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Foreword 

This paper has been prepared to facilitate a particular process of 
inquiry and decision in the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.). The Advisory 
Council on Church and Society is serving as the lead agency, in consultation 
with the Council on Theology and Culture, to explore and recommend direction 
and policy to the General Assembly on a number of related issues. These 
issues have been raised in General Assemblies, usually by presbytery overture, 
and include such matters as the usefulness of traditional just war criteria in 
the nuclear age; withholding of taxes as an expression of resistance to 
military policy; non-violence as an instrument of social change; 
non-compliance with selective service; an ethic of just peace; and vocational 
withdrawal. 

Taken as a whole, such questions pose the possibility that the vocation 
of peacemaking may lead toward more radical forms of obedience than many of us 
Presbyterians have yet envisioned. Certainly, deep and powerful currents have 
flowed in recent years as we have pursued the call to be peacemakers, as 
individual Christians and as a Christian community. Where is the church being 
led? What does faithfulness to the Lord of peace and the vision of a 
peaceable kingdom require of us now? Are we now called to resistance? 

Such questions are not lightly considered or easily answered. Though 
the advisory council will finally prepare a report and recommendations for the 
1987 General Assembly, it cannot answer for the church. Though the 1987 
General Assembly will adopt some stance, as it does annually on similar 
matters, its answer will not automatically be the church's answer. Are we now 
called to resistance? Whatever the answer may be, it will have authenticity 
and effectiveness only if it is widely and deeply grounded in the church's 
struggle with the Word and the Spirit, and with the principalities and powers 
of the present age. 

That is why the advisory council earnestly seeks the widespread 
engagement of Presbyterians in the process of developing the policy direction 
and recommendations for the 1987 General Assembly. This paper has been 
prepared to facilitate that participation. It deals with controversial and 
painful issues in a direct way. It invites Presbyterians to explore issues on 
which there will be sharp divergence of opinion and commitment, at least 
initially, and to trust that the Holy Spirit will sustain us in conflict by 
the conviction that - all of us may be enlightened and changed by such hard 
prospecting for faithful obedience. 

The paper invites us to explore the most distant precipices of obedience 
as our potential destination, rather than the more familiar foothills. It 
does so not because the advisory council is already persuaded that we are now 
called to resistance, but because the presumption of a cross is the general 
ground to our search for obedience. There is clarity as well as pain and 
controversy in its starkness. 



A s  Presbyter ians  a r e  i n v i t e d  t o  undertake t h i s  engagement, i t  seems 
important t o  make some t h i n g s  c l e a r  a s  t o  what t h i s  paper i s  and i s  not .  

1. The paper is  - no t  a n  o f f i c i a l  p o s i t i o n  paper of t h e  Advisory Council  
on Church and Society. 

Though w r i t t e n  by two counci l  members, i t  has  been reviewed and 
revised  by s e v e r a l  groups. The advisory counci l  has approved i t  a s  
a resource t o  s t imu la t e  s tudy and response, and has e x p l i c i t l y  
recorded t h a t  such approval  should not  be construed as adoption of 
i t s  content .  Most counci l  members a r e  themselves s t i l l  s t rugg l ing  
wi th  t h e s e  i s sues .  I n  any event ,  t h e  advisory  counci l  w i l l  no t  vote  
on t h e  substance of t hese  ma t t e r s  u n t i l  t h e  time comes t o  a s s e s s  t h e  
r e s u l t s  of t h e  churchwide s tudy and prepare a r epor t  f o r  t h e  1987 
General Assembly. 

2. The paper i s  - n o t  a f i r s t  d r a f t  of e i t h e r  a background paper o r  a 
p o s i t i o n  s tatement  f o r  t h e  General Assembly. 

It i s  a paper t o  s t imu la t e  engagement wi th  urgent  i ssues .  What i s  
f i n a l l y  reported t o  t h e  General Assembly must be determined on t h e  
o t h e r  s i d e  of t h a t  engagement a s  t h e  advisory counci l  and t h e  church 
continue t o  s t r u g g l e  wi th  t h e  i s sues .  A f i n a l  r epor t  may o r  may no t  
draw on t h e  paper, may o r  may not  echo i ts  themes and pos i t i ons ,  but 
t h e  paper has no t  been prepared a s  a t e s t  run of a General Assembly 
s tatement .  

3. The paper i s  - n o t  a comprehensive a n a l y s i s  of a l l  t h e  i s s u e s  r e l a t e d  
t o  militarism, t h e  nuc lea r  arms race and r e s i s t a n c e ;  no r  of a l l  t h e  
va r ious  opinions and p o s i t i o n s  on t h e s e  i s sues .  

There i s  a v a s t  body of m a t e r i a l  on these  very complex ma t t e r s  - 
t echn ica l ,  t h e o r e t i c a l ,  t heo log ica l ,  h i s t o r i c a l ,  a n a l y t i c a l ,  e t c .  
There a r e  d ivergent  and deeply held convic t ions  concerning them, as 
any study group reasonably r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of Presbyter ians  w i l l  
exemplify. It i s  q u i t e  probable t h a t  -- no one w i l l  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  
s u b t l e t i e s  of t h e  i s s u e s  o r  t h e  convic t ions  they hold have been 
adequately t r e a t e d .  And they w i l l  be r i g h t .  The paper seeks t o  
pose some e s s e n t i a l l y  theo log ica l  ques t ions  a s  t o  how C h r i s t i a n s  
should respond p o l i t i c a l l y  t o  a uniquely dangerous s i t u a t i o n ,  w i th  a 
c l e a r  b i a s  t h a t  such a r a d i c a l  s i t u a t i o n  may w e l l  r e q u i r e  a q u i t e  
r a d i c a l  response. It i s  hoped t h a t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  w i l l  b r ing  t h e i r  
awareness of t h e  i s s u e s  and t h e i r  d i f f e r i n g  convic t ions  t o  t h e  s tudy 
as t h e  r a w  m a t e r i a l  f o r  explora t ion;  and no t  approach t h e  s tudy 
seeking a f f i rma t ion  o r  support  f o r  pos i t i ons  a l r eady  he ld .  

4. The paper is - n o t  an element of t h e  Presbyter ian  Peacemaking Program. 

The Peacemaking Program des igns  resources  and s t r a t e g i e s  t o  assist 
t h e  church i n  ways a l r eady  ou t l ined  by General Assembly po l i cy  
s tatements .  Many of t h e  d i r e c t i o n s  and poss ib l e  program responses 
r e l a t e d  t o  a poss ib l e  r e s i s t a n c e  s t ance  contained i n  t h i s  paper a r e ,  



of course ,  no t  po l i cy  commitments of t h e  General Assembly. They a r e  
d i scussed  he re  because they  he lp  t o  focus  t h e  exp lo ra t i on  of what 
new dimensions of commitment t o  peacemaking might e n t a i l .  

The paper and t h e  p r o j e c t  a r e  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of the. Advisory 
Council  on Church and Soc i e ty ,  c i r c u l a t e d  a s  p a r t  of a  process  f o r  
developing General Assembly po l i cy ,  n o t  implementing it. The 
Peacemaking network is a s s i s t i n g  t h e  advisory  counc i l  i n  va r ious  
ways t o  seek t h e  wides t  p o s s i b l e  s tudy  and engagement w i t h  t h e  
i s s u e s  of peacemaking and r e s i s t a n c e ,  bu t  such a s s i s t a n c e  does n o t  
imply sponsorship of t h e  s tudy o r  endorsement of t h e  pape r ' s  conten t .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h i s  paper i s  o f f e r e d  f o r  what it  is: a n  i n v i t a t i o n  t o  s t r u g g l e  
w i t h  very d i f f i c u l t  and c o n t r o v e r s i a l  i s s u e s  of f a i t h  and wi tnes s ,  and by your 
s t r u g g l e  and response t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  shaping t h e  co rpo ra t e  response of t h e  
General Assembly. We wish you w e l l  i n  t h e  s tudy  and thank you f o r  your 
w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  i t .  

Robert L. Brashear ,  Moderator 
Dana W. Wilbanks 

Dean H. Lewis, D i r ec to r  
Ronald H. S tone  

Advisory Council  on  Church and Soc i e ty  





I. Introduction 

Presbyter ians  have a high view of t h e  func t ion  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of c i v i l  
au tho r i ty .  Government and i t s  processes and o f f i c i a l s  a r e  given by God f o r  
t he  ordering and admin i s t r a t ion  of t h e  a f f a i r s  of t h e  human community 
according t o  God's purposes. Presbyter ians  view both p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and 
se rv ice  i n  t h e  a f f a i r s  of government a s  a bas i c  dimension of C h r i s t i a n  
vocation. Since government i s  es t ab l i shed  by God t o  se rve  t h e  d iv ine  purposes 
of j u s t i c e  and peace, P resby te r i ans  have bel ieved and taught  t h a t  c i v i l  
a u t h o r i t y  i s  l e g i t i m a t e  and i s  t o  be acknowledged and obeyed, echoing t h e  
teaching of John Calvin and t h e  testimony of Sc r ip tu re .  

P rec i se ly  because of such a high view of c i v i l  a u t h o r i t y ,  however, 
Presbyter ians  have regarded a government's neglec t  of i t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o r  
abuse of i t s  power as very grave mat te rs .  Thus, Presbyter ian  l i f e  and witness  
a t  i t s  bes t  have always manifested s t rong e f f o r t s  toward s o c i a l  reform 
d i r e c t e d  a t  changing t h e  p o l i c i e s  and p r a c t i c e s  of government. But our  
Keformed he r i t age  a l s o  teaches  - and evidences - that government may 
occas ional ly  so  neg lec t  o r  subvert  t h e  d iv ine  purposes of j u s t i c e  and peace 
t h a t  i t  f o r f e i t s  t h e  presumption of leg i t imacy and i t s  claim on t h e  obedience 
of c i t i z e n s ,  inc luding  Chr is t ians .  When such circumstances a r i s e ,  obedience 
t o  God requ i re s  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  c i v i l  au tho r i ty .  I n  t h i s ,  Presbyter ian  teaching  
and p r a c t i c e  a l s o  echo John Calvin and t h e  testimony of Sc r ip tu re .  

We study,  u sua l ly  wi th  no l i t t l e  p r ide ,  our C a l v i n i s t  predecessors  i n  
France, Scotland, and i n  t h e  American War of Independence, who undertook 
revolu t ionary  a c t i o n  a g a i n s t  governing au thor i ty .  We have included t h e  Barmen 
Declara t ion  i n  our Book of Confessions demonstrating our  corpora te  convic t ion  
t h a t  f a i t h  c a l l s  u s  t o  r e s i s t a n c e  i n  some contexts .  I n  our own day, many of 
us would see  t h e  r e s i s t a n c e  h e r i t a g e  being l i v e d  ou t  f a i t h f u l l y  by Chr i s t i ans  
i n  South Af r i ca  o r  i n  t h e  Sovie t  Union o r  i n  Cen t ra l  America. 

However, f o r  most Presbyter ians  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  t h e  thought that 
f a i t h f u l n e s s  t o  God might br ing  a c a l l  t o  r e s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e i r  own l i v e s  must 
seem remote indeed, even though C h r i s t i a n s  have i n  recent  yea r s  engaged i n  
c i v i l  disobedience a g a i n s t  un jus t  laws and p o l i c i e s  i n  t h e  C i v i l  Rights  
Movement and t h e  anti-Vietnam War s t rugg le .  S t i l l ,  few of us  have s e r i o u s l y  
imagined t h a t  a t  some poin t  we might be c a l l e d  t o  ques t ion  t h e  leg i t imacy of 
p o l i c i e s  of t h e  United S t a t e s  government a t  s o  b a s i c  a l e v e l  as t o  cons ider  
t h a t  C h r i s t i a n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  might r e q u i r e  r e s i s t ance .  

