
of principles to aid them in doing these two things, and this
will carry with it a denunciation of customs or institutions in
contemporary life and practice which offend against those principles." '
So, Temple's belief was that "interference" would not extend to
suggesting particular solutions to particular problems, but rather
to encourage the active participants to act in a Christian spirit.
He was, of course, aware that his expectations might lead to charges
of Utopianism, but in the area of social order he was profoundly
influenced by Reinhold Niebuhr, whose importance is noted above.

Behind Niebuhr's thought was the pervasiveness of original sin,

and Temple drew attention to this same idea, as a primary "Christian
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Social Principle". " Its assertion of Original Sin should make
the Church intensely realistic, and conspicuously free from
Utopianism." 2

Having this view of Christianity enabled Temple to speak
positively when Britain entered the War in 1939. His views on
pacifism actually moderated after 1935, when he had spoken of
pacifists as "heretics" .3 By the time he and Lang met an APF
deputation in 1940, he was speaking in terms of pacifism as an
individual vocation.* His fundamental disagreement with pacifism
was another product of his beliefs about original sin, believing
that, in a fallen world, "the rightness of most acts is relative."s
Iremonger uses a syllogism to describe the pacifist position:

"It is not right for a Christian to do anything that is contrary
to the mind of Christ: Waj: is, by the consent of all Christians,
contrary to the mind of Christ: Therefore it is not right for a
Christian to take part in war." 6
For Temple, this was just too simple to be relevant in a complex
situation, and he believed in the present right of going to war:
of course force was not good, but evil must be resisted:

"As the fact that we are right now does not obliterate our
past sin, so our past sin in no way alters the fact that we are
right now. No positive good can be done b§ force; that is true.
But evil can be checked and held back by force, and it is precisely
for this that we may be called upon to use it."7

Suggate points out the subtlety of Temple's arguments which
distinguished between "sins for which a man is personally responsible
and sins for which he is implicated through his membership of
a sinful order."8 In this vein he was able to explain why he saw

the War as "the judgment of God." This was not, of course, in
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the simple sense that "God sent the war" as his critics said.
Rather, he thought in terms of moral laws of cause and effect
in God's order. "As in the physical realm, so in the moral realm,
causes produce their effects. The law of gravitation does not
control your will; you need not walk over the edge of the precipice;
but if you do, you will fall to the bottom. So, too, you need
not conduct your life on selfish principles; but if you do, you
involve yourself and all others whom you affect in catastrophe.
'Whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he also reap.'

Now, when by operation of the law of God calamity comes upon
us as a consequence of our neglect or defiance of His will, it
is evident that this is properly called the Jjudgment of God.“q

Thus, Temple saw the war as a consequence of man's departure
from the law of God. As a result, killing could be right, though
still sinful, as a choice between two evils, and against the pacifists
he could therefore state:

"And so we have got to do it and be penitent when we do it....
Where the method of redemptive suffering is possible and the people
concerned are capable of rising to it, it is no doubt the best
of all, but there is no way that I can see in which we could redempt-
ively suffer so as to change the heart of Germany and deliver
Poles and Czechs; and if there is, our country is not yet anything
like prepared to do it. So once again we have to do the best
we can, being what we are, in the circumstances where we are -
and then God be merciful to us sinners!" e

In this way, Temple used present circumstances to add weight

to his arguments. For him, the pacifist position was far too

general, the war itself being all too specific. As Suggate says:



"It is difficult to convey the strength of Temple's conviction
that pacifism as a universal principle was a serious error." .
He describes Temple's view of the war as a question:

"Is the Nazi threat to civilisation so serious that the evil
of allowing it to develop is greater than the monstrous evil of
war?"

To which, of course, the answer was "an unhesitating yes."

As well as being too general, pacifism, to Temple, lacked
a truly coherent theology. He saw in his own position, the need
for a theology of the State as well as of the Church, in the same
way as Niebuhr. Pacifism lacked an adequate theology of the state
and of citizenship, as Temple wrote to a pacifist correspondent:

"Though you cannot advance the Kingdom of God by fighting
you can prevent Christian civilisation, or a civilisation on the
way to becoming Christian, from being destroyed and that is what
we are now engaged in. If you look at the Néw Testament carefully
there can be no doubt that there is a theology of the State as
well as of the Church, and that it is our duty to do as citizens
in support of the State things which it would be inappropriate
to do as a Churchman in suppoft of the Church and its cause.
The soldiers are therefore quite right when they say that war
is nét Christianity, but they would be quite wrong if they went
on to say that therefore Christians ought not to fight. The duty
to fight is a civic duty which, if the cause is good, Christianity
accepts and approves, but it is not a duty which has its origin
in Christiaﬁity as such."

In the same way he drew attention to the life of Jesus and
his distinction between an earthly kingdom and spiritual truth:

"You seem to believe that Our Lord Himself was a complete



pacifist. I am sure that is not true. If it was, how did there
come to be two swords in the little company of His disciples right

at the end of His ministry? He Himself said that if He were concerned
with an earthly kingdom His servants would be fighting. He seems

to me plainly to recognise that it would be right to fight for
an earthly kingdom or civilisation, but it cannot be right to
fight for spiritual truth because that wins its way only so far

as it is freely accepted, and to try to uphold it by force is

in fact to betray it."

