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“We' hold - these .truths to. be se]f eVLdent that .. ../
a1l men are.. credted equal, that they are’ endowedﬁzv'v/':
by their Creator with certain unalienablé Rights, . =~
that among these are Life, Libergy and the el
pursult of Hanplness»wﬁhat to- secure these tlgh?sf’
Governments are insgtituted among - Mcn,, derxv1ng ’
their ]U:L powers- tLom thb consent'ot the '
governed - THEt whenever any Forth of. Government*
becomog 'destructiv@ ‘of theése 'Dnds, 1t IS the"ﬁ
Right"dffthe People to d]tel it or-to abolluh‘

it, and - -dmstitute ‘new GOVOLhmenL_; ldyingJ’
its: taundatlon on- such pr:nrlples and organldlng'
its powcrs :dn such form, as“to - thom uhall scem

most llkely to offwct thelr oatoty aﬁd Happlne bg

Although . these. words cbnstituten“a3 fitting foundation for our
government, -.and’ have- given us a tremendous heritage.as Americans,
their  loftiness and relativity have also allowed serious debates to
erupt. congernlng how -best to put them ‘into practmce,- In the past,
these’ debates have brought brother dgaln 4 brother in. combdt arid have-

sought: to destroy .the unity that these- words were . m@dnt to promote. .

Today, we . are involved in another. -such dubat@ ‘over: the prudenco and
value' of :nuclear weaponry. to ‘defend  that, Llfe, leertyp Sdfety,;and,‘
Happiness. And like. those debates of the pawt this .argument - also . .
pits brother against: brether, hu@bdnd.agaln t w1fe, and Amerlcan S T
agdinst American. | SR
“THis debate would remaln a va]uable exevcxse -in: Democracv -an@
in ‘the 4internal strengths of - our 00untLy”*1f itweren't for -those
who aré-trying to bring this discussion out of-the realm of Politics -
1nto the moral and even religious .arena. ' Theése zealous proponénts
0r @prmnents of .nuglear ~weapenoy. are - Hurdendnyg: thewo@mw Lum,'efa e of

many - Americans by telling them that Ohs 1st1ans must be of this opinion. -

in regard to nucleéar weapons, while. still others tell them Christians .
must be. of - the other opinion. .It. is our purpose cin this paper;. to. -

examine . the issue of nuclear weapons -to determine. whe fner 1t should;'

remain - a polltlcal d@bate, or,whochenithera,iﬁ A ChrJ lan vmow of
nuclear weapons.’ R SN

1h’ the _minds, of many religious .leadersvfitherev:ia: no’ queétion
whether this is'a weligious or a political issue.. 29 ROman Cathollg
Bishops gatheréd“a*@tatemont in Octobor 1981 to sta teo b

:As mumbers of -the CafhoLlr Communxty Jn tho Unlted
'Sfatcs of America we, are lmpelled by our faL1h_
i¢v¢SAon and oux’ mountlng conccrn over tha lncxuabed
rprobablllty of nuglear war to speak our conscience

N A The‘concapt of 1Jm1tgd ‘nuclear war' is
nfolly" ' The po&se s1on éf""ﬁucl@ar,‘wqapqns is
immoral. : T o

The World Comecil of Churches. at its New j)JIML AS sembly in 1961 said:
Christians must’ ‘also..maintain that the use of

nuclear weapons, or other. forms of major violence,

against centers of population is in no circum-

stances reconcilable with the demands of the

Christian Gospel.



And

many other .Ghurches “have ‘responded to6 this.

-
)

idea.