The f a c t  i s  t h a t  some Presbyter ians  a r e  making t h i s  dec i s ion  now. They 
have concluded t h a t  c e r t a i n  bas i c  p o l i c i e s  of t h e  United S t a t e s  government 
have l o s t  leg i t imacy because t h e s e  p o l i c i e s  perpe tua te  t h e  nuclear  arms race  
and economic i n j u s t i c e s  t h a t  impoverish t h e  poor. They a r e  re fus ing  t o  pay 
taxes  f o r  m i l i t a r y  expenditures .  They a r e  l eav ing  jobs i n  mi l i t a ry - re l a t ed  
i n d u s t r i e s .  They a r e  d ives t ing  from corpora t ions  heavi ly  involved i n  m i l i t a r y  
production. They a r e  r e fus ing  t o  cooperate  wi th  t h e  l e g a l  requirement t o  



r e g i s t e r  f o r  S e l e c t i v e  Service.  They a r e  engaging i n  a c t s  of c i v i l  
disobedience,  l y ing  on r a i l r o a d  t r a c k s  t o  p r o t e s t  t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  of 
ma te r i a l s  used i n  t h e  production of nuclear  weapons o r  climbing fences  
surrounding nuclear  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  t o  confront  t h e  instruments  of dea th  
contained within.  These Presbyter ians  a r e  joined by a broad range of 
Chr i s t i ans  i n  taking such s t eps :  Roman Cathol ics ,  Quakers, Mennonites, 
main-stream Pro te s t an t s ,  evange l i ca l  Chr i s t i ans .  And t h e s e  a r e  joined by 
Chr i s t i ans  and o the r  people of f a i t h  i n  Europe, Asia,  Afr ica  and L a t i n  
America. The movement i n t o  r e s i s t ance ,  occurr ing i n  va r ious  p l aces  i n  t h e  
world, i s  a powerful and dynamic expression of contemporary ecumenical 
C h r i s t i a n i t y .  

What if the Presbyterian Church struggled over its 
corporate responsibility as a witness to and an agent of 
Christ's peace and concluded that Presbyterians are called, 
both as individuals and as a denomination, to a stance of 
resistance against policies of our government? 

Weighty ques t ions  indeed a r e  r a i s e d  f o r  us  as we look a t  t h e  l i s t  of 
a c t i o n s  above. Typical ly,  persons engaged i n  var ious  forms of non-cooperation 
with t h e  government have been viewed as a r a d i c a l  f r i n g e .  Some of us  have 
admired them from a f a r .  Others have respected t h e i r  courage while  d isagree ing  
wi th  what they d id .  S t i l l  o t h e r s  charge them with na ive te ,  o r  d i s r e s p e c t  f o r  
t h e  l a w ,  o r  l ack  of pa t r io t i sm.  Presbyter ian  General Assemblies have 
c o n s i s t e n t l y  supported t h e  conscient ious d i s s e n t  of i n d i v i d u a l  members on 
m i l i t a r y  s e r v i c e  and m i l i t a r y  pol icy ,  but without making a judgment about t h e  
content  of t h e  d i s s e n t e r ' s  dec is ion .  What i f ,  however, t h e  r e s i s t e r ' s  a c t i o n  
i s  a more f a i t h f u l  response t o  t h e  Gospel than  our  more normal and 
conventional  responses? What i f  t h e  Presbyter ian  Church s t ruggled  over i t s  
corpora te  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  a witness  t o  and an  agent of C h r i s t ' s  peace and 
concluded t h a t  Presbyter ians  a r e  c a l l e d ,  both as i n d i v i d u a l s  and a s  a 
denomination, t o  a s t ance  of r e s i s t a n c e  aga ins t  p o l i c i e s  of our  government? 

This paper i s  o f fe red  a s  a resource i n  t h e  exp lo ra t ion  of such a 
p o s s i b i l i t y .  Only a church nourished by genuine s t r u g g l e  wi th  t h e  hard edge 
of our  t imes i n  l i g h t  of t h e  r a d i c a l  claims of f a i t h  can make a u t h e n t i c  
response. 



Presbyterians and the Call to Peacemaking 

I n  1980 and 1981 the  General Assemblies of both Presbyter ian  Churches, now 
reunited,  adopted "Peacemaking: The Bel ievers '  Calling." This  pol icy  s t a t e s  
the  convict ion t h a t  we a r e  a t  a h i s t o r i c a l  moment of "ka i ros ,"  a dec i s ive  and 
opportune time f o r  making peace. The response of churches seems t o  bear out  
the  judgment of t h e  General Assemblies t h a t  t h i s  i s  a pregnant time f o r  t h e  
church t o  be an  agent of peace. Indeed, i t  i s  a time when an  understanding of 
peacemaking may be the  most appropr ia te  way t o  grasp what i t  means t o  be 
C h r i s t ' s  d i s c i p l e s .  "Peacemaking: The Bel ievers '  Calling" emphasizes t h a t  
peacemaking i s  c e n t r a l  t o  t h e  Gospel. The g i f t  of Chr i s t  i s  re l evan t  f o r  
every arena of l i f e ,  from t h e  most in t imate  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  complexit ies  
of i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s .  It i s  imperat ive t h a t  we understand peacemaking 
i n  i t s  breadth and comprehensiveness. 

Y e t ,  it i s  a l s o  important t h a t  peacemaking not  be genera l ized  s o  much t h a t  
it l o s e s  contac t  with t h e  s p e c i f i c  day-to-day r e a l i t i e s  and powers t h a t  r e s i s t  
peace. A s  peacemaking i s  in te rp re ted  i n  i t s  breadth, t h e  p o l i t i c a l  dimensions 
and impl ica t ions  must not  g e t  l o s t .  Peacemaking, l i k e  some incomplete 
expressions of popular p i e ty ,  can be wrenched out  of i t s  p o l i t i c a l  h a b i t a t  and 
applied only t o  personal  o r  small  group experience. Peacemaking does indeed 
involve t h e  personal  and in t e rpe r sona l  but not  i n  i s o l a t i o n  from t h e  s o c i a l  
and p o l i t i c a l  context  i n  which we a r e  t o  l i v e  out  t h e  Chr i s t i an  l i f e .  It w i l l  
be c r i t i c a l  f o r  our grasp of t h e  peacemaking vocat ion t o  come t o  g r i p s  with 
t h e  na ture  of our contemporary context .  

I n  t h e  former UPCUSA, General Assemblies s i n c e  1945 c a l l e d  on t h e  United 
S t a t e s  government a t  l e a s t  twelve times t o  pursue arms reduction and 
disarmament .l These convict ions have been communicated t o  government 
l eade r s  over and over again  f o r  almost f o r t y  years .  Many members of 
Presbyter ian  churches have worked through e l e c t o r a l  p o l i t i c s ,  l e t t e r  wr i t ing  
and p e t i t i o n  d r i v e s  t o  urge both Republican and Democratic off ice-holders  t o  
end t h e  dangerous nuclear  arms race,  though many of us have f a i l e d  t o  exe rc i se  
our p o l i t i c a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  p e r s i s t e n t l y  and imaginat ively.  

Each year  t h e  number of nuclear  weapons increases ,  t h e  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  of 
weapons technology i s  heightened, and t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  i f  not  t h e  l ike l ihood 
of a major ca tas t rophe  a r e  ever  more r e a l .  When one reads through t h e  
p o l i c i e s  of Presbyterian General Assemblies i n  t h e  f a c e  of these  dangerous 
developments, one i s  s t r u c k  by t h e  t r u t h  of t h e i r  content ,  t h e  t imel iness  of 
t h e i r  adoption and t h e  prophetic  cha rac te r  of t h e i r  wi tness  t o  government. 
However, one must a l s o  acknowledge t h a t  t h e i r  e f f e c t  has been n e g l i g i b l e  on 
t h e  course of American fore ign  policy and minimal on t h e  engagement of our 
churches wi th  t h e  p o l i t i c s  of peacemaking. 

H i s t o r i c a l l y  Presbyterians have been a people who a r e  not  s a t i s f i e d  wi th  
t h e  t r u t h  of words i f  t h i s  t r u t h  does not  bear f r u i t  i n  t h e  l i v e s  of persons 
and s o c i e t i e s .  Our words about nuclear  weapons may conta in  t r u t h  but they  



have borne too  l i t t l e  f r u i t .  We need t o  ask  now more s e r i o u s l y  than  ever  
before how we a r e  t o  make our  l i v e s  congruent wi th  God's c a l l  t o  us  t o  be 
peacemakers. We need t o  ask  ourse lves  how long we can continue t o  bear 
wi tness  and seek change i n  t h e  f a m i l i a r  ways while t h e  nuclear  arms race  goes 
on and on, holding a l l  peoples of t h e  e a r t h  hostage t o  i t s  t e r r o r .  We need t o  
ask ourse lves  what t h e  corpora te  pos ture  of t h e  Presbyter ian  Church toward 
government p o l i c i e s  should be when f o r  f o r t y  years  t h e  moral and theo log ica l  
convic t ions  of t h e  church a r e  a t  such fundamental var iance  wi th  them. 

We need to  ask ourselves how long we can continue to  
bear witness and seek change in the familiar ways while the 
nuclear arms race goes on and on, holding all peoples of 
the earth hostage t o  its terror. 

I n  1983 and 1984, a number of p re sby te r i e s  prepared ove r tu res  f o r  t h e  
General Assembly c a l l i n g  f o r  f r e s h  guidance on t h e  v a l i d i t y  of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  
j u s t  war theory  i n  a nuclear  world, c i v i l  disobedience a s  a response t o  t h e  
production and deployment of nuclear  weapons, withholding por t ions  of f e d e r a l  
taxes  t h a t  support  m i l i t a r y  c o s t s ,  nonviolent  means of seeking b a s i c  changes 
i n  American soc ie ty ,  and on p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  m i l i t a r y  s e r v i c e  and 
occupations r e l a t e d  t o  m i l i t a r y  production. A l l  t h e  t o p i c s  contained i n  t h e  
over tures  a r e  f a c e t s  of t h e  ques t ion  of Chr i s t i an  p o l i t i c a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  
today ' s  s i t u a t i o n .  They r a i s e  i n  var ious  ways a common quest ion:  t h e  na tu re  
of C h r i s t i a n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  a s o c i e t y  whose government seems unshakably 
committed t o  nuclear  weapons as t h e  u l t ima te  f o r c e  behind i t s  fo re ign  pol icy.  
That such a ques t ion  must be faced by o the r  Chr i s t i ans  i n  o t h e r  na t ions  whose 
p o l i c i e s  a r e  similar does not  excuse u s  from t h e  r i g o r s  of examining our  own 
witness.  The church 's  response - i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  and elsewhere - w i l l  
c l e a r l y  depend on what we be l i eve  t o  be theo log ica l ly  t r u e  about our  c a l l i n g  
t o  be peacemakers i n  a s o c i e t y  and world s o  heavi ly  inves ted  i n  weapons of 
unprecedented des t ruc t iveness .  