Temple was equally decisive in dealing with those who, by
contrast, erred on the side of militarism. One priest who called
publicly for reprisals against Germany in an article was told:

"I think its argument quite false and its ethics quite
deplorable....The proposal that we should decree that for every
civilian life taken here, we would take ten German civilian lives,
represents just that descent to the enemy level which we must
at all costs avoid if we are to be able to stand for any principles
at all in the world of the future."‘s

In the matter of the prayer-life of the Church, Temple was
always careful never to include direct prayers for victory.
Garbett, at York, disagreed with this position but was prepared
to concede the point that no official forms of prayer should depart
from the 1928 words: "Grant us victory, if it be thy will."
Over and above the conflict, Temple was always aware that "the
primary concern in prayer must be the approach to the Father of
all men, with recognition that all His other children have the
same right of approach....I think the maintenance of the spiritual

fellowship of all Christians is for the Church a concern that takes

precedence even of the military defeat of Nazi-ism."



The overall view of Temple during this period is thus of
a fair-minded, though strident, commentator. His theology was
based on a firm belief in original sin, and how this affected
'man as a citizen and a Christian. His approach to any problem
always seems to have taken into account how things might seem
with hindsight: whether the Czechs or Poles would appreciate
the subtleties of non-violent actions on their behalf, or how
much the govermment might seem like the priest and the Levite
in the parable for neglecting to show mercy to the Jews when an
opportunity presented itself.'

His wvision was of a better future, a world made better by
the end of Nazi tyranny, in spite of the achievement of this end
by sinful means. In August 1939, in a broadcast address, Temple
spoke of a future he made every last effort to persuade others
to combine to win:

"And while we do our utmost to secure the triumph of right
as it has been given us to see the right, let us steadily look
beyond the conflict to the restoration of peace, and dedicate
ourselves to the creation of a world-order which shall be fair
to the generations yet unborn." 1

II) George Bell, Bishop of Chichester 1883 - 1958

Of all the wartime bishops, Bell remains the most outstanding
in his opposition to inhumanity in war. His position was made
clear at the beginning of the war, in a speech in the House of
Lords: "I am not a pacifist, nor am I one of those who ask that
peace should be made at any price."‘-,On the contrary, his knowledge
of events in Germany between 1933 and 1939 convinced him that

Britain was right to go to war. He never wavered in the belief

that World War II was a just war: "for freedom and justice against
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violence and brute force." It would be true, of course, to say
that he was more interested in the ecumenical movement that the
affairs of war. As a statesman he was concerned with how European
churches had coped in wartime, rather than particular events.
However, as is well known, he found himself the only wartime Church
leader prepared to speak out consistently against the Royal Air
Force's bombing policy, perhaps as a result of his concern for
the ordinary church going German civilian.

This opposition found its most public expression in the House
of Lords (he became a member in 1938), in which he consistently
maintained the attitude noted in November 1939:

"It is the function of the Church at all costs to remain
the Church....it is not the State's spiritual auxiliary with exactly
the same ends as the State....The Church ought to declare both
in peace-time and war-time that there are certain basic principles
which can and should be the standards of both international
social order and conduct.... It must not hesitate, if occasion
arises, to condemn the infliction of reprisals, or the bombing
of civilian populations, by the military forces of its own nation.
It should set itself against the propoganda of lies and hatred.
It should be ready to encourage a resumption of friendly relations
with the enemy nations. It should set its face against any war
of extermination or enslavement and any measures directly aimed
to destroy the morale of a population."'q
So, although Bell believed in the Allied cause, he felt that the
enemy should not be disregarded, and any opportunities for negotiation
should be taken. His support of the Allies was even called into

question by a Member of Parliament, Winterton, in his diocese, who
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felt that Bell's speeches "minimised the moral strength of the
country's cause."zo This is a quite unjust accusation, of course.
If Bell criticised any aspects of the war, they were precisely
those aspects, such as terror-bombing, which undermined what "moral
strength" the Allies could claim.

Theologically speaking, Bell set down his thoughts most clearly

in the Penguin Special Christianity and World Order (1940).

This stated that the goal of Christianity is not simply either
justice, or peace, but "Order", from which both spring. " And by
"Order" is meant "a system of right relations .2:'l" War, therefore,
springs from disorder, the breakdown of relations, and with this
view, Bell combined a doctrine of sin:

"Just as sin is a fall and redemption is a recovery, so war
is a fall and peace has to be recovered. Peace has to be recovered
by rediscovering order." 22

He was close to Temple in seeing the war as a divine judgment,
in the sense of an inevitable outcome of man's greed and selfishness:

"It is when men have broken God's law and have pursued their
own interests, and have refused to share their goods with their
brothers, that war comes. War descends as the judgment of God." %3

As has been seen, Bell was not a pacifist. On the contrary,
he was convinced of the necessity to fight in the circumstances
which presented themselves. Only if a Christian was convinced
that his country's cause was unjust, was there any possibility of
not bearing arms. This position had been backed up by the report
of the Oxford Conference in 1937 which influenced Bell, who strongly
believed that the Church should "at all costs remain the Church."?A

As a Christian, he felt passionately that the war, sinful though

it were, was necessary.