Church of Christ; dn-its “Netwerk® Wrote that, "The development and
se of nuclear and: bl"‘nemical weapons, be. r@cognlzod as completely
contrary to the GoqpeJ oL“Je ug Christ.””  The Reiormed Cburch in

America also had thl

to qav aboux Lhe. 1b%u0¢v;g

cod i thu u]txma LusubgAct of Lhoologlcal

reflectlonv; : Tho
ttme,, Th@ra L& ‘ne
and Giver -af Jlfe
of -
age’,
prophetic w1lne&s and -
race is First

"It is, to be sure,

- omigs, bad - seience,

Even -on fhe other)s1de oi Lhe 1ssue
a. rolmglous

the nucledr arm race s
our Christian natlon d&pends on.
protect ourselves and .. theLGospeJ
ever .meang. are. nccessaryg;
with an equa] .greater ‘nuclear:
kind of fheolmgy,
will be the launchmmq p01nf
armament -
pregerve . freedon - to. preach the. Gos
‘In. the Chr¢ stian Community, .
of nucléar: weaponxy,
that  nuclear weéapons,
body politic,
The .. proponentw
of -the Chuxch,

ALQ value

of ‘this
cds.-to preaeh the

to be rulers over the governments
of a debate betweén Kaufman  &nd-
tology", writes,.

rather than to lead. In a more

more force, members

nuclear, armu-
be rcga1dcd as;’ the punultmmaf@‘

grpater dff'onL to the Loxd: -
Lno; morﬂ
human .ensg lavoment o the dark powers of thns
and ng more urgent

and foremost
also bad polities,
cand o bad  war,.

,:should be- opposad Ontdll these fronts,_

when. the Christ returns, .
of his’
is our  Chiidtian- duty' o .

thevgr,
and the two:wviews

Laue-_may wnlL 
subjcct of -our

Conv1nu3ng cv1donue‘

causa for the churﬂh
acL1on,.,The nuclbar arms
a false religion, .
"bad econ-
It can andt7i. R
5: N Lo .

igsue
“them. .

Wedponu,
Porp,dccordlnq
oury Christian
rule here. on: earth’,. .. Thus
deter the Godies hordc-
pol of--Christ..
thore 'i 5,
lxstud abrveo
is

‘deterrent .- -

an alternato VLew
o - lnsanliy,

‘that the, purpose and mission
(Matthew 28:19,20), .
worldaj Jung, in her review

eniltl ad

Gospwi
of the-
Hauerwas

direct approauh,

outlined - th elr. p051t10n in the 1ollow1nq manners, ...

‘God“s  Woxd doee not
the ' nuélear arms’
for: govarnmcnts

Thank God -
hoild’ dliferlng v;cws
we - cun Lry oy

our- presidént: to

Lﬂ

501cncus of. other

1ssuun
dg01de,
‘that in our country we are free. to
of the
1n£luen¢e “our
sec
as. Christiang we are not free’
people on

EBﬁuﬁas notf poﬁen dLClolVPTy
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'That
'fnoﬁ

flndl woxd Qn_'
issue is one
vthj3 ‘church.,

euestion, and that -
legislators and -’
as ‘we ‘do. ¢ But

to. bind the con=-’

@attu s on which '~

“things

ﬁwnmmruodmlnary‘Profossox
tJdoel L. Gerlach, Mission. .Counselor

The United

-and+ not

thcre ar@ thobé who argue thatqgj
gince. the:. survival: of .
'"They - propoao that we  must .-
from athelstlc .communism. with what~;w<
In’ thi¢ Case, we must meet nuclear o
toithis - -
country .
nuclear -
-and: tQ e

ThLS view states -
the concern: 0f the -
and . therefOre ig outside: the’ realm of rel:glous debate,
view remind  us

"Nuclear Escha- -

"Th0 task of religion is to ‘enrich and guide. politics
and with possibly -
of the Wisconsin Evangelical. Lurheran Synod bave
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The. Cﬁu}ch hould “mind ;t B owﬁf’ﬁugrnas ;'Qf:“?:
Leanh¢ng Lh@ gospel ‘and admlntsterlng £ 5. sacras
mentd. Christ's klngdom is "not of this world.""
v iHis: messages: .to . ther chumch@~1werc congpilo= - . . ,
S uously fee: of' any directives to bhéecome involved:: i e
with- the military, civil,”or economic affaitg: :
of . the state, or even with 1ts Lugulatlon of
momalliy,O,Nnr‘ should we " foxget that”':’
1 _1s a gamu two ‘can play The vhurch o
thati.;nvglvg . 1tqelf in" “the - atfaiv of the' "
state is likely to tlnd ‘that the btafe w111_'"
return - the . iavpr‘:and 1nvolvc LfHOlf Jn the o ¢
afféiféj:dfv tﬁc"'éhUigh “rhe SChrJStldn chulch.ufﬂ
should mind its own business, S e
oL » Profe<"or Carleton “oppe,;
’ Prc51dont, Nox%hwestcrn-Coliegu