Visions of Peace in a War-Oriented World 
Each generat ion of Chr is t ians  must s t ruggle  with t h e  meaning of the  Gospel 

i n  i t s  own h i s t o r i c a l  context.  I n  t h e  s p e c i f i c  challenges and oppor tuni t ies  
of our time, we encounter the  l i v i n g  God and a r e  c a l l e d  t o  be God's 
representat ives.  A s  we seek t o  understand our respons ib i l i ty  i n  a world 
oriented toward war, we t u r n  t o  those af f i rmat ions  of our f a i t h  which speak t o  
our s i tua t ion .  I n  t h e  Reformed t r a d i t i o n  we have emphasized not only t h e  
depth of human s in fu lness  which r e s i s t s  the  love of God, but we have a l s o  
t e s t i f i e d  t o  the  redemptive a c t i v i t y  of God which i s  transforming human l i f e  
and his tory .  We have no i l l u s i o n s  about the  tenaci ty  and pervasiveness of 
human s infulness ,  but we do not resign ourselves f a t a l i s t i c a l l y  t o  it  because 
our confidence i s  i n  t h e  a c t i v e  sovereignty of God who is  "making a l l  th ings  
new." (Revelation 21:5) 

A. Theology of Reconciliation 

I n  1967, the  United Presbyterian Church adopted a confession of f a i t h  
which l i f t e d  up t h e  theme of r econc i l i a t ion  a s  an  espec ia l ly  important way t o  
understand God's a c t i v i t y  i n  Jesus  Chr is t  and t h e  respons ib i l i ty  of t h e  church 
today. Reconcil iat ion had not been a primary doct r ine  i n  e a r l i e r  church 
confessions, although i n  many ways i t  was implied i n  statements about 
redemption. S t i l l ,  given t h e  inportance of r econc i l i a t ion  i n  t h e  New 
Testament, i t  is  surpr is ing it has not been more prominent before. For our 
time, r econc i l i a t ion  obviously speaks powerfully t o  us because s t r i f e ,  
d iv is ion,  enmity, h o s t i l i t y ,  and separa t ion a r e  so deeply evident. 

A major b i b l i c a l  t e x t  i n  which t h e  s igni f icance  of r econc i l i a t ion  is  
developed is  Colossians 1:15-20. Here we encounter a hymn of t h e  ea r ly  church 
which s ings  of t h e  Lordship of Christ .  No p r i n c i p a l i t i e s  and powers can claim 
our absolute a l legiance  and loya l ty .  They a r e  subordinate t o  and dependent on 
Chr is t  a s  t h e  agent of God's c rea t ion  and redemption. Bow i s  t h e  Lordship of 
Christ  over a l l  th ings  manifested? Not through coercive power but i n  
reconci l ia t ion .  Everything i n  t h e  cosmos, not  j u s t  individual  t o  individual ,  
but groups and peoples and nations,  even nature  i t s e l f ,  i s  subjected t o  t h e  
transforming power of Chr i s t ' s  reconcil ing Lordship. The church, 
consequently, is  s e t  i n  t h e  world a s  t h e  s ign of the  suff ic iency of Chr i s t ' s  
atonement f o r  universa l  reconci l ia t ion .  Paul Minear wri tes :  "Chr is t ' s  
headship means t h a t  h i s  body ( t h e  church) continues t h e  work of 
reconci l ia t ion ,  continues i t s  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  h i s  suffer ings ,  continues h i s  
ministry of love a s  a s ign  t o  t h e  world of C h r i s t ' s  v ic tory  over a l l  i t s  
gods. "2 

I n  I1 Corinthians 5:16-21, we f ind  t h e  c l e a r e s t  statement about t h e  
respons ib i l i ty  of t h e  church t o  be Chr i s t ' s  ambassadors i n  t h e  service  of 



r econc i l i a t ion .  C h r i s t ' s  c r u c i f i x i o n  and re su r rec t ion  have crea ted  something 
new, and those who respond t o  Chr i s t  a r e  made new too.  We a r e  empowered f o r  
t h e  minis t ry  of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  which i s  a s  boundless a s  God's love.  Such a 
minis t ry  r equ i re s  bel ieving t h a t  t h e  power of C h r i s t ' s  r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  i s  a t  
work i n  us and i n  t h e  world. It w i l l  r equ i re  prophetic  witness i n  soc ie ty  
agains t  everything t h a t  d iv ides  and dehumanizes, e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  nos t  potent  
e v i l s  of our  day. 

It i s  from such an understanding of God's reconci l ing  a c t i v i t y  i n  Chr i s t  
t h a t  t h e  Presbyter ian  General Assemblies recent ly  adopted "Peacemaking" a s  
" the Believers '  Calling." I n  our time, we a r e  t o  understand peacemaking a s  
" e s s e n t i a l  t o  t h e  church ' s  f a i t h f u l n e s s  t o  Christ ."  Peacemaking i s  t h e  
vocat ion of a l l  Chr i s t i ans  " i n  a  warring world." Thus, t heo log ica l ly ,  t h e  
Presbyter ian  Church has developed t h e  b i b l i c a l  v i s i o n  of "peace" a s  a  way of 
making even more pointed and s p e c i f i c  what t h e  minis t ry  of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  
e n t a i l s  f o r  our church now. Although peacemaking extends t o  every realm of 
personal  l i f e  and re l a t ionsh ip ,  i t  c a l l s  Chr i s t i ans  e s p e c i a l l y  t o  confront  the  
powers of i n j u s t i c e  and death t h a t  most d i r e c t l y  rage aga ins t  God's 
reconcil ing i n t e n t i o n  f o r  c rea t ion .  

B. Biblical Meanings of Peace 

It i s  not  only i n  t h e  Presbyter ian  Church t h a t  peace has emerged a s  
c e n t r a l  t o  t h e  church 's  ministry.  Increasingly a n  ecumenical coalescence i s  
occurring around " j u s t i c e  and peace" o r  shalom, a s  t h e  most compelling way t o  
understand t h e  mission of t h e  church a t  t h i s  time i n  h i s to ry .  Shalom i s  t h e  
Hebrew word t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  English a s  peace but which con ta ins  a  r ichness  of 
meaning o f t e n  not  f u l l y  captured by t h i s  f a m i l i a r  word. The t u r n  t o  shalom 
shows t h a t  t h e  b i b l i c a l  v i s i o n  of r ighteousness and r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  speaks 
powerfully t o  a  world i n  need of r e l ease  from t h e  c a p t i v i t y  of a  c o n s t r i c t i n g  
and des t ruc t ive  present  r e a l i t y .  I n  shalom, we encounter a  v i s i o n  of human 
community, intended and empowered by God, which shapes not  only our view of 
t h e  f u t u r e  but a l s o  our view of t h e  present .  Shalom i s  becoming f o r  t h e  
contemporary church a profoundly s i g n i f i c a n t  way t o  grasp  t h e  t r u t h  of God f o r  
t h e  world, with impl ica t ions  of t h e  g r e a t e s t  import f o r  i t s  mission. 

Shalom requ i res  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  p a r t  because i t  i s  a l l  t oo  easy t o  
permit words l i k e  peace t o  f l o a t  around i n  t h e  a i r  of un rea l i ty .  Who can be 
aga ins t  peace? But a l l  too  o f t e n  peace i s  regarded a s  a  remote and d i s t a n t  
goal  t h a t  i s  so f a r  removed from t h e  c o n f l i c t s  of t h i s  world a s  t o  be 
i r r e l e v a n t .  O r  peace might be i d e n t i f i e d  with a  polyanna hope t h a t  a  few good 
deeds and a few n ice  words w i l l  br ing about an  i d y l l i c  soc ie ty ,  a  naive 
sentimentalism t h a t  i s  i l l u s o r y .  Shalom i s  used i n  a  v a r i e t y  of ways and wi th  
various meanings i n  t h e  Old Testament, and Eirene,  t h e  Greek word t r a n s l a t e d  
peace i n  t h e  New Testament, genera l ly  picks up t h e  meanings of shalom and 
includes some a d d i t i o n a l  ones. 3 

1. The b i b l i c a l  v i s i o n  of peace i s  eschato logica l .  It i s  a v i s i o n  of t h e  
peace God promises i n  t h e  fu tu re .  But t h i s  i s  not  t h e  f u t u r e  of a  s t a t i c  goal  



o r  f a r -d i s t an t  i dea l .  It i s  a f u t u r e  t h a t  becomes present  i n  Chr i s t .  The 
power f o r  t h a t  f u t u r e  has come i n t o  our  present ,  loosening t h e  bonds t h a t  hold 
us cap t ive  t o  a l l  t h a t  r e s i s t s  peace. The v i s i o n  i s  inca rna te  i n  Jesus  who 
p r o j e c t s  us  i n t o  t h e  f u t u r e  when "people w i l l  cone from Eas t  and West, and 
from North and South, and s i t  a t  t a b l e  i n  t h e  Kingdom of God." (Luke 13:29) 

Walter Brueggemam comments t h a t  f o r  t h e  prophets t h e  v i s i o n  of shalom w a s  
not understood a s  a romantic i d e a l  but w a s  enunciated p rec i se ly  a t  t h e  most 
discouraging and d i f f i c u l t  t imes f o r  t h e  covenant people. Shalom was most, 
not l e a s t  r e l evan t ,  i n  those  times of g r e a t e s t  discouragement, i n j u s t i c e ,  and 
h o s t i l i t y .  Persons then and now tend t o  become so  accustomed t o  t h e  world a s  
i t  is  t h a t  they  assume i t  has  t o  be t h i s  way. Shalom helps  us  s e e  that t h i n g s  
a r e  not e t e r n a l l y  ordered t o  be t h e  way they a r e  now. The world can and w i l l  
be t r a n ~ f o r m e d . ~  A s  a v is ion ,  shalom i s  a way of seeing t h i s  world i n  l i g h t  
of a f u t u r e  that we a r e  i n v i t e d  t o  l i v e  toward, a f u t u r e  t h a t  i s  opened up 
over and over aga in  through t h e  r e su r rec t ion  of Chr i s t  and t h e  continuing 
presence of t h e  Holy S p i r i t .  

Those who most threaten peace are not those who 
challenge the injustice of the existing order but those who 
seek t o  maintain an unjust order and who will do s o  with 
massive institutionalized violence. 

2 .  The b i b l i c a l  v i s i o n  of peace inc ludes  j u s t i c e  as i n t e g r a l  t o  i ts 
meaning. Shalom conta ins  t h e  meanings of both j u s t i c e  and peace. Peace means 
much more than  t h e  absence of war, poin t ing  r a t h e r  t o  a q u a l i t y  of 
i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  among persons and na tu re  and God which r e q u i r e s  j u s t i c e  f o r  
i t s  f u l f i l l m e n t .  Old Testament prophets were very c l e a r  t h a t  t h e r e  could no t  
be peace without j u s t i ce .  It is  an  anc ien t  and enduring p r a c t i c e  f o r  t h e  
powerful t o  maintain t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s  by c a l l i n g  f o r  peace. But t r u e  peace 
w i l l  not  s tand  f o r ,  much l e s s  cloak,  t h e  ex i s t ence  of i n j u s t i c e s .  I f  t h e r e  i s  
t o  be peace, i n j u s t i c e  must be faced and rooted out .  Those who most t h r e a t e n  
peace a r e  not those who chal lenge t h e  i n j u s t i c e  of t h e  e x i s t i n g  o rde r  but 
those who seek t o  maintain an  un jus t  o rde r  and who w i l l  do s o  w i t h  massive 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  violence. Contemporary s t r u g g l e s  f o r  j u s t i c e  and peace must 
not permit themselves t o  be p i t t e d  aga ins t  each o t h e r ,  but  a t  both  conceptual  
and s t r a t e g i c  l e v e l s  t h e  b i b l i c a l  v i s i o n  of t h e i r  necessary i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  
i s  c r i t i c a l  f o r  t h e  days ahead. War-making and oppression go hand i n  hand. 
So a l s o  then must go peace, j u s t i c e ,  and l i b e r a t i o n .  