"The clash which is now upon us is a clash of moralities.
The war is not just the protest of the injured Germany people
against the victors of 1918. It is the war of a barbarian tyrant
against civilisation, and of violence against freedom. All the
persecutions of Jew and Christian, and of political opponents;
all the terror which finds expression in concentration camps and
expelled the refugees, is gathered to a head in this cruel war.

Woe indeed to the man who unloosed it on Europe! To be whole-

heartedly at this crisis on the British side in view of the immediate

acts of treachery and pillage, which set the world on fire, seems
a very plain duty. This is a moment in human history when it
is impossible for the just man to be neutral."

However, Bell is most famous for his prophetic criticisms
of and warnings against specific allied military actions which
he knew in hindsight would be deemed immoral. The war, though
necessary, must only be fought within the strictest of limits.
Again, he saw these limits in terms of order, which was for the
Christian to bear in mind for the future:

"the objective consideration of such a strong guarantee as
disarmament all round, as a guarantee which can actually be checked
by the limitation of offensive weapons; particularly the abolition
of the heaviest arms, especially suited for aggression - e.g.
tanks and artillery - and the prohibition of the dropping of bombs
on the civil population outside the real battle zone."26
And in the present, the Church's prophetic role was clear:

"It must not hesitate, if occasion arises, to condemn the

bombing of civilian populations quite outside the military zone

by the military forces of its own nation."
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So, constantly in his mind was thought for the future. For
Bell, the concept of total war glossed over his own sincere belief
in the "other Germany", made up of sincere Christians who saw
as clearly as anyone the threats to civilisation posed by Hitler.
He was convinced of the wvalidity of praying for one's enemies,
once more quoting the Oxford Conference:

"If Christians in warring nations pray according to the pattern
of prayer given by their Lord, they will not be "praying against"
one another. The Church should witness in word, in sacramental
life, and in action to the reality of the Kingdom of God which
transcends the world of nations. It should proclaim and obey
the commandment of the Lord "Love your enemies.""

His development of these ideas in the public domain was respons-
ible for two attitudes towards Bell. The first, and short-lived,
response was, as has been seen, to regard the Bishop as almost
traitorous, and certainly mistaken in his moral thinking. The
second, and abiding, response is more fair. Kenneth Slack, in
a short biography, calls him "A Lonely Leader in Wartime", but
also notes that "Bell, in a sense, fulfilled ecclesiastically
the role that Churchill fulfilled nationally.“zci Indeed, Slack's
work was one of a series on prominent twentieth-century Christians.

Above all, he strove to live up to what he expected of others,

maintaining difficult links with European churches. As MacKinnon

has said: "Bell's greatness in a measure corresponded to Bonhoeffer's:

the master lived out in his own very different situation the moral

and spiritual tensions articulated by the theologian, prophet,
30

and martyr whose mentor he was."

Bell's relations with German Christians, notably Dietrich Bonhoeffer,

persuaded him that the war was with National Socialism and not
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Gemany. To this end, he pressed the government to give assurances
that Lord Vansittart's desire to punish the whole of Germany would
not be followed up.al Success in this matter came with the Lord
Chancellor's announcement of 10th March 1943. "that the Hitlerite
state should be destroyed and....that the whole German people
is not....thereby doomed to destruction.” 32

The famous speeches against bombing policy took shape first
in his Diocesan Gazette in a statement which aroused much strong
feeling:

"To bomb cities as cities, deliberately to attack civilians,
quite irrespective of whether or not they are actively contributing
to the war effort is a wrong deed, whether done by Nazis or ourselves."33
His challenge to the government came on 9th February 1944, questioning
the moral implications of such policies and reminding them again
of its own distinction between Germany and the "Hitlerite State".

Although, as has been seen above, Bell was not the first
to question both the wisdom and the morality of area bombing,
he was the first to speak against it publicly, and in the heart
of the government.

"It is no longer definite military and industrial objectives

which are the aim of the bombers, but the whole town, area by

area, 1is plotted carefully out. This area is singled out and
plastered on one night; that area is singled out and plastered
on another night; a third, a fourth, a fifth area is similarly

singled out and plastered night after night, till, to use the
language of the Chief of Bomber Command with regard to Berlin,
the heart of Nazi Germany ceases to beat. How can there be discrim-
ination in such matters when civilians, monuments, military objectives

and industrial objectives all together form the target? How can
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the bombers aim at anything more than a great space when they
see nothing and the bombing is blind?"34

Apart from the expected attacks from some quarters of the press,
his reception was, surprisingly, most favourable, a testimony
to his eminence as a bishop and statesman. Indeed, in spite of
his great stature as an ecumenist, he is largely remembered, at
least in Britain, for that one speech in the Lords on obliteration
bombing.