A-similar view is al&o held by many pollticnanq “who' rﬁgard the subju~
gation of the governmenf “to the, whims and’ w1oh¢s of the church s
a violation of the’ separatlon of Lhurch dnd State Formcr president,

Gerald Ford xe sponded th way in’ 7M Lnibrv1ew ln urajnerd Minnesota
on this topics

;;hI m . agalnst orqan1zod lOngJon gettlng anOlVbd‘
':1:w1th orqanlzcd govcrnmont and I'm againg st organ~*
f_l?@d govoxnm@nt g@ttlng 1nvolvod ln organl ud
5“rel:glonef§ ;Th@ two‘” hould _remain g:“afatg( :

Th@ questJOn of nuclear weaponry, dnd whethor 1L is a: mqttex cf Chrlstlan Dot
dlscu ision;, 18" perhaps -best. understood undex three- noncepts, and how'
the church 1nd1v1dually and collectively responds to them. They are:
The Miss ion of the Church, 'The erdratlon of ¢hur<h and State, - and
The Just War Theory - In the’ remdlndcr of thlS paper we will take
a cursory look at these ptlnalpJes and how they apply to the question
of whether there is a Christian view of nuclonx Weaponry .

THF MIJSION OF THF CHURFH

In Matthew 28 J@ 20 ChrL t glves us the prlmary' purpose and
migssion of the churr ,Iand that is te preaoh the Gospel making dis-
ciples of the whole world, teachnng them to’ obmorve evgrythlnq that
He has commanded us. . An 1mportant fdctor fo r@member 1n ‘the discussion
of Nuclear armaments,A fOL or aqaLn t, is that nowhere in the Holy
Scriptures are they mentluned or even dlluded fo. Our discussion
of them must summarlly bé an dplecatlon of divine pr1n01pLes to the
world- aiound us; and not. Jnventwonb or Gpinions ofeur own. :The impor-
tarices of this pnln LplO' 111uerat9d. by PL@per”. in -his = Christian-
DoqmatlcS°f~~‘ . A K TR SR

:'VHoly Ecxlptur@ makcs tho aboolutc dcmand fhat th@
. doctrine’ tauqht ‘in the Church be DOCTRINA DIVINA,
- Thu Holy acrlpturg& of the ﬂld and Ncw Testament,
"axo full ”ofﬁ‘waxnlngs. agalnst bhosc toachots
who will hot confine themsélves jto" teachlng; .
God's Word, but  feel free to procialm “their - 7
own thoughtso Read the solemn words of Je;qmlah
23:16 (Parallel sSer. 14:14; 27:14-16; Lam. 2:14;

L “ - F . L - T -

T N B R AR ST S SR A\ (e
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Testament proscribes +the teéching of human
thoughts 'and opinions and enjoeins. all teachers
to speéak out of the mouth of the Lord. Whoever
opens his mouth to teach in the Church,  which
is the ‘“house of .God". (I Tim.. 3&15), shouldJO
speak’ God's Word, LOGIA. THEQU (I Pet. .4:11)"

Pieper then weaves tWO‘VparaJlel’ statements from Martin Luther to
further demonstrate the point that only what God says directly can
we teach as the thlmaLe Word of God:

Otheologians, how are ‘you going'fo eacapé here?
Do you consider it a trifling matter when the
Supreme Majesty forbids whatever does not proceed
out of the mouth of the Lord and is som@thlng
else than God's Word? " (St XIX: 8hl; i