Brueggemann he lps  u s  t o  see  that t h e  edge of shalom i n  b i b l i c a l  t r a d i t i o n  
c u t s  two ways. F i r s t ,  i t  means freedom and un i ty  f o r  t h e  "have-nots" of t h e  
community. Here t h e  Exodus t r a d i t i o n  governs our  understanding. For those  
who a r e  oppressed o r  otherwise excluded from t h e  community, t h e  v i s i o n  of 
shalom i s  an i n v i t a t i o n  t o  take  t h e  r i s k  of a c t i n g  on t h e  b a s i s  of a new 
h i s t o r i c a l  p o s s i b i l i t y .  Second, however, shalom means, f o r  t h e  "haves", t h e  
establ ishment  and nourishment of a j u s t  order .  Here t h e  royal  t r a d i t i o n  of 



David is normative. Shalom nay be manifested i n  o r d e r  when t h e  power of 
a u t h o r i t i e s  is  exerc ised  j u s t l y .  But when t h e  e s t a b l i s h e d  o rde r  c o n t r a d i c t s  
t h e  j u s t i c e  of God, t h e  v i s i o n  of shalom subve r t s  o rde r  f o r  t h e  sake  of 
j ~ s t i c e . ~  

3 .  The b i b l i c a l  v i s i o n  of peace encompasses both i n d i v i d u a l s  and t h e i r  
communities. I n  t h e  New Testament, e i r e n e  t akes  on a meaning not  present  i n  
customary Greek usage. It bespeaks a n  i n n e r  peace which i s  a consequence of 
f a i t h  i n  ~ h r i s t . ~  Peace i n  t h i s  sense i s  not  complacency nor  apathy but a n  
i n t e r n a l  peace which overcomes t h e  t roubled  and f e a r f u l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  
o ld  s e l f .  One who thus  experiences t h e  peace of C h r i s t  i s  no longe r  
immobilized by t h e  wars and i n s e c u r i t i e s  w i t h i n  and i s  capable of genuinely 
f r e e ,  courageous, and joy fu l  ac t ion .  Yet, t h e  b i b l i c a l  v i s i o n  of peace i s  no t  
only that of profound s e c u r i t y  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  but  a l s o  communal well-being. 
The model f o r  such community i s  t h e  covenant r e l a t i o n  between God and I s r a e l  
i n  which community r e l a t i o n s  a r e  t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  r igh teousness  and mercy of God. 

4. The b i b l i c a l  v i s i o n  of peace s e e s  t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  of peace a s  both  
d i v i n e  g i f t  and human t a sk .  The v i s i o n  of peace i s  a d i v i n e  g i f t  g iven  t o  u s  
over and over  aga in ,  dep ic t ing  o f t e n  i n  p o e t i c  form t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of human 
des t iny  i n  t h e  reconci led  community of God. "Yahweh shall judge between t h e  
na t ions ,  and s h a l l  dec ide  f o r  many peoples;  and they  s h a l l  bea t  t h e i r  swords 
i n t o  plowshares, and t h e i r  s p e a r s  i n t o  pruning hooks; n a t i o n  shall not  l i f t  up 
sword a g a i n s t  na t ion ,  n e i t h e r  s h a l l  they  l e a r n  war any more." ( I s a i a h  2:4) 
The p o s s i b i l i t y  of responding t o  t h e  g i f t  of shalom i s  o f f e red  t o  u s  a s  C h r i s t  
i s  proclaimed and encountered and a s  God's c r e a t i v i t y  i n  h i s t o r y  makes 
poss ib l e  op t ions  f o r  peacemaking. We do no t  c r e a t e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  peace 
out  of nothing,  but ou t  of t h e  networks of  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  and events  i n  which 
the  reconci l ing  r e a l i t y  of God i s  ope ra t ive .  

Nonetheless,  dreaming t h e  dreams of peace and d i sce rn ing  t h e  c r e a t i v e  
openings toward peace a r e  human t a s k s  as wel l .  We a r e  g iven  t h e  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  be r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of God i n  t h e  world, seeking t o  f a sh ion  
the  world according t o  t h e  v i s i o n  of i t s  f u l f i l l m e n t .  Peacemaking i s  an  a r t .  
It r e q u i r e s  a n  apprec i a t ion  of novel ty,  a capac i ty  f o r  c r e a t i v i t y ,  a g i f t  f o r  
d i sce rn ing  t h e  app ropr i a t e  t ime and response. Peacemaking a l s o  r e q u i r e s  
g r a t i t u d e  f o r  t h e  m a t e r i a l  wi th  which we work and t h e  c r e a t i v e  v i s i o n  which 
comes through f a i t h .  The r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  God has  g i f t e d  t o  u s  a r e  enormous. 
Though peace be a d i v i n e  g i f t  and p o s s i b i l i t y  i t  i s  a l s o  a human 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  and t h a t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  may weigh more heav i ly  on u s  i n  t h i s  
age  than  i n  any he re to fo re .  Although t h e  choice  f o r  humans is  not  
s i m p l i s t i c a l l y  between u top ia  and s u i c i d e ,  i t  may very w e l l  be between a 
f u t u r e  opening toward shalom (peace,  j u s t i c e ,  beloved community) and t h e  dea th  
of t h e  f u t u r e  through nuc lea r  holocaust .  

5. The b i b l i c a l  v i s i o n  of peace r e q u i r e s  wi tnesses  and agents .  I n  our  
churctles t h e r e  have o f t e n  been debates  about whether t h e  church ' s  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  t h e  world i s  t o  model t h e  r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  God b r ings  i n  
Chr i s t  o r  t o  extend i t  i n t e n t i o n a l l y  i n  a l l  a r e a s  of common l i f e .  I n  New 
Testament teachings  both emphases a r e  present .  Chr i s t  i s  t h e  power of 
r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  who "has broken down t h e  d iv id ing  -11 of h o s t i l i t y "  between 
Jew and G e n t i l e  i n  t h e  church. (Ephesians 2:14) The church i s  t o  manifest  i n  



i t s  own l i f e  t h e  peace t h a t  i s  t h e  human d e s t i n y  i n  God, being a  s i g n  o r  
f o r e t a s t e  of t h e  shalom which God in t ends  f o r  a l l .  This  means t h a t  t h e  church 
needs t o  g ive  s u b s t a n t i a l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  i t s  own l i f e ,  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  and 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l ,  t o  manifest  t h e  presence of peace i n  a  warring world. 

The v i s i o n  of peace i s  no t  a lone  f o r  t h e  church,  however, bu t  f o r  t h e  
world. The church and i t s  people a r e  c a l l e d  t o  be ambassadors of peace i n  t h e  
midst of p o l i t i c a l  s t rugg le .  " A l l  t h i s  i s  from God, who through Chr i s t ,  
reconci led  us  t o  himself and gave u s  t h e  min i s t ry  of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n ;  t h a t  is ,  
God was i n  Chr i s t  r econc i l i ng  t h e  world t o  h imsel f ,  no t  count ing t h e i r  
t r e s p a s s e s  a g a i n s t  them, and e n t r u s t i n g  t o  us  t h e  message of r econc i l i a t i on . "  
( I 1  Cor in th ians  5:18-19) The r e a l i t y  of God i n  t h e  world i s  fundamentally 
t h a t  of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n .  It i s  t h e r e f o r e  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  t a s k  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  
power and presence of peace i n  t h e  world and seek t o  be i t s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  and 
agent.  Indeed, t h e  work of peace i s  f r equen t ly  c o s t l y .  It r e q u i r e s  becoming 
vulnerable  t o  t h e  h o s t i l i t i e s  of war-making and oppression and t o  t h e  pa in  and 
s u f f e r i n g  of t h e  v i c t i m i ~ e d . ~  There i s  no promise of ea sy  success  but  
r a t h e r  t h e  recogni t ion  t h a t  peacemaking does no t  occur  without  r i sk- tak ing  and 
su f f e r ing .  Yet, it i s  i n  t h e  d i s c i p l e s h i p  of r econc i l i ng  wi tness  and a c t i o n  
t h a t  we a r e  f a i t h f u l  t o  t h e  God of shalom. 



IV. Reading the Signs of the Times 

Jesus spoke of how important i t  i s  t o  d i s c e r n  t h e  s igns  of t h e  times. He 
t o l d  t h e  Phar isees  t h a t  they  might be a b l e  t o  p red ic t  t h e  d a i l y  weather,  but 
they could no t  see  what was r e a l l y  going on r i g h t  before  t h e i r  eyes. (Matthew 
16:l-3) It i s  t h e  prophet ic  t a sk  of t h e  church t o  look beneath t h e  normal and 
comfortable t o  s e e  i n  depth what i s  going on and what God is  c a l l i n g  us  t o  
do. We do not  f i r s t  analyze our s i t u a t i o n  and t h e n  put  on t h e  spec tac l e s  of 
f a i t h  t o  look f o r  an answer. The spec tac l e s  of f a i t h  a l s o  a r e  t o  be worn as 
we i n t e r p r e t  w h a t  i s  happening, f o r  i t  i s  t h e r e  and here  t h a t  we encounter t h e  
l i v i n g  God who is c a l l i n g  u s  t o  obedience. 

Today, t h e r e  a r e  many p a t t e r n s  of c o n f l i c t  and i n j u s t i c e  which s tand  
a g a i n s t  God's w i l l  f o r  peace. The church 's  prophet ic  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and 
reforming energy should extend t o  a l l  of them. I n  t h i s  paper ,  however, we 
s h a l l  focus on nuclear  weapons s p e c i f i c a l l y  and t h e i r  enveloping context  of 
mi l i t a r i sm more gene ra l ly  a s  dimensions of our present  s i t u a t i o n  which may 
we l l  c ry  out  f o r  s i n g u l a r  and ext raord inary  C h r i s t i a n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and 
response. We sea rch  f o r  understanding of t h e s e  ma t t e r s  shaped by t h e  v i s i o n  
of peace on e a r t h  which t h e  Chr i s t  br ings  i n t o  t h e  world a s  God's i n t e n t i o n  
f o r  c rea t ion ,  not  con t ro l l ed  by n a t i o n a l i s t i c  sentiment o r  p ro fes s iona l  p r ide  
o r  p o l i t i c a l  a l leg iance .  

A. Nuclear Weapons as a Theological Issue 

Few books have had more impact on persons'  th inking  about nuc lea r  weapons 
than  Jonathan Sche l l '  s, The Fa te  of t h e  ~ a r t h .  By providing such an  
un re l en t ing ly  h o r r i b l e  p i c t u r e  of t h e  devas ta t ion  nuclear  war would br ing ,  
S c h e l l  has penet ra ted  our i n c l i n a t i o n  t o  deceive ourse lves  about t h e  c h a r a c t e r  
of t h i s  weaponry. Surely,  as Sche l l  emphasizes, i t  i s  no t  because we a r e  
ca l lous  about l i f e  t h a t  we ignore t h e  dangers of nuc lea r  arms. It i s  because 
we ca re  s o  much t h a t  we cannot bear t h e  pa in  o r  cope w i t h  t h e  f e a r  that l i f e  
might be o b l i t e r a t e d .  Facing t h e  t r u t h  about what t h e  use, a c c i d e n t a l  o r  
otherwise, of nuclear  weapons would mean f o r  God's c r e a t i o n  i s  a fundamental 
requirement f o r  understanding our s i t u a t i o n .  Even i f  one comes t o  t h e  
conclusion t h a t  holding nuclear  weapons f o r  de ter rence  i s  necessary,  i t  can 
only be c r e d i b l e  morally i f  t h e  l i k e l y  consequences of nuclear  war a r e  faced 
wi th  b r u t a l  real ism. 

Sche l l  pushes u s  i n  such rea l i sm not  only t o  f a c e  t h e  consequences of mass 
su ic ide  through nuclear  war ( " f i r s t  death") but  a l s o  dea th  of t h e  f u t u r e  
("second death");  t h a t  is ,  t h e  dea th  of unborn genera t ions ,  of h i s t o r i c a l  
memory, of both p a s t  and f u t u r e  c r e a t i v i t y .  Whereas S c h e l l  assumes t h e  
p r o b a b i l i t y  of an  a l l -ou t  nuclear  exchange i f  t h e  use of such weapons a r e  
introduced,  Car l  Sagan has helped us  see  t h e  l i ke l ihood  of a "nuclear  winter"  
i n  which we would f r e e z e  t o  dea th  by t h e  environmental e f f e c t s  of f a r  fewer 
nuclear  explosions.  9 



Facing the truth about what the use, accidental or otherwise, 
of nuclear weapons would mean for God's creation is a 
fundamental requirement for understanding our situation. 