After the war, he was able to devote himself to his diocesan
and ecumenical interests, his last major engagement being
participation in what was his fourth Lambeth Conference in 1958.
He remains the single, leading Churchman who spoke out consistently
for humanity throughout the war. In pointing out the Church's
function in 1939 he showed an attitude which ought to be emulated
by today's Church, and which is all too easily ignored.
MacKinnon's tribute to him is fitting, though tinged with sadness
at his treatment:

"The historians of the Church of England may yet recognise
that the worst misfortune to befall its leadership in the end
of the war was less the premature death of William Temple than

25

his succession by Fisher of London and not by Bell of Chichester."

I11) Charles Raven

Charles Raven's lifelong commitment to pacifism came in 1930,
the year of the already noted Lambeth Statement. Like Dick Sheppard,
he had been a chaplain in the Great War and it was his horrific
experiences there which led him to embrace the cause. He stands
above most pacifists of his time, however, because of the distinctive
theological basis of his beliefs; his inspiration was theology
and reason, rather than sentiment and emotion. As Wilkinson notes:
"Raven was the first English pacifist to give a coherent theological

36
basis to pacifism." For him true Christianity, the way of the



Cross, was best expressed through pacifism as man's development
continued through the twentieth century.

Indeed this evolutionary idea is perhaps the key to his
distinctive position. His biographer called him "Naturalist,
Historian and Theologian" and Raven's understanding of all three
areas of study was united by the common denominator of evolutionary
theory. His stance, then,. was that of the liberal modernist and
explains much of his intellectual isolation from the church as
a whole, which leant more towards neo-orthodoxy following the
Great War.

In 1939 he became Master of Christ's College, Cambridge,
a post from which he retired in 1950, and from 1945 until his
death he was President of the Fellowship of Reconciliation. The
latter is an interdenominational organisation which has close
links with A.P.F. but which stresses reconciliation as the positive
witness of the pacifist. Althouéh he was also a member and sponsor
of the Peace Pledge Union, he thought that group was somewhat
Vnegative, involving merely a renunciation of war.s8 Nevertheless,
Dillistone correctly identifies Raven as "the leading Christian
intellectual in the whole peace movement." Certainly his post
as Master of Christ's was a public reinforcement of this judgment,
even if the church was never to offer him any other preferment,
so far as is known.

The basis of his theology can be seen in an essay of 1937,
for the Oxford Conference on Church, Community and State, in
which he tried to show that Trinitarian theology implies pacifism
in the whole church and not merely in individuals. It is ironic
that this was written for an event of international Christian

delegates, made more urgent by the absence of German contributors
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through imprisonment. If his theology failed to convince or
convert the rest of the conference, at least pacifism had been
recognised as a legitimate vocation for Christians. Dillistone
regards the most constructive result of the Conference to have
been the setting forth of three positions

"which were held to be tenable within a full Christian witness.
These were the commitment to complete pacifism, a readiness to
participate in "just wars", and the willingness to obey the commands
of the state unlessthe citizen is absolutely certain that the

. . o
war is wrong.

In view of what has been said, it is therefore surprising
that Raven's pacifism should embrace some non-pacifist policies
pursued by the state. He was able to reconcile this because of
his evolutionary beliefs: he couold accept intermediate steps
towards peace, which were less than pacifist, as being part of
the inevitable progress‘towards general pacifism. Pacifism, of
course, was the summit of man's evolution, and Raven could tolerate
events which demonstrated that this peak was not yet achieved.
In particular he felt that force could be a (sadly) necessary
stop-gap, in spite of his absolutism about the theory of pacifism.
As Wilkinson comments: "War between Christians is now as out
of date as duelling, but we cannot simply withdraw troops from
Palestine and the North-West Frontier, where force is the only
practical restraint."

Raven's relationship with Temple gives an interesting insight
into the debates about Christianity and War. In 1935, Tample

wrote that extreme pacifism was "heretical in tendency", giving

three reasons:
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"It tended to regard the New Testament as completely super-
seding the 0ld as Marcion had done; it tended to regard the material
as incapable of being completely subordinated to the spiritual
as had been the case with the Manichees; and it tended to regard
man as a creature who was capable of directing and governing his
life by love alone, a view associated in history with the name
of PelagiusJﬁZThe law of love, Temple concluded, cannot be said
to apply to nations "consisting in large measure of unconverted
or very imperfectly converted citizens." Raven was deeply affected
by this charge, in spite of the fact that Temple's attack was
not intended to imply that individual pacifists were heretics.
The "British disease" of Pelagianism was, however, uncomfortably
close to Raven's evolutionary view of the progress of man, and
the charges could not go unanswered. He responded particularly
vehemenently to Temple's comments about the law of love:

"If this be true the Apostolic Church was wholly mistaken
in its missionary methods: the enforcemen of law should have
preceded the preaching of the Gospel. For Christian nations or
Christian Archbishops to proclaim that "the law of love is not
applicable" is not only heretical in tendency but definitely an
act of apostasy."