In "the government. of the world and the home"
human opinions and.the word of man are in place,
for this ‘territory. is .ruled by the "natural
light," that.is, by human reason. But teaching
in the Church is a different matter: “If any
man would preach, let him suppress his own words.
..iHere in the Church he must. utter nothing
by the words of the rich head of the"familyg

otherwise it 1s not the true Church. ~ therefore
it must he thus: God is.speaking{" (St.L. XII:
1413 ) . S ’

The reason that I am stressmg S0 much the p,LlI’IC.Lple tha‘f we as ministers of the
Church must preach everything that CGod teaches, and only that is not only because
that is what CGod tells us. to do; but because that stands in direct contrast to

some of ‘the pastoral theology philosophies that are abundant today. - Many .churches
and theologians, in. trying te bring God's Word and intent to His people, have over-
stepped their bounds .and made dogmatical statements where God doesn't. - Take for

examwle this guotation from Bishop Roger Mdhoney s statement from December 30 1981 B

It is .even more 1mportant _to recall that the
moral reasoning involved in . cla5510 juSt ~war
theory 1led the Bishops at the Second Vatican
Council to declare that a form of nuclear paci-
fism is a weighty and unexceptional obligation
of Christians. This - means - that ANY USE OF

NUCLEAR WEAPONS, AND RY IMPLICATION, ANY INTEN-
“TION TO USE THEM, IS ALWAYS MORALLY-~AND GRAVELY-
'~-A. SERIOUS EVIL, (sic) No Catholic can ever
support or cooperate with the plahning or execu-
ting of policies to use, or Whichkby implication
‘intend to use nuclear weapons, even in a defen-
sive posture, let along in a "first strike®
‘against another nation. ' '

Bishop Mahoney has taken an application of a tenuous Just-War Theory
and not only applied that to the nuclear arms race, but then concluded
that because they;, "Involve’ indiscriminate and massive violence com-
mitted against civilian'popu]atloni3 their empLoyment or contemplated
use can never be morally permitted. He thus seals the decision for
countless Catholics, not to HEHLLQD other. Christians. by denying the
possibility of Nuclear .weaponry or. .its use. The question is raised,
where is his basis for making such -an EX CATHEDRA, ANATHEM SIT (If any-~
one doesn't agree) statement? L



v B
In almost every case of the opponents of nuclear armament, their

justification for the NO NUKE stance is taken from application of
Christ's principles of: -

~PEACE MAKING: Ps 37:37, 85:8, 120:7, Pr 12:20, Is 2:4,
Joel-4:10, Mt 5@3-12 Rm 12317~214 et al.

LOVE OF ENEMIES: Mt 5:i43-48, Lk 6120~ 36 wt al.

CROSS EEARINQ. ‘Mt 10:38, 16:24-27, Gal 6:12, (in principle)

There are other justifications,” but these represent the most tenable
:“Phrlstldn”-prln(lpl@so, The -confusion here. is- the 'intermingling of
. the mission of the church, with the &ttitude of the individual Chris-
 tiang for ‘the* promoL;on of the Gn,pel In . other words, the mission
"of the Church 1is to. spread the ‘Gospel. . The individual Christian in
~his attman to be a part of that work of the Gospel, lives hig life
in such.’a ‘way thdt ‘he does 'not deétract from that message; i.e., as
a peace-maker, ‘in iov;nq his 'ehemies, and bearing the crosses of belng
a Christian.- There is nothing that hinders, the individual. Christian
from 2iving a lifé of peace,- Being t@rrlLled over. the prospect of

war, even nuclear, warp nox suffenlnq dedth rather. than doing his
fnelghbor harm,_but that - ‘not his message as part of the Church.
‘HIS message is the av1ng ‘Grace in his._redeemer Jesus Christ: and
his mission is to bring that message to the world.