What i s  t h e  theo log ica l  meaning of t h i s  a n n i h i l a t i n g  power t h a t  we have 
brought i n t o  t h e  world? Is t h e r e  any g r e a t e r  danger t o  human l i f e  and t h e  
f u t u r e  than  t h a t  posed by nuclear  weapons? Why a r e  we s o  f a s c i n a t e d  by them 
and a t t r a c t e d  t o  them t h a t  we cannot g ive  them up? Perhaps, f o r  Chr i s t i ans ,  
concepts such a s  blasphemy and i d o l a t r y  most c l e a r l y  exp la in  t h e  g l o b a l  
network of d e s t r u c t i o n  t h a t  humans have constructed i n  which God's c rea t ion ,  
Ear th ,  i s  placed a t  such r i s k .  A sc i en t i s t - theo log ian ,  W i l l i a m  Yollard, has 
r e f l e c t e d  on these  ques t ions  i n  contemporary words reminiscent  of t h e  
Psa lmis t ' s :  

It i s  awesome t o  contemplate t h e  immense c r e a t i v e  
investment t h a t  has  gone i n t o  bringing t h e  Ea r th  t o  he r  
present  s t age  of beauty and f u l f i l l m e n t .  The slow but  
ever-accelerat ing e l abora t ion  of information coded on DNA 
over an  unimaginably v a s t  reach of time has by now 
produced, suspended i n  t h e  a l i e n  reaches of space, a magic 
garden and placed wi th in  i t  that s t r a n g e s t  achievement of 
any of t h e  manifold DNA codes -- man [humankind]. 'fiat 
w a s  poss ib l e  because of a most d e l i c a t e  balance of 
g r a v i t y ,  hea t ,  and l i g h t  r e a l i z e d  on t h e  Earth,  a balance 
achieved only very r a r e l y ,  i f  a t  a l l ,  on o the r  p lane ts .  
This  uniqueness and t h e  wonder of t h e  c r e a t i v e  achievement 
t h a t  i t  has made poss ib l e  mean that t h e  Ea r th  i s  a r a r e  
gem of f a n t a s t i c  beauty, and t h a t  i t s  desec ra t ion  o r  
d e s t r u c t i o n  by any being i s  a n  a c t  of awful s a c r i l e g e  
a g a i n s t  which t h e  h e a r t  of a l l  meaning and purpose i n  t h e  
e n t i r e  universe  must c r y  out  i n  anguish.10 

Gordon Kaufman, a theologian a t  t h e  Divin i ty  School of Harvard Universi ty,  
has wondered why r e l i g i o n  scho la r s  have n o t  given more a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  
theo log ica l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of nuclear  weapons. Cer ta in ly ,  C h r i s t i a n s  should not  
accept  u n c r i t i c a l l y  t h e  f requent  appeals  t o  "na t iona l  s e c u r i t y "  but  ask what 
t h i s  newly developed system of second dea th  means f o r  our views of God, and of 
human s i n f u l n e s s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  K a u f ~ a n  comments: 

For t r a d i t i o n a l  eschatology, t h e r e  w a s  always some 
p o s i t i v e  meaning--some humanly s i g n i f i c a n t  meaning--in t h e  
consummating events  of h i s to ry .  But our  s i t u a t i o n  i s  
d i f f e r e n t .  The p o t e n t i a l  ca t a s t rophe  t h a t  we a r e  he re  
c a l l e d  upon t o  contemplate i s  empty of any human meaning 
whatsoever.ll 



We cannot expect G o d  to  intervene miracu~ously to  stop 
the nuclear warheads as they leave the launching pad. 

We cannot expect  God t o  i n t e rvene  miraculously t o  s t o p  t h e  nuc l ea r  
warheads a s  they  leave  t h e  launching pad. The capac i ty  t o  conmit p lane ta ry  
holocaust  i s  i n  human hands--already--and t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  u se  i t  o r  not  i s  t h e  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of human minds and w i l l s .  The power of God i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  a  
f u t u r e  d i f f e r e n t  from a n n i h i l a t i o n  i f  we  open ou r  eyes ,  r ece ive  i t  i n  f a i t h  
and respond t o  it; but  we  have no reason t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  God w i l l  i n t e r v e n e  t o  
prevent  u s  from engaging i n  t h e  u l t ima te  a c t  of  r e b e l l i o n  through n u c l e a r  
d e s t r u c t  ion.  

B. Just War Theory and Nuclear Weapons 

The unprecedented dangers  posed by nuc l ea r  weapons have prompted s e v e r a l  
p r e s b y t e r i e s  i n  t h e  last  few yea r s  t o  o v e r t u r e  t h e  General  Assembly f o r  
guidance on t h e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of t h e  j u s t  war t heo ry  i n  a n u c l e a r  age. Are 
t h e r e  any circumstances i n  which t h e  use of nuc l ea r  weapons can  be j u s t i f i e d ?  
Is it  morally accep tab l e  t o  base a n a t i o n a l  defense  p o l i c y  on nuc l ea r  
de t e r r ence  which r e q u i r e s  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  t o  use  t h e s e  weapons i n  a v a r i e t y  of  
s i t u a t i o n s ?  

Reformed C h r i s t i a n s  have h i s t o r i c a l l y  m e t  government d e c i s i o n s  t o  engage 
i n  war w i th  approval  o r  d i sapprova l ,  depending on t h e  circumstances.  
Autouat ic  support  of a  war po l i cy  by c o n s t i t u t e d  a u t h o r i t i e s  cannot be given. 
But n e i t h e r  are C h r i s t i a n s  requi red  c a t e g o r i c a l l y  t o  r e f u s e  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  
war i f  de spe ra t e  c i rcumstances warrant  i t .  Th i s  h i s t o r i c  p o s i t i o n  i s  based on 
an  understanding of human s i n f u l n e s s  which accep t s  t h e  r e a l i t i e s  of i n j u s t i c e  
and aggress ion  i n  p o l i t i c a l  l i f e  and r ega rds  t h e  use  of v io l ence  a s  sometimes 
necessary t o  conf ront  g r e a t e r  e v i l s  i n  a n  ambiguous world. Probably t h e  
g r e a t e r  h i s t o r i c a l  s i n  of C a l v i n i s t s  has been t o  be  t o o  zea lous  i n  engaging i n  
war t h a n  t o  be t o o  r e l u c t a n t  t o  wield t h e  sword. Although t h e r e  i s  a s t r o n g  
and vigorous presence of p a c i f i s t s  i n  t h e  P re sby te r i an  Church, n e i t h e r  t h e i r  
view nor  t h e i r  in f luence  has  been dominant. 

I f  t h e  Reformed t r a d i t i o n  has  no t  been drawn t o  t h e  p a c i f i s t  p o s i t i o n  that 
views a l l  war and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  i t  as u n c h r i s t i a n ,  n e i t h e r  ha s  i t  been 
drawn t o  t h e  c rusade r  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  views war and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  i t  a s  a 
holy o b l i g a t i o n  on occasion. The Reformed t r a d i t i o n  has  more c h a r a c t e r i s -  
t i c a l l y  d e a l t  w i t h  t h e s e  ques t i ons  from a " j u s t  war" pe r spec t ive .  J u s t  war 
theory  i s  based on t h e  assumption that war is never  a p r e f e r r e d  state i n  
i t s e l f  but  may on occas ion  be j u s t i f i e d  t o  p r o t e c t  people  a g a i n s t  agg re s s ion  
o r  t o  overcome g r o s s  i n j u s t i c e  so  t h a t  a more genuine peace can  be 
e s t a b l i s h e d .  The " j u s t  war" theory  has  been developed most thoroughly and 
sys t ema t i ca l l y  i n  t h e  Roman Ca tho l i c  t r a d i t i o n  of moral theo logy ,  bu t  
P re sby te r i ans  have o f t e n  drawn on a s p e c t s  of  t h i s  theory as they  examined 
ques t ions  of war con tex tua l ly .  



I n  j u s t  war th inking ,  c r i t e r i a  have been developed f o r  a s ses s ing  both when 
r e s o r t  t o  w a r  may be j u s t i f i e d  and a l s o  which means of f i g h t i n g  a war a r e  
morally permissible .  I n  considering whether r e s o r t  t o  war i s  j u s t i f i e d  

- t he  purpose f o r  engaging i n  war must be j u s t ;  

- i t  must be c a r r i e d  out  by l e g i t i m a t e  a u t h o r i t y ;  

- t he re  must be a reasonable prospect  t h a t  t h e  purpose f o r  going t o  
war can be achieved; and 

- war should only be a last  r e s o r t  a f t e r  o t h e r  means f o r  reso lv ing  
t h e  c o n f l i c t  have been exhausted. 

I n  considering whether t h e  means of conducting a war a r e  j u s t i f i e d ,  t h e  
c r i t e r i a  of p ropor t iona l i ty  and d i sc r imina t ion  a r e  paramount. P ropor t iona l i ty  
r equ i re s  t h a t  t h e  means be r e s t r a i n e d  so  t h a t  t h e  e v i l s  of warfare  do no t  
outweigh t h e  moral goods i n  t h e  j u s t i f i a b l e  ob jec t ives .  Discriminat ion 
r equ i re s  t h a t  t h e  means of war must be d i r ec t ed  only a t  combatants and not  
non-combatants. I f  c i v i l i a n s  cannot be rendered r e l a t i v e l y  immune from t h e  
violence of w a r ,  t h e  means of warfare cannot be j u s t i f i e d .  

J u s t  war theory  has provided a b a s i s  f o r  making con tex tua l  judgments about 
when p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  war i s  j u s t i f i e d .  Its i n t e n t  i s  not  t o  "b less"  wars i n  
a blanket  fash ion  nor  t o  make i t  e a s i e r  f o r  wars t o  be j u s t i f i e d  by government 
leaders .  H i s t o r i c a l l y ,  t h e  i n t e n t  of t h i s  theory i s  t o  provide a severe  moral 
r e s t r a i n t  on l eade r s '  i n c l i n a t i o n s  t o  commit t h e i r  peoples  t o  war and t o  
prevent w a r  from being waged wi th  unres t ra ined  c r u e l t y  and des t ruc t iveness .  
Therefore,  i n  theory ,  i t  should r e s t r a i n  r e s o r t  t o  "unjus t  w a r s "  a s  we l l  as 
r a t i o n a l i z e  t h e  pu r su i t  of " jus t "  ones. However, c r i t i c s  a rgue  t h a t  
r ega rd le s s  of t h i s  balanced purpose of j u s t  war theory ,  i t  has  much more 
f r equen t ly  been manipulated t o  support a l l  kinds of wars than t o  l i m i t  t h e i r  
occurrence o r  r e s t r a i n  t h e i r  c rue l ty .  

Although i n  previous h i s t o r i c a l  e r a s  t h e  theory w a s  intended pr imar i ly  t o  
guide the  r u l e r s  of s t a t e s  i n  t h e i r  dec i s ions ,  j u s t  w a r  c r i t r i a  have been used 
inc reas ing ly  by people i n  recent  yea r s  f o r  moral eva lua t ion  of t h e i r  
government's w a r  p o l i c i e s .  For example, i n  t h e  Vietnam War yea r s  many young 
men i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  used a spec t s  of i t s  reasoning t o  r e s i s t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
i n  t h e  w a r  even though they may never have s tud ied  t h e  theory.  I n  these  same 
years ,  t h e  Presbyter ian  General Assemblies e x p l i c i t l y  adopted j u s t  w a r  thought 
t o  support t h e  case  f o r  s e l e c t i v e  consc ient ious  objec t ion .  I n  1969 t h e  United 
Presbyter ian  General Assembly c l e a r l y  enunciated t h e  pos i t i on ,  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  
i t s  he r i t age ,  t h a t  i t  i s  poss ib l e  consc ient ious ly  t o  oppose p a r t i c u l a r  wars 
without necessa r i ly  being opposed t o  a l l  wars. 