In spite of such fierce attacks, the two adversaries respected
each other greatly. In 1942, Raven felt able to address the Arch-
bishop as "My dear Willian:Ean in 1943 they collaborated on a

chapter for Temple's Penguin Special ‘Is Christ Divided? In  this

they reached the same conclusion as Vidler in 1940, that the pacifist
and non-pacifist positions could not be reconciled, although the
common loyalty to Christ was a bridge between the two.

During the Second World War, Raven was a member of the A.P.F.



deputation to the Archbishops in 1940.44' Unlike many meetings of
"heretics and apostates”, this was a civilised affair in which
the individual vocation of some Christians to pacifism was recognised.
This was less than the A.P.F. might have hoped, but along the
lines which the church generally was acknowledging, recalling
the Oxford Conference of 1937.

Also in 1940, Raven was asked by the Council of Christian
Pacifist Groups to draft a reply to the call for a non-violence
rather than war, from Gandhi, in which it was stated that:

"We have felt that a passive resistance to evil by non-co-
operation was of itself insufficient; that inherent in any true
pacifism was the duty to work for a radical reform of society
by the abolition of economic and imperialistic exploitation." 45

This shows clearly Raven's idea of two-fold pacifism, which
requires positive and active reconciliation, as well as non-violence.

In November 1940, Raven became involved in a controversy
with the B.B.C. about religious broadcasting. He was to become
a popular broadcaster from 1949 and, had he not been silenced
by the authorities, might have been so earlier. The controversy,
of course, arose from his pacifism, and that of others, whose
sermons had been broadcast in the early months of the war. In
November 1940 the B.B.C. decided that "religious broadcasting....
should be in full accord with the national effort, and with the
view that the cause for which the nation is fighting is a righteous
one, and that in religious broadcasting there should be no hesitation
in praying regularly for victory for our forces.“46 The issues
raised were clearly serious; if it were reasonable to exclude
the preaching of direct pacifism, what was surely wrong was "to
exclude a Christian minister from preaching the Gospel, only on

the grounds that he was a pacifist.” 47



Raven had previously been engaged to write and present four
sermons on "The Christian's participation in War" which could
only have been pacifist in content. He understood the embarrass-
ment felt by the religious broadcasting directors who were bound
to the directives from above, and would have withdrawn had it
not been that "to do so would be to agree that the State has the
right to dictate doctrine and use religion as an instrument of
propaganda." 5 He was  prevented from delivering the sermons, a
move in which he considered that Christ had been dethroned for
Caesar.“wl

It is important to note that the Church disagreed with the
B.B.C.'s policy. Temple himself was against direct prayers for
victory, as has been seen, and he proposed to move a resolution
in Convocation in January 1941. In the event, Convocation was
unable to meet, but he wrote to the Chairman of the B.B.C., Sir
Allan Powell, saying that twelve of the fourteen bishops would
have supported his resolution that:

"Every opportunity should be taken to show unity of faith.
In particular those who accept and those who reject the view that
Christian discipleship is incompatible with the use of armed force,
should respect one another's conscience and maintain their spiritual
fellowship in the bond of charity.

That inasmuch as one chief means whereby the Church and the
Gospel committed to it are presented to the public in the provision
of broadcast services and sermons, no man should be excluded from
the privilege of broadcasting the message of the Gospel on the
ground that he is known to be a pacifist, provided that he under-

So

takes not to use this occasion to advocate the pacifist position.”

However, in spite of Temple's support, the B.B.C. had to follow
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the ruling from the Ministry of Information; Raven and other
pacifists were unable to broadcast for the duration of the war.
After the war, Raven was able to return to the public platform,
being invited to the United States in 1950. There he delivered
a series of lectures at Union Theological Seminary in New York

on The Theological Basis of Christian Pacifism. These were

published by the F.O0.R. in 1952. Wilkinson has pointed out how
notable pacifists chose different targets in their attacks upon
the theology of the day:

"Pacifist militancy was directed not towards potential aggressors
but to targets nearer to hand: Barnes' towards Anglo-Catholics,
Sheppard's towards the institutional church, Raven's towards Niebuhr
and Barth." St
Raven's target was particularly noticeable in his Theological
Basis ', which was written precisely for the audience of which
Niebuhr was Professor of Applied Christianity. He felt that neo-
orthodoxy was gloomy and defeatist and that for Niebuhr "taking
sin seriously means being content to continue in it." 52

One unusual event which demonstrates Raven's practical evolution-
ary view of pacifism shows also, and ironically, his value in
the Allied war-effort. The Royal Ordnance Depot was suffering
a shortage of buck-thorn, from which the pure charcoal necessary
for time-fuses was obtained. Raven was Chaimman of the Trustees
of Wicken Fen where buck-thorn was in abundance, and shortly before
the outbreak of war, he gave his consent to its use.53 Such was
the difficulty in attempting to uphold absolute standards within
the relativities of history. But yet he remained convinced that

absolutism must prevail. His beliefs are clearly summed up in

the submission by the International Fellowship of Reconciliation



to the constituting assembly of the World Council of Churches,
a statement of sincere Christianity and convinced intellectual
pacifism:

"The true Church of Christ, the extension of the Incarnation,
Atonement and Resurrection and the incarnation of the Holy Spirit,
cannot ever be at war. It must be the universal supranational
fellowship which refuses to participate in violencé and war.
It cannot do otherwise and yet remain Christian."