THE SEPARATTON, OF CHURCH AND STATE

The confusion over . the. mlsolnn,m{ the- c¢hurch, is nothing to be
compared with the encreachment of the clergy on the responsibilities
and concerns of the, government., In his word, Chriat tells us that
we - are respons1b1e' tO, the civil authorities, - 'Ihey are ordained
of God,. bearlng the' sword, to "bring punis hmenL ‘on the wrongdoernun
Christ, #®hrough S Paul summarizes this point,  "Thetefore, it is
necessary to subm1t to the authorities, not only because of possible
punishment but also because. of congc;encem". Notice that He does not
say that the authcrities:drO-subjocf to.us, Christians; but we are
subject to them. = This -has been the historical. interprétation of pas-
sages such as thcﬁeﬂ yct from- th@ te time,  there have. been those
theologians who have tried to reverse this oxder. In summarizing
the importance for the nuclear freeze movement of the. involvement
of the clergy, "Newsweek” guotes FErik' Johnson, of Peace Lutheran .
Church in Dearborn, Michigan. He gaid;. "Our technology now “has’
developed to the point of maqs1ve debtructlon of the .world as we know
it, and that -is. cerfalnly a matter of -faith...If .anything, I° m not

politiual enough." - Pastor Johnaon is an’ exampJ of the growing number’
of ~clergy who feel: respon51bLlJtJes over .not Only the “mysteries of
God" but also as watchmen of the mvstorles of soulety Bishop Roger

Mahoney, again-states hJs caven

3Ap‘dn Am@xlgan Bishop, I dooply ‘respect our nation
‘tradition .of. the separation of Church and State.
"I would deploxe, however, any.attempt to turn
“this® legitimate deparation into a separation
- ‘0f Church -from society or into a privatization
of religion that would- divorce -our-  faith and
‘hope from'publicvconcérns and crucial. moral ques-
-tionsf that: face. us. all as citizens...We must
‘all decide what constitutes the true relationship
‘betwéen religious faith and social justice, and-
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= I would:: doﬁlbre any " atrampt by| pollthians and “‘,“zixq”'
govaernment - officials -to ¢laim for thcmselves'
some SFZClal competence to define this relation-
shlp. :

What Blshop Mahoney is really saying is thaL’he reserves the right
to determine ‘how' far his eccﬁesiastica] weight .goes, in .respect to
social conerns. That is approxlmate]y the same view held* ‘by  maeny
of the clergy today. Yet, this is not a new concept in Christianity,
but has$ . been maintained by Papists and followers of Zwingli's ‘philos~
ophy of' theocracy.' However, this has never been a doctrine of the
Lutheran Church, gs Pieper .relates, "The Lutheran: ‘Church,” so far as
it ‘remains’ true~to”ito p11n01ples teachea no social activity. aiming
at the establis hment,.of . a, theooraoy by demandlng, for. instanc¢e, that
the state ombody the Christian reliegion in-its Ponstltutlon and aLtend
to 1ts enroroem@nto On. the contra:yg the: Luthozan Churoh ‘warns. agannst
the mlngllnq of ChULoh dndnutaieu_~ Th@ Lutheyun onfe%ulonw also
support thlu vxew° : IR

- Let it”KthéoChurch) not break 1nto thc offlce
of another, "let it nof transfer the..kingdoms
of this world; let’ it not abxothc the laws
of civil " kulers; let it not" “abolish. lawful
obedience; let- it -not 1nturfore w1th Judgmont5;
concerning «¢ivil- ordinancés or contracts; let
it not prescribe lawa to civil rulers conc@rnnng
the form of the Commonwealth...Tor c¢ivil govern~
ment deals with other things. than-does- the Gospal"
The  civil rulers defend not minds, Wwut bodies’ ) ce

“and bodily things against manifest’ injuries, -~ - | .. |

and restrain .men .with the sword .and bodily” = . A ‘
 punishments in . order-to preserve civil -justice
~and peace. 16 . . - ‘ i o