J u s t  war theory  seems s t i l l  t o  be h e l p f u l  i n  making dec i s ions  about t h e  
j u s t i f i a b i l i t y  of f o r c e  i n  revolu t ionary  s i t u a t i o n s  and i n  r a r e  circumstances 
i n  which t h e  violence of war might be l imi t ed .  Even here ,  however, g r e a t e r  
a t t e n t i o n  needs t o  be given t o  t h e  r igorous  a p p l i c a t i o n  of j u s t  war c r i t e r i a ,  
t hus  rendering t h e  inc idences  of j u s t i f i a b l e  r e s o r t  t o  w a r  f a r  fewer than  t h e  
number of a c t u a l  w a r s .  



But w h a t  about jus t  war theory and nuclear weapons? Can the  use of 
nuclear weapons conceivably be pemi s s ib l e  within t he  c r i t e r i a  of a 
j u s t i f i ab l e  war? I n  t h e i r  recent Pas tora l  Le t te r ,  t h e  American Catholic 
Bishops expressed "profound skepticism" t h a t  any use of nuclear weapons could 
be jus t i f i ed .  Therefore, they concluded on t he  bas i s  of j u s t  war reasoning, 
t h a t  possession of weapons f o r  nuclear deterrence i s  morally untenable a s  a 
long t e r n  policy f o r  seeking peace, though the  were not  wi l l ing  t o  foreclose 
such a policy i n  some unspecified shor t  term. 13 

The actual destructiveness of each nuclear weapon and 
the potential for planetary catastrophe in any use of 
these weapons renders nuclear war an event so  finally 
and monstrously destructive that n o  imaginable cause 
could justify it. It would have n o  meaning except the 
death of meaning. 

Many o ~ i l e r s  u ~ i i i z i n g  j u s t  war theory be l i eve  t ha t  both t he  ac tua l  use of 
nuclear weapons and the  in ten t ion  t o  use them a s  an inherent element i n  
nuclear deterrence policy a r e  immoral. No one knows w h a t  would happen i f  
nuclear weapons were t o  be introduced i n t o  a con f l i c t  under current  conditions 
of nuclear policy and current  magnitudes of nuclear armament, but no other  
weapon i n  human his tory  has had t he  capacity t o  bring both f i r s t  and second 
death t o  hun'ankind. The ac tua l  destructiveness of each nuclear weapon and the  
po ten t ia l  f o r  planetary catastrophe i n  any use of these  weapons renders 
nuclear war an event so f i n a l l y  and monstrously des t ruc t ive  t h a t  no imaginable 
cause could j u s t i f y  it. It would have no meaning except t h e  death of 
meaning. Accordingly, Kermit Johnson s t a t e s :  

I n  sum, nuclear war could ob l i t e r a t e  any moral 
understanding of discrimination o r  proportion. By 
applying jus t  war c r i t e r i a  t o  t he  s t ra tegy  of nuclear 
deterrence, both i n  the  reasons f o r  "going t o  war" and i n  
the  conduct of " f ight ing the  war" we reach a negative 
verdic t .  Nuclear deterrence is  immoral.13 

Konald Stone reaches the  same conclusion by r e l a t i ng  t he  jus t  war c r i t e r i a  t o  
the  in ten t ion  t o  use nuclear weapons i n  t he  s t r a t eg i c  planning of contemporary 
nations. 

The target ing po l ic ies  of a l l  of t he  nuclear powers a r e  
necessar i ly ,  given t he  weapons, too indiscriminate t o  be 
moral. Deterrence, because of i t s  in ten t ion  t o  do unjus t  
a c t s  under c e r t a i n  conditions, f a i l s  t o  meet t he  worldly 
c r i t e r i a  of t he  j u s t  use of mi l i t a ry  force.  Chr is t ian  
e th i c s ,  i n  our understanding, using t h e  t r a d i t i o n s  of jus t  
war thinking says no t o  nuclear deterrence a s  it i s  now 
practiced and a s  i r i s  projected by t he  nuelear powers.14 



I n  a n  e r a  of nuclear  weapons and so-called conventional  weapons o r i en ted  
toward " t o t a l  w a r , "  t r a d i t i o n a l  p a c i f i s t s  and j u s t  w a r  proponents a r e  moving 
c l o s e r  and c l o s e r  t oge the r  i n  t h e i r  convic t ions  t h a t  t h e  use  of nuclear  
weapons and o the r  massive systems of d e s t r u c t i o n  cannot be j u s t i f i e d .  The 
importance of t h i s  development i n  ecumenical C h r i s t i a n i t y  can hard ly  be 
overs ta ted .  Doubtless t h e  j u s t  w a r  theory w i l l  cont inue t o  be t h e  most u s e f u l  
e t h i c a l  perspec t ive  on w a r  f o r  non-pacif is ts .  I ts  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  f o r  nuclear  
weapons is  negat ive  i n  funct ion.  It cannot be used t o  v a l i d a t e  t h e  j u s t i c e  of 
nuclear  war but i n s t ead  c l e a r l y  and unambiguously demonstrates i t s  t e r r i b l e  
i m o r a l i t y  . 

C. Human Sinfulness and Nuclear Weapons 

Whether o r  not  we hold t h e  view t h a t  nuclear  weapons a r e  immoral, a l l  of 
us need t o  t r y  t o  understand t h e i r  hold on us and s t r u g g l e  wi th  w h a t  our 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  is. It i s  too easy t o  a t t r i b u t e  r e l i a n c e  on nuc lea r  weapons 
simply t o  hman  s in fu lness ,  as t r u e  as t h i s  may be. We know t h e  human 
tendency t o  make na t ions  i n t o  a n  i d o l s .  We know our human i n c l i n a t i o n  t o  
t r u s t  too  much i n  m i l i t a r y  might f o r  our secu r i ty .  We know t h a t  power 
co r rup t s  and t h a t  we o f t e n  f a i l  t o  look c r i t i c a l l y  enough a t  t h e  ways our  own 
na t ion  abuses i t s  power i n  t h e  world. I n  t h e  Reformed h e r i t a g e  these  i n s i g h t s  
about t h e  s i n f u l n e s s  of persons and t h e  i d o l a t r o u s  pre tens ions  of s t a t e s  a r e  
f a m i l i a r  . 

This paper advances the premise that the kind of sinfulness 
that manifests itself in reliance on nuclear weapons is 
profoundly unique because it portends the possible end of 
history and God's story with us on this planet. 

But merely t o  a t t r i b u t e  humans' attachment t o  nuclear  weapons t o  our 
common s i n f u l n e s s ,  without providing f u r t h e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  seems t o  suggest  
a  r e s igna t ion  t o  t h e  necess i ty  of nuclear  t e r r o r .  It impl ies  t h a t  nuclear  
weapons a r e  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n t  from o the r  instruments  of violence t h a t  humans 
have devised and t h a t  they can be subjec ted  t o  t h e  same kinds of condi t ions  
and r e s t r a i n t s .  A s  we have seen, however, nuc lear  weapons bear  t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  of des t roying  l i f e  e n t i r e l y  and i r r e t r i e v a b l y .  Our o the r  
i d o l a t r i e s  of na t ion ,  of possessions,  of fame, s epa ra t e  u s  from God and t h e  
abundant l i f e  made poss ib l e  by God's grace. But t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  
repentance and new l i f e  a r e  always ava i l ab le .  The reconci l ing  a c t i v i t y  of God 
is opening up p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  peace, j u s t i c e ,  and i n c l u s i v e  community i n  t h e  
midst of a s i n f u l  world. This  paper advances t h e  premise t h a t  t h e  kind of 
s i n f u l n e s s  t h a t  mani fes ts  i t s e l f  i n  r e l i a n c e  on nuclear  weapons i s  profoundly 
unique because i t  portends t h e  poss ib l e  end of h i s t o r y  and God's s t o r y  wi th  u s  
on t h i s  p lane t .  The paragraphs t h a t  fo l low at tempt t o  provide t h e  r a t i o n a l e  
f o r  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  



I n  some re spec t s ,  i t  is  not  s o  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  nuc lea r  weapons have been 
an i r r e s i s t i b l e  temptation. I n  these  invent ions ,  we encounter t h e  combination 
of awesome s c i e n t i f i c  knowledge and technologica l  s k i l l  t h a t  produces a power 
s o  i n c r e d i b l e  i t  could only  have been viewed by previous genera t ions  as 
divine.  The awe wi th  which t h i s  newly developed power i s  o f t e n  regarded is 
illumined by these  words of a wi tness  t o  t h e  f i r s t  t e s t  of an  atomic bomb: 

The e f f e c t s  could we l l  be c a l l e d  unprecedented, 
magnificent,  b e a u t i f u l ,  stupendous, and t e r r i f y i n g .  No 
man-made phenomenon of such tremendous power had ever  
occurred before. The l i g h t i n g  e f f e c t s  beggared 
desc r ip t ion .  The whole country w a s  l i g h t e d  by a sea r ing  
l i g h t  w i th  t h e  i n t e n s i t y  many times t h a t  of t h e  midday 
sun. It was golden, purple,  v i o l e t ,  gray,  and blue. It 
l i g h t e d  every peak, crevasse,  and r idge  of t h e  nearby 
mountain range wi th  a c l a r i t y  and beauty t h a t  cannot be 
described but  must be seen t o  be imagined. It w a s  t h a t  
beauty t h e  g r e a t  poets  dream about but  desc r ibe  most 
poorly and inadequately.  l5 

Here we s e e  a new and perhaps f i n a l  a c t  of t h e  drama begun i n  t h e  Garden 
when Adam reached f o r  t h e  apple  of knowledge i n  o rde r  t o  become God-like. The 
w i l l  t o  mastery and con t ro l ,  t o  overreach our c r e a t u r e l i n e s s  through t h e  
i l l u s o r y  ques t  f o r  abso lu te  s e c u r i t y ,  i s  c l e a r  enough i n  human h i s to ry .  But 
t h e  f a n t a s i e s  of God-like power have never before been capable of such 
dangerous r e a l i z a t i o n  as i s  now poss ib l e  i n  a nuc lea r  age. Nor has t h e  
a s p i r a t i o n  of humans f o r  s e l f - d e i f i c a t i o n  been so  c l e a r l y  exposed before a s  
leading  t o  death.  I n  our nuclear  weapons p o l i c i e s ,  we d e l i b e r a t e l y  pursue 
a c t i o n s  of such ultimacy t h a t  they a r e  l e g i t i m a t e l y  God's alone. The d e s i r e  
t o  possess  and c o n t r o l  t h e  power t o  des t roy  h i s t o r y  i s  a usurpa t ion  of t h e  
p o s i t i o n  of God. The nuclear  apple  i s  a unique i d o l  because of i t s  
apocalypt ic  power, and our  grasp  of i t  i s  a unique form of i d o l a t r y  because we 
thereby assume f o r  ourse lves  u l t ima te  power over l i f e  and dea th  on ea r th .  

I n  our s in fu lness ,  we have not  only fashioned instruments  of awesome 
des t ruc t iveness ,  but we dec la re  them good. We deceive ourse lves  by t r u s t i n g  
i n  gods of dea th  f o r  our  s e c u r i t y .  We l a b e l  our development of s u i c i d a l  
technologies  a s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  We devote our energ ies  t o  t h e  s e r v i c e  of 
nuclear  n e c e s s i t i e s  and c a l l  it l i f e .  I n  few h i s t o r i c a l  moments has  t h e r e  
been a c l e a r e r  c o n t r a s t  between a God of  grace  and l i f e  whose judgment even i s  
exerc ised  f o r  t h e  sake of redemption, and a human w i l l  t o  power and mastery 
which l e a d s  no t  t o  s e c u r i t y  and l i f e  but g loba l  i n s e c u r i t y  and death. 