IV) Donald M. MacKinnon

It would be impossible to consider the question of war in
a Christian context without making mention of the writings of
Professor MacKinnon. His influence as a thinker in the particular
area in question is considerable. By coincidence his first relevant
article was published in 1939, his latest as recently as 1982.
There is a distinct line of thought connecting these which illustrates
a particular relationship between politics and theology and the
role that the Church (and the individual Christian) must play
in sustaining that connection.

MacKinnon was closely involved in the "Christendom Group"
which had begun in 1930, and which was concerned with the Christian
Church and the end of man5 ® In two articles published before the
outbreak of war in the Group's journal Christendom he took as
a theme: "The Task of the Christendom Group in Time of War."

His belief was, however, that the "minimal requirement” was not
only for the Group "but for the members of the whole Church."

"It seems to me that the minimal requirement....is the open
avowal that the legitimacy of participation or non-participation
on the part of Christians in such a war as that which seems imminent

S
must remain an open question."



One of the apparent motifs in his thinking is "the more general
question of the authority of the ends of the temporal kingdom."
Also he repeats in subsequent publications the idea that:

"War is a means to an end, the valid end of the restoration
of order, a mean that the Church has not refused to recognise
as valid, when all alternatives are exhausted."

Thus he stands from the beginning, in the mainstream of the Church's
teaching about war, seeking:

"not the unanimous signature of a pacifist pledge, but the
conscious loyalty, in participation and absention alike, of the
Christian to those standards which are his doctrinal heritage." 58
The idea of means and ends is crucial, because of the possibility
of employing illegitimate means in pursuit of valid ends. Part
of the Christendom Group's witness was therefore, as he saw it,
to:

"secure the recognition by the secular power that the admission
as valid of the ends of the secular power....does not involve
the Church in a recognifion of the validity of the means whereby
it seeks to attain them." >
This may be applied to the case of Bishop Bell, who, as has been
seen, supported the war, whilst attacking some of the Allied policies.
In fact, MacKinnon could be said almost to have foreseen the intro-
duction of obliteration bombing, in 1939:

"There may be an obligation in certain circumstances to defend
the nation-state of which one is a citizen, but there is never
an obligation to do so by co-operation in the aerial bombardment
of centres of civilian population. In fact there is a quite determ-
inate obligation on the Christian to refuse such service." c

In 1946, MacKinnon served on the commission which produced

The Era of Atomic Power , under the chairmanship of J. H. Oldham




of the Christian Frontier Council. The Council's journal, The

Christian News-letter (edited by Kathleen Bliss, who was also

on the 1946 Commission) was the forum for a letter from MacKinnon

reflecting upon the book 'Bomber Offensive by Air Marshall Harris.

These reflections draw out some of MacKinnon's earlier thoughts
about the place of power in society:

"The ultimate issue that the book raises is, of course, the
issue of the power element in human life....still our world is
threaténed at all levels by collapse into the belief that ultimately
power is the one thing that counts."é'

What MacKinnon was seeking was a recovery of man's mastery of
power through law, by which they would no longer "serve blind
power."

"Here is our religious crisis, religious because here every
element of human existence is staked." 62
The position of master/servant is updated as recently as 1982,

in relation to the questionof nuclear weapons which became, after

1948, his prime concern as regards war. So in Creon and Antigone

he states:

"We are, in fact, in a situation in which weapons systems
do not serve the institutions which claim to control them, but
rather by their internal dynamism quite largely determine the

63

way in which the institutions in question operate.”

So, in 1948, he was still drawing to notice the important

distinction between legitimate ends and illegitimate means, accepting

that pacifism is the courageous choice of the few:
"Few of us have the moral courage or folly enough to embrace

a thorough-going pacifism, but we do maintain some kind of rough

and ready distinction between just and unjust war. We are encouraged
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by our tradition not to repudiate war itself (that is sometimes
a tragic necessity) but only war that is unjust: and injustice
of course attaches to much more that the mere circumstances of
its beginning."é“-
As he had seen the effect of the misuse of power in society, so
MacKinnon became convinced of the psychological effects of the
atomic bomb:

"What shocks us in Hiroshima then is the fact that it thrusts
on us....our dubious cultural predicament."”
This was necessarily bound up with his view of politics and theology,

and it is in this area in which he detected the failure of The

Church and the Atom where, "in its theological sections it is

(33
often lame and hesitant." This is illustrated again in the area

of "Christianity in an Age of Power" with which the report concludes:

"But the question is always stated in terms of abstract principle:

there is never an attempt to state it in personal terms, in terms
of Christian existence today....We are far too seldom reminded
that for us Christianity is a way that is ultimately one with
our whole life.“67
This mean, of course, that the task of theology is not to give
spiritual legitimacy to the workings of politics. Here MacKinnon
speaks in terms of "revolt". Thus the task of moral theology
is one of "interpreting spiritually and strengthening the revolt
against such things as atomic war that is surely there in the
worl ."68 And, to show that this task is rooted both in theology
and spirituality, he reminds us that:

"We must never forget in our enthusiasm for something we
call Christian civilisation that it was from the rootless and
the outcast that the Christ called his own, and that upon a gallows-

ey
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tree, between two criminals, He was content to die."