Bal 1l T Coen -ra'-k g0 e HL'{ . S e nospnt et
Pre51dont Toppe,.glves us some common Sense. roasons for the: sepdratnon
of Church .and. State, when he says, nuWnen church bodies 'make "world

peace - more 1mportant than: etérnal peace, they will become more -and
more remiss- .in.: carrylng ‘out ‘their God given comm1ss10n to proclaim: -
the gospelo-_PuISU1t of the kingdom of God on earth draws 9way support
and manpower .and funds from the Church's gospel mission. "-»-

This infatuation of the ciergy with civil and :social issues has
brought the.nuclear arms.’ ‘question into the rellglous world.. -It would-
be .ecasy Lo suppose :that all those clergy who are .thus oonoorned;uaﬁe
[Yo] beoause ‘they. are overly.cont¢erned with the soolal qoupel and: . have ’
Lorgoften the .preaching. of -the ‘forgivenass of. . & ins in . Jesus. Christ.
But such is.not necessarily ‘the case.  Many of them dre.31ncorely
concerned with not’ only the spiritual status of rnanklnd but also
of its physical we]l -being.. . As . their..philosophy" echoes that they
must deal with the whole man; they seek to apply that-principle to the
ideal of wiping ouL nuclear weaponry .and’ the holocaust that they are
sure it will bring, . Thus, thesa "men of  God" -apply that which has been
a development of Chxm%txan:ty to defend: the 1nnoconr and non-beligerent
from undue des tlucLLon, th@ Just WQL Th@orye- :
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THE JUST WAR THEORY

According . to ‘Thomas. Shannon, in his bhook What ar@‘They mayan
About :Peace and -War?, the Just. War Theory . developed in Phrlstlanliy
from St. Ambrose,. with his. idea of "liwving unharmed -in a time of peace” - -
through &t.  Augustine,” to 'St. Thomas. Aguinas.  From these men, we
received the three- principles that determined: whether a war “could -
be ¢onsidered -just,” and: thereby .entered in by a Christian without
pangs -of .. conS01enceu..¢:r S S . o g o

‘lg_ The one wao waqes the war .must have the -authority to -do so.
2, The war must be waged for defensive purposes, e.g. to right
some wrong.

3. The des1red end musf be for a good pu"rpose.,l,8

By the end of fhe thlteenth eentuty, it seemu “that all the bases
for the establlshment of "a sound Just War Theory had not only been
laid, but solldlfle..‘; The purpose for a Just War Theory was two-
fold. First, it wasg ‘endcted as a way to justify Chrlstlan partlolpdtlon
in a civil action” (It would seek to preserve the peace :in which the
church could do its work); and secondly, it was thought of as a way
of bringing some kind or morality into a normally immoral situation. ..
By the time of Luther, this idea was so éntrenched, that . the Lutheran

Fathers had no serious question about. it,. as .evidenced from this
selection: SR - : _

It “is - taught among us .that all - government in:
the - world and all established rule: and laws.
were:: instituted and ordained- by God :for - the -
sake of ..good order, -and that Christians may
without sin occupy c¢ivil offices or serve as
princes and judges, render decisions and pass
sentence according to imperial and other existing
ldWs} punish evildoers with the sword, ‘engage
“in just wars, seérve as uoldgers, buy and sell,
'take 5igunred oaths, possess property, be married
The Just- dr ”Th&ory has developed during  the subseguent years.
to the p01nt where there are now seven questions which Christiang’
are’ suppoued to ask themselves about thé "righteousness® of any given .
war. "1. Is - a particular war being waged under legitimate authority?
2. Is the war  being waged for & moral purpose? 3, Is force being
employed without excessive violence? .. 4. Will conditions after the
war be better than if no war had been waged? 5. Have all other means

of solving. the  issue been exhausted? 6. - Will selective ~immunity
be employed to: avoid wholeua%? slaughter? 7. ~Will the war® lead to
a restoration.-of moral order? 7 Along with that . development of the

ust War Theory,.evolved two possible reasons for its demise. ~ First, <
there; was. -the growing concern . that the -destruction -levied by ‘even-