Theologians have o f t e n  used t h e  word "demonic" t o  desc r ibe  f o r c e s  of e v i l  
t h a t  a f f e c t  our  world. John Macquarrie has defined demonic as t h e  "esca la ted  
e v i l  t h a t  sp r ings  from idolatry."16 I n  t h e  f ace  of t h e  i d o l a t r o u s  cha rac te r  
of nuclear  weapons and t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  apocalypt ic  des t ruc t ion ,  it seems 
i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  eva lua te  t h e  p o l i c i e s  which p lan  f o r  t h e i r  use a s  merely 
immoral. Here i s  something capable of enormous e v i l  t h a t  i s  widely deemed 
use fu l ,  i n  some sense even "good." When e v i l  i s  dec lared  good, i t  i s  beyond 
immoral; i t  i s  demonic. I n  our  i d o l a t r y ,  we have c rea t ed  a massive and 
unprecedented f o r c e  of e v i l .  A l l  i d o l a t r y  i s  d e s t r u c t i v e  of those  who t r u s t  



In our nuclear weapons policies, we deliberately pursue 
actions of such ultimacy that they are legitimately Cod's 
alone. The desire to possess and control the power to 
destroy history is a usurpation of the position of Cod. 

i n  t h e  f a l s e  god. Nuclear i d o l a t r y  i s  demonic because i t  i s  a s o c i a l  f o r c e  
or iented  toward t h e  des t ruc t ion  of many and could r e s u l t  i n  t h e  des t ruc t ion  of 
a l l .  The p o l i c i e s  of nuclear  na t ions  which involve e l abora te  s t r a t e g i e s  of 
nuclear  war-fighting the re fo re  c o n s t i t u t e  an  e v i l  of such magnitude t h a t  
perhaps only the  concept of t h e  "demonic" can convey adequately t h e  
theo log ica l  meaning of the  s i t u a t i o n  we face.  

Demonic i n  such usage i s  not  t o  be i d e n t i f i e d  wi th  a "devil"  theory i n  
which the  e v i l  i s  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  an  a l i e n  being of some kind. Paul T i l l i c h  
emphasizes t h a t  t h e  demonic i s  powerful i n  h i s t o r y  p rec i se ly  because i t  i s  no t  
e x t e r n a l  t o  l i f e  but i s  t h e  corrupt ion  of t h e  c r e a t i v e  dynamic a t  work i n  a l l  
th ings .  "The demonic i s  t h e  perversion of t h e  creat ive."17 Forces which 
a r e  good i n  l i f e  can become demonic i f  they a r e  unchecked. The demonic i s  t h e  
d i s t o r t i o n  of a f o r c e  of l i f e  t o  such a n  extent  t h a t  i t  promotes death. For 
example, i n d u s t r i a l  development may des t roy  na ture ,  t h e  grazing of c a t t l e  nay 
cause t h e  expansion of t h e  d e s e r t ,  t h e  production of energy may c r e a t e  
environmental havoc, and v ibrant  c u l t u r e s  may i n  i m p e r i a l i s t i c  dominance 
des t roy  o ther  c u l t u r e s  whose co r rec t ive  they need. The demonic is  d e s t r u c t i v e  
of humanity, using our very c r e a t i v i t y  i n  t h e  s e r v i c e  of t h e  des t ruc t ive .  Its 
course is  rebe l l ious  aga ins t  t h e  very meaning of h i s t o r y  which i s  t h e  Kingdom 
of ~ o d . 1 8  

I n  nuclear  weapons, we see  p rec i se ly  such perversion of t h e  c r e a t i v e  by 
t h e  des t ruc t ive .  I n  t h e  development of nuclear  weapons and i n  f u r t h e r  
ingenious inventions of s c i e n t i s t s  and technologis ts  a r e  immense c r e a t i v e  
energies.  The humanly enriching p o t e n t i a l  of such c r e a t i v e  c a p a c i t i e s  a r e  
d i s t o r t e d  i n t o  designs f o r  death. The demonic cha rac te r  of nuclear  weapons 
can be seen f u r t h e r  i n  t h e  ways p o s i t i v e  goods i n  human l i f e  a r e  marshalled 
i n t o  the  se rv ice  of t h i s  e v i l :  governments, businesses,  s c i e n t i f i c  
communities, occupations, and educat ional  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  Demonic does no t  
r e f e r  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  peoples o r  na t ions  o r  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  f o r  a l l  a r e  
charac ter ized  by mixtures of good and e v i l .  Rather,  demonic a p p l i e s  t o  fo rces  
t h a t  corrupt  the  good even a s  they claim our loya l ty .  

We have been exploring t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  nuclear  weapons have come t o  
exe rc i se  demonic power, wi th  r e l i a n c e  on them rooted i n  humans' i do la t rous  
se l f -de i f i ca t ion .  I n  t h e  f a c e  of such unpara l le led  e v i l ,  t h e r e  i s  a se r ious  
quest ion a s  t o  whether t h e  possession of nuclear  weapons i s  not  s o  r e b e l l i o u s  
aga ins t  God's w i l l  f o r  peace t h a t  Chr i s t i ans  may be c a l l e d  t o  speak a c l e a r  
and unambiguous "no" t o  them. Frequently, t h e  unfa i th fu lness  of Chr i s t i ans  i n  
h i s t o r y  has not  been over t  r e b e l l i o n  but b l ind  accommodation t o  demonic fo rces  
i n  the  very name of t h e  God whose au thor i ty  i s  being usurped. B i b l i c a l ' f a i t h  



confronts us a t  such times with e i ther-or ,  not both-and: "Choose t h i s  day 
whom you w i l l  serve..." (Joshua 24:15); "We must obey God r a t h e r  than men" 
(Acts 5:29); "You cannot serve  both God and mammon" (Matthew 6:24); "I c a l l  
heaven and e a r t h  t o  witness agains t  you t h i s  day, t h a t  I have s e t  before you 
l i f e  and death, blessing and curse. Therefore, choose l i f e ,  t h a t  you and your 
descendants may l ive."  (Deut . 30 :19) 

The d e f i n i t i v e  question of f a i t h  f o r  us today may indeed be whether a 
"yes" t o  God requires  a "no" t o  nuclear  weapons and t h e  p o l i c i e s  b u i l t  upon 
t h e i r  possession and contemplated use. 

D. Human Sinfulness and Militarism 

A s  we seek t o  understand our respons ib i l i ty  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  nuclear  
weapons, we discover a more general  obsession with m i l i t a r y  approaches t o  
human c o n f l i c t s  t h a t  a l s o  requires  our a t t en t ion .  Indeed, t h e  increas ingly  
powerful r o l e  of mi l i t a ry  establishments, goals ,  and values i n  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  
r e l a t i o n s  and na t iona l  cu l tu res  points  t o  t h e  ascendancy of mi l i tar ism i n  
today's world. Mili tar ism r e f e r s  t o  t h e  dominating influence of mi l i t a ry  
ideologies and i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  a l l  f a c e t s  of contemporary l i f e .  l9 1t i s  
manifested i n  various g lobal  developments: the  nuclear  arms race,  t h e  
production and p r o l i f e r a t i o n  of o ther  weapons of mass des t ruc t ion ,  t h e  massive 
t r ade  i n  weapons, the  re l i ance  of governments on force  and t h e  t h r e a t  of fo rce  
t o  dea l  with c o n f l i c t s  of i n t e r e s t ,  t h e  use of mi l i t a ry  fo rces  and techniques 
of violence a s  instruments of i n t e r n a l  repression,  and t h e  inf luence  of 
mi l i t a ry  p r i o r i t i e s  i n  c i v i l i a n  sec to r s  of socie ty .  Mili tar ism i s  t h e  context 
and cradle  i n  which the  demonically dangerous capacity and wil l ingness f o r  
nuclear war i s  nurtured and nourished. 

Militarism is the context and crad.le in which the 
demonically dangerous capacity and willingness for 
nuclear war is nurtured and nourished. 

How does "militarism" d i f f e r  from "the mi l i tary"?  I n  a s i n f u l  world, t h e  
secur i ty  and sa fe ty  of l i f e ,  l i b e r t y ,  property and community peace and order 
cannot be t rus ted  t o  the  vagaries of voluntary human good-will. Soc ie t i e s  
have laws, with pol ice  forces  and cour ts  t o  enforce them, i n  order  t o  
regulate,  coerce, and defend t h e  community from i t s e l f ,  a s  i t  were. Most 
Presbyterians do not view t h i s  a s  t h e  i d e a l  way t o  organize soc ie ty ,  but 
accept i t  a s  both necessary and l eg i t ima te ,  i f  organized and used jus t ly ,  
under the  condit ions of human existence i n  h is tory .  I n  t h e  Reformed 
theological  t r a d i t i o n ,  t h e  possession and, under some circumstances, t h e  use 
of mi l i t a ry  capab i l i ty  has been understood i n  t h e  same way: necessary and 
l eg i t ima te  when held and used i n  a jus t  way. That view i s  s t i l l  appropriate.  



How then  do we grapple wi th  t h e  d i f f i c u l t  ques t ion  of when and how 
l e g i t i m a t e  concern f o r  "mi l i t a ry  capab i l i t y"  can become a q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  and 
demonic "mil i tar ism?" Perhaps t h e  analogy of " tools"  and "technology" he lps  
us. The human race  has fashioned and used t o o l s  f o r  a long time. But i n  t h e  
recent  development of highly i n d u s t r i a l i z e d  s o c i e t i e s ,  a " technologica l  e r a"  
has emerged. "Technology" i s  a way of organizing human endeavor and human 
soc ie ty ;  i t  inf luences  and permeates every bas i c  dimension and i n s t i t u t i o n  of 
t h e  soc ie ty ,  inc luding  i t s  values.  I n  a very r e a l  way i t  can be s a i d  t h a t  t h e  
d i s t i n c t i o n  l i e s  i n  t h i s :  we were masters  of t o o l s ;  we a r e  se rvan t s  of 
technology. 

That does not  necessa r i ly  suggest  t h a t  technology should be seen a s  
demonic, though a number of Chr i s t i ans  and o the r s  have done so. This  paper 
simply a s s e r t s  t h a t  from time t o  time v a l i d  func t iona l  and ins t rumenta l  
a spec t s  of communal endeavor develop i n t o  powerful f o r c e s  t h a t  come t o  
dominate soc ie ty  and i t s  resources and values,  becoming ends r a t h e r  than  
means. This  study f u r t h e r  suggests  t h a t  mi l i t a r i sm i s  such a development, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  demonic i n  t h e  context  of p o t e n t i a l  nuc lear  holocaust .  