By 1954, the question of the Hydrogen Bomb was paramount. In
his "Reflections" upon this theme, MacKinnon takes further some
of the themes already discussed.7o The individual is reminded that
participation in the democratic process makes the bomb something

that "we have chosen to develop", and that "if we are prisoners,
71

the cage is one of our own making." This is important theologically

because this grounds the debate in reference "to human action,

72
and not to an impersonal fate." This latter point appears, nearly

thirty years on, in the conclusion of The Church and the Bomb .

He refers to "revolt" as "an important category" which need not

be a revolt against tradition. As with the bomb itself, the argument

is again grounded in the individual:

"And what is this revolt in terms of the individual? Is
it, to come to brass tacks, conscientious objection? There the
individual must choose for himself.™

The question also comes up of man's relationship to power,
this time in terms of warfare. "Modern methods of war are not
a kind of sovereign source of moral principles; they are methods,
not lords."74- This is totally bound up also with his illustrations
of war as a means to an end, for if weapons become "lords", then
the means of war become the ends. "If we have converted means
into ends....we must learn to effect a drastic reconversion.“75

Of the rest of his relevant material, two items refer to
Bishop Bell. The two remaining pieces are both on the same topic
of "Ethical Problems of Nuclear Warfare" published respectively
in 1963 and 1982.76

The earlier essay takes as its starting point the actual

meaning of "deterrence" which MacKinnon sees as "belonging to the
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life of the mind." His appraisal of the subject is wide-ranging

and accurate, and he moves to a position criticising those who
see deterrence as "a context in which international relations
may be carried on."78 He also, importantly, notes the development
of so-called "tactical" nuclear weapons and the resulting problem
of escalation. The official policy of "flexible response", which
involves use of these smaller weapons, was adopted four years
after this essay, in 1967.

The "myth" of the great deterrent is precisely that which
writes off the moral problems of nuclear weapons by supposing
that they provide a "system in which international relations are

79
effectively transacted." It is a myth, he writes, because this

"idealises" the weapons into something that they are not. Character-

istically, then, he deflates the argument and brings it down into
the context of a real, human, problem. Again the idea of revolt
appears; his picture of a true democrat is that of "the irreverent
man who asks awkward questions... ."goThe individual is responsible
and accountable, even in such an important question as that of
nuclear weapons, and, referring to the Nuremberg Tribunals he
says:

"Do we, or do we not believe that defence of superior orders
absolves a man from listening to the voice of his own conscience?...
If this be so, then the mere command of a superior....does not
acquit us from the duty of considering for ourselves whether on
any count the use of thermo-nuclear weapons is justified.“e‘ Finally,
he sees the myth as being simply this. That the balance of terror,
which has a partial validity, is dependent upon readiness to use
nuclear weapons:

"The whole system collapses as soon as that readiness is

written off."
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In his most recent writing, Creon and Antigone , he merely

underlines what has gone before, seeing "the ethical problems
of nuclear warfare" as raising "in the most acute way the question
of the relation of the individual to the state."83 He reiterates
the myth which he identified in 1963 and reminds the reader that
it masks "the most frightening element in the whole situation,
and that is its built-in instability.“sq. Underlying this is the
necessity that deterrence involves willingness to use the weapons,
and therefore to achieve a decisive victory: "We deceive ourselves
if we deny that in the last resort our fabric of deterrence is
partly woven of our desire to do just this."

He finally states "the bias of my argument is in a unilateral

86
direction", but yet this is always in terms of his desire to root

the problem in the human condition. In using a passage from "Paradise

Regained"”, he thus concludes:

"Milton saw Christ tempted impatiently to escape the burden

of his human existence. We live in an age in which such a temptation

is not far from every one of us, for we have to learn anew what

e7

it is to be human."

MacKinnon's is a distinct theological position, as coherent

as any thorough going pacifism, but rooted primarily in the individual's

response to a real problem. If he sees pacifism as turning away
from it, his own position is one of revolt, of asking questions,
of demanding just means as well as a just end. Above all, his
importance lies in the constant desire to use theology which relates
to the practical problems of the issues, and to expose "great

1]
myths"; "there is no escape from the tragic dimension."
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V) The Anglican Pacifist Fellowship

The pacifist witness in the Church of England is the work
of the Anglican Pacifist Fellowship. After a series of exploratory
meetings, it was inaugurated on St. Barnabus' Day 1937 with the
first General Secretary, C. Paul Gliddon, being quick to point
out that pacifism was important politically, as well as religiously:

"The awful responsibility of Anglicanism 1is being brought
home daily. It is perfectly clear that the only authority that
can speak peace to the nations instead of finding security in
arms, arms and yet more arms, is the Church, and that, as far
as Europe and America is concerned, means the Church of England.