a 'limited'" nuclear :war would. lead to a violation of at least points'i‘

3,4,%,6, and . 7. . Secondly, there was the duestion whether anyone®
might legislate how a war might “be run. As John Wayne put it in the
rmovie, ."The. Horse - Soldiers”, War -isn’t exactly a civil business."
Proponents of casting the Just-War Thectry aside include Archbishop
Hunthausen from Seattle,: who advises, "Alot - of this goes back. to the
just war theory. = We have to abandon' that...The church ‘has -got to
LndJcate that the prln@:ple 'that“gchxn the just. war are shattered,
and “that’ there is ‘no way we, can dccommoddte our%eives to that, g1ven
the ‘weapong of destruction now available to us. 2 Also included in
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that group of theologians who wish to update.our thinking on just wars,
is LCA Bishop James Crumley, Jr., who says, "Martin Luther is fre-
quently  guoted for his beliefs . that on..some occasions wars can be
just.. . Wer can no longer -talk about  justiwars."” _ Their thinking is
that the .total. devastation :levelled by ‘a. nucleaf detonation could
never be Jjustified by any . Christian -or moral reasons.:. Those ends
could never be justified by  the means. + Along with the discussion
of the possible scenario. of a nuclear war, domes the increasing tone
of humanistic eschatology; or in other words, that mankind controls
his own destiny, and with nuclear weapons, we very well just might
end the woxrld. Gordon Kaufman in his address to the American Academy
of Religion, tells us thiss T e o T S "

The novelty. of the, (nuclear) situation .resideﬁs"_.»
in the fact that the end of history can no longer
be viewed as "GOD'S c*lJ.macth act™; rather it .

s "the poss; &bllxty that we humans, by ourselves:,
w111 uttu‘ly debtroy not only . oursw]ves, but our
‘specie, all futuxo gc*n@raLJaons@ thus bringing
‘the entZLSr humdn project”.to an ab:cupt and final
halta -

His réviewer, L. Shannon Jung, adds this Lhouqht - ) . L
' The traditional Christian alternatives are either '
that thé ultimate cafauuophe is God's will and
God's doing, or that God would never allow the
catagtrophe to occur. -Neither of  these, ~though
they . wetain: the rsovereignty of God, takes ‘cogni- - ¢
zance.: of  what ‘is central to the new ‘situation: -
that ‘human beings will be fully' responsible if
the catas Lrophn ocourm" 24 '

What we are seeing, in the move "away. from. the Just War Theory,
is the loss of hope and comfort in the sovereignty of God; and increas-
ingly a reliance on humanism. God no longer will deotroy this earth,
as he did at Noah's time, (Mt 24:29~39) but man, at least according
to ,many of the new theologians, will destroy. himgelf with nuclear
weaponsb. Thus to put this destruction off, so that perhaps God will
regain his goverelgnty, they preach NO NUKES. It is a dangerous mix
of humanlsm hopelessness,. and gloom. We should be very careful about:
who we. dllgn ourselves with. - :

SUMMARY

In these few. pages I have attempted  to summarize’ what is an on-
going debate in the religious and 'scientific world. The questdion

of whether there:is a-Christian view of nuclear weéapons is an important
one even if it is only so that those disguising themselves to-be God's
shepherds do not take our freedom away from ug, and turn us-from our
true mission on earth, -and that is preaching the Gosgpel of Christ

Yes, there is a Christian view of nuclear .weapons, but it dis .only
there because the Christian wears two -hats, one as a- Christian, and
the other as a citizen of this world. I like the way  that -Stanley
Hauerwas puts it when he says, “Christians, have their hope 'in the
heavenly c¢ity. . Nevertlieless, the relative statu% ﬁfvhumanity is an

issue that cannot be avoided.”" 25 S
’ ‘ c Because we live if. this. world until.

the time that Christ. takes us ihﬁmé again, social and pole1cal issues
will always contront us -as Cbrl ti ans,'and also, ds amerlcan citizens.
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Let us hope and pray that in our mission of ,pruadjnq the gospel of
Jesus Christ to this world, He might . lead our consciences to determine
what avenues are best for us as citizens to follow.
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