A bunch of Bishops who had renounced war could do more to establish
peace than all the King's horses and all the King's men."

It may be noted from the proceedings in Convocation, however,
that such a position was unlikely.

Particularly sought was a theological witness. The A.P.F.
throughout the war did not see its task as one of trying to influence
the Government's policy, but rather of awakening the Church to
its true nature - identified as pacifist. For any witness to
be successful, however, numbers can be vital. Gliddon set the
membership target at a minimum of five thousand, including five
hundred priests, for "much attention to be given to our viewsﬂ”qO
At the beginning of the war, this seemed quite possible, membership
rising by a thousand to 2,507 between Juné 1939 and June 1940f“For
the A.P.F.'s third anniversary (June 1lth, 1940), a deputation
to the Archbishops was arranged, by which meansit was hoped that
the official sanction of the Church might be gained. The - perhaps

predictable - outcome was that pacifism was an option for individuals,

but was not binding upon the Church as a whole:



"Pacifism is a genuine vocation for some; the point of disagree-
ment is that pacifists claim that pacifism must be the normal
practice in the Christian Church." >
This allowed, then, a theological witness which was seen however
to cause much official embarrassment.

Since its foundation, the A.P.F. had held a weekly Wednesday
morning Eucharist in St. Paul's Cathedral. By January 1940 the
Dean 'and Chapter were "naturally anxious to avoid the impression
in wartime that they are sponsoring a pacifist organisation."
The services were allowed to continue, but were not officially
advertised, and the A.P.F. was responsible for the provision of
a celebrant. By July, embarrassment was such that the Eucharist

had to cease, "for staffing and other reasons."q

The wartime role of the A.P.F. was not restricted to the

holding of religious services, however. By the end of 1940, eighteen

men were being paid as full members of a "War Service Unit" which
took its first aid skills to needy areas such as Ccventry and
Bristol.qs Counselling aid was given to conscientious objectors,
who were shown that there were types of service which could be
offered during wartime, as a positive contribution to society.
The main "positive contribution" of the A.P.F. Service Unit was
the Hungerford Club. This was a night shelter for down and outs
and catered for between sixty and seventy men a night. By the
time an independent council took over its running in July 1944
in was firmly established, with money raised by an A.P.F. concert
given by Benjamin Britten and Michael Tippetta{6 as well as council
grants. The Service Unit was wound up in August 1944 having shown
that pacifism was by no means a negative belief set apart from

the real world.q7
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Membership peaked in July 1941 when it stood at 2,727, with
374 priests .48 It remained steady around the 2,500 mark throughout
the 'fifties and 'sixties, maintaining a consistent witness against
the horrors of war. This was in marked contrast to groups like
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament who were (and are) not distinctly
pacifist. Canon Collins, a famous Aldermaston marcher, was a
member of A.P.F. and C.N.D., a posture adbpted by many who desire

both a specific religious and anti-nuclear stand. In contrast

to the official statements, A.P.F. hit out at the systematic devastat-

ion of South Vietnam in 1965: "This war is a scandal to the human
race and a disgrace to the Church." From 1969, membership began
to fall, though slowly, and in 1976 the "Seven Year Rule" began
to be applied whereby names of members out of touch for that period
were removed. This left about 35% as active members, 853, the
number having grown by 1980 to 976.

It must be stressed that, in spite of small numbers, the
A.P.F. is an extremely important group in peacetime as well as

100
wartime which sees its role as prophetic. The organisation is

o
such that every Church of England clergyman was contacted in 1970.

In 1974, the Week of Prayer for World Peace was inaugurated, which
102
was first conceived at an A.P.F. General Meeting in 1972, an extra-

ordinary achievement for such a small group.

The extent to which the A.P.F. has been able to exert influence

is best illustrated by the events leading up to the 1978 Lambeth
Conference. "It has been a historic year, the climax of all that
has been achieved by the Anglican Pacifist Fellowship since its
foundaltion.“‘03 In March 1978, all the bishops expected to attend

the Conference were told that "Seven Reasons" would be nailed
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to the door of Canterbury Cathedral on August 2nd. As a result

of this, six American bishops attended an A.P.F. meeting and took
their concern back to the Conference, which had no specific provision
for a debate on war. An organisation of less than a thousand
influenced the bishops enough to produce Resolution SI,oswhich is
a most notable achievement. To mark the centenary of the birth

of Dick Sheppard in 1980, the A.P.F. produced an attractive supplement

to the Church Times entitled "Christianity - A Pacifist Faith" ,’°6

which featured many closely related groups such as Pax Christi,
and the Fellowship of Reconciliation. Conditions for membership
require‘only the ability to sign the following declaration:

"We, communicant members of the Church of England, or of a
Church in full communion with it, believing that our membership
of the Christian Church involves the complete_repudiation of modern
war, pledge ourselves to renounce war and all preparation to wage
war, and to work for the construction of Christian peace in the
world."

Even if membership remains at a low level, it is likely that
the A.P.F. will continue to put forward su