Mi l i ta r i sm i s  an  increas ingly  world-wide phenomenon, c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  both 
Third World coun t r i e s  and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  superpowers. Many coun t r i e s  a r e  
arming themselves t o  t h e  t e e t h  both a s  a means t o  e x e r c i s e  in f luence  on o t h e r  
coun t r i e s  and a s  an  instrument of i n t e r n a l  cont ro l .  I n  today ' s  world, 
m i l i t a r y  fo rces  a r e  no longer  kept  a t  a minimum t o  ward o f f  unexpected 
aggression.  A s  Ellward Long pu t s  i t ,  "...most of t h e  economic p r i o r i t i e s  and 
t h e  p reva i l ing  psyche of t h e  na t ions  more nea r ly  resemble a s t a t e  of w a r  t han  
a condi t ion  of peace."20 

The awesome technology of war i s  wedded t o  t h e  powerful pulses  of 
nat ional ism t o  produce a m i l i t a r i z a t i o n  of na t ions  and t h e  world under t h e  
ideology of "na t iona l  s ecu r i ty . "  Although t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of only a r e l a t i v e l y  
small  minori ty of t h e  world 's  peoples a r e  secured i n  t h i s  arrangement, t h e  
inf luence  of m i l i t a r i s m  has become pervasive--dominating occupat ional  
oppor tun i t i e s ,  gobbling up t h e  world 's  resources,  siphoning human ene rg ie s  and 
determining r e l a t i o n s  between na t ions .  It i s  expected that i n  1985 m i l i t a r y  
expenditures  throughout t h e  world w i l l  reach one t r i l l i o n  d o l l a r s .  21 Such 
expenditures  

now support 25 m i l l i o n  i n  t h e  regular  armed f o r c e s ,  another  
22 m i l l i o n  i n  t h e  pa rami l i t a ry  fo rces ,  and 24 m i l l i o n  i n  
t h e  reserves .  With an  a d d i t i o n a l  25 m i l l i o n  c i v i l i a n s  
employed i n  mi l i t a ry - re l a t ed  jobs, t h e  world m i l i t a r y  
populat ion has reached an  unprecedented number f o r  a time 
when no major war i s  being fought.  It is  l a r g e r  than  t h e  
combined populat ions of Mexico and Canada.22 

Not only has such mi l i t a r i sm rendered t h e  world l e s s  r a t h e r  than  more secure ,  
i t  i s  o f t e n  a l igned  wi th  r ep res s ive  p o l i c i e s  t h a t  trample human r i g h t s  and 
block s t r u g g l e s  f o r  j u s t i ce .  

Although mi l i t a r i sm i s  not  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  superpowers, t h e  United S t a t e s  
and t h e  Soviet  Union a r e  leading  and l a r g e l y  c o n t r o l l i n g  t h i s  dangerous 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l  development. These two na t ions  c o n t r o l  almost a l l  research  i n t o  



nuclear  weapons and new weapons technologies ,  and they  f o s t e r  t h e  process  of 
m i l i t a r i z a t i o n  i n  t h e  Third World by supplying "80 percent  of t h e  weapons s o l d  
i n  t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  arms t r a d e .  **23 

Richard Barnet has t r aced  m i l i t a r i s m  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  t o  post-World 
War I1 developments i n  which t h e  memory of H i t l e r  w a s  dominant. From t h i s  
po in t  t h e  United S t a t e s  "has operated on t h e  assumption t h a t  i t  faced a 
permanent n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  emergency t h a t  had t o  be handled p r imar i ly  by 
m i l i t a r y  Previously,  t h e  United S t a t e s  had kep t  i t s  m i l i t a r y  
budget and f o r c e s  low dur ing  peacetime. Now, however, m i l i t a r y  prepara t ion  
became permanent and t h e  whole s o c i e t y  became e n l i s t e d  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t .  
M i l i t a r i s m  has  been a r t i c u l a t e d  i n t o  a n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  ideology and has  been 
embodied i n  t h e  government i n s t i t u t i o n s  of a n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  s t a t e .  
Moreover, t h e  heavy o r i e n t a t i o n  of t h e  U.S. economy toward m i l i t a r y  needs has  
l e d  some t o  speak of a "permanent w a r  economy," and Pres ident  Eisenhower t o  
warn t h e  American people about t h e  in f luence  of t h e  " m i l i t a r y - i n d u s t r i a l  
complex. " 

War p repa ra t ion  has become a major, perhaps dominant, s o c i e t a l  undertaking 
t h a t  involves  a l l  of u s  i n  var ious  ways. It i s  by no means j u s t  t h e  business  
o r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of our  m i l i t a r y  l eade r s ,  some of whom a r e  as worried about 
m i l i t a r i s m  a s  any o the r s .  Our taxes ,  ou r  occupat ions,  our  investments ,  our  
p o l i t i c a l  involvements, and our  educa t iona l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  a r e  i n t e r r e l a t e d  i n  
complex and s u b t l e  a s  we l l  a s  c l e a r  and d i r e c t  ways wi th  t h e  dynamics of 
mi l i ta r i sm.  Mi l i t a r i sm has a momentum of i t s  own that, once launched, seems 
i r r e v e r s i b l e  .despi te  i t s  i r r a t i o n a l i t y  and danger. Our i n d u s t r i e s  have become 
dependent on m i l i t a r y  c o n t r a c t s  f o r  t h e i r  v i a b i l i t y  q u i t e  a p a r t  from genuine 
requirements of i n t e r n a t i o n a l  peace. Alan Geyer p o i n t s  t o  t h e  "bureaucra t ic  
momentum of m i l i t a r y  technology" i n  which t h e  c y c l e  of research ,  development, 
product ion and deployment i s  repeated over and over  aga in ,  q u i t e  a p a r t  from 
any r a t i o n a l  purpose. 2 5 

When Paul  spoke t o  t h e  Colossians about p r i n c i p a l i t i e s  and powers, i t  w a s  
t h i s  kind of dominating and pervasive power t o  which he w a s  a l l ud ing .  He was 
warning t h e s e  e a r l y  C h r i s t i a n s  a g a i n s t  t h e  popular views of h i s  day that 
c e r t a i n  supra-human f o r c e s  and powers determine what happens i n  t h e  cosmos and 
a r e  beyond t h e  in f luence  even of God. I n  our  day, t h e  ideology and s t r u c t u r e s  
of m i l i t a r i s m  have t h i s  c h a r a c t e r  of a supra-human power. Some persons 
r e a d i l y  gran t  sovere ignty  t o  i t ,  t r u s t i n g  i n  i t s  power, while  o t h e r s  concede 
sovere ignty  out  of a f e e l i n g  of d e s p a i r  about being a b l e  t o  do anything about 
it. Paul counters  t h i s  d e t e r m i n i s t i c  view wi th  a v i s i o n  of C h r i s t ' s  
shalom-making power which extends t o  a l l  t h ings .  To be agen t s  of C h r i s t ' s  
r econc i l i ng  power today s u r e l y  r e q u i r e s  conscious r e f u s a l  t o  submit t o  t h e  
d e t e r m i n i s t i c  course of m i l i t a r i s m  and a s ea rch  t o  d iscover  app ropr i a t e  ways 
t o  r e s i s t  i t s  f a t a l  in f luence .  

E a r l i e r  we suggested t h a t  nuc lea r  weapons may and perhaps should be 
regarded by C h r i s t i a n s  as demonic. Thei r  contex t  of m i l i t a r i s m  a l s o  possesses  
t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  demonic. It i s  a f o r c e  of e v i l  embodied i n  
s t r u c t u r e s  of human ex i s t ence  that l e a d s  t o  dea th ,  no t  l i f e  and peace. It i s  
a co r rup t ing  in f luence  i n  domestic i n s t i t u t i o n s  and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s .  
The General Assembly of t h e  Presbyter ian  Church (U.S.) s t a t e d  t h i s  f o r c e f u l l y  



i n  1982 when i t  c a l l e d  churches t o  

chal lenge t h e  m i l i t a r y  and m i l i t a r i s t i c  p o l i c i e s  t h a t  l e a d  
t o  d i s a s t r o u s  d i s t o r t i o n s  of f o r e i g n  pol icy  sapping t h e  
capac i ty  of t h e  na t ions  of t h e  world t o  d e a l  w i th  press ing  
economic and s o c i a l  problems which have become a paramount 
p o l i t i c a l  i s s u e  of our  t imes. 26 

Rooted i n  humans' s i n f u l  w i l l  t o  power and dominance, m i l i t a r i s m  wars 
aga ins t  God's i n t e n t i o n s  f o r  human community. Mi l i t a r i sm rep resen t s  t h e  
ascendancy of t h e  d e s t r u c t i v e  p o t e n t i a l i t y  of human beings i n  our  h i s t o r y .  
But we Chr i s t i ans  do no t  be l i eve  humankind i s  f a t e d  t o  remain i n  t h e  demonic 
g r i p  of nuc lear  weapons and m i l i t a r i s m  even a s  we do not  underest imate t h e  
power of t h e s e  e v i l s .  We be l i eve  a d i f f e r e n t  f u t u r e  i s  poss ib l e  because t h e  
power of dea th  and e v i l  has been overcome by C h r i s t  i n  h i s  dea th  and 
r e su r r ec t ion .  

We believe a different future is possible because the 
power of death and evil has been overcome by Christ in his 
death and resurrection. 

E. Theological Interpretation of "Enemy" 

A d r i v i n g  f o r c e  behind t h e  m i l i t a r i s m  of s o c i e t i e s  and t h e i r  w i l l i ngness  
t o  contemplate even nuc lea r  war i s  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of o t h e r  peoples and 
na t ions  as enemies. "Enemies" seem t o  n e c e s s i t a t e  a permanent s t a t e  of war. 
readiness  and a r e  f r equen t ly  por t  rayed i n  ways t h a t  would make t h e i r  
d e s t r u c t i o n  acceptable .  For t h e  Sovie t  Union, t h e  United S t a t e s  i s  such a n  
enemy. For t h e  United S t a t e s ,  t h e  Sovie t  Union i s  such an  enemy. A s  
C h r i s t i a n s  how a r e  we t o  understand t h e  meaning and in f luence  of " t h e  enemy" 
on t h e  ways we seek peace? 

On Sundays we l i s t e n  t o  J e sus '  r a d i c a l  teaching  t o  l o v e  ou r  enemies and t o  
pray even f o r  t hose  who persecute  us.  The r e s t  of t h e  week we r e a d i l y  
i d e n t i f y  t h e  Soviet  Union and i t s  people as our  mor ta l  enemy and prepare t o  
o b l i t e r a t e  them i f  i t  i s  deemed necessary.  These two o r i e n t a t i o n s  a r e  so  
fundamentally a n t a g o n i s t i c  it i s  no t  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  we r e l e g a t e  J e sus '  
t eaching  t o  inward f e e l i n g  and i n t e r p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  while  regarding it 
a s  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  world p o l i t i c s .  They cannot c o e x i s t  any o t h e r  way; y e t ,  of 
course,  t h e  teaching  of Jesus  may be more r e l evan t  t han  we want t o  admit. 

The enemy i s  one who i s  both hated and feared .  Re la t ionsh ip  t o  a n  enemy 
i s  marked by h o s t i l i t y  i n  which one seeks  t o  do harm t o  t h e  o t h e r ,  u sua l ly  



j u s t i f i ed  by the conviction t ha t  harm i s  intended toward oneself.  It i s  not 
merely ill fee l ing  but the  kind of hatred and f ea r  t ha t  manifests i t s e l f  i n  
h o s t i l e  act ion.  I n  h is tory ,  Christ ians have a l l  too o f ten  i den t i f i ed  t h e i r  
adversaries with God's enemies, thus jus t i fy ing a holy war o r  a crusading 
mentality. Religious wars have frequently been especia l ly  c rue l  because each 
s ide  believes it i s  f ight ing with God on i t s  s ide  agains t  God's enemies. This 
sane mentality continues t o  exer t  i t s  influence i n  American re l ig ion  and 
po l i t i c s .  The Soviet Union i s  label led  a s  the power of darkness which spreads 
the  vi rulent  force  of godless communism i n  the  world. The United S t a t e s  i s  
regarded a s  the nat ion chosen t o  be God's provident ia l  arm i n  his tory  
defeating the enemies of God and securing the  victory of the  Free World. 
Soviet policy i s  grounded i n  a s imi la r  s e t  of convictions and f e a r s  about the  
United S ta tes  and a s imi lar  s e t  of convictions about i t s e l f .  

There seems to be a deep human need, perhaps arising out 
of various fears and insecurities, to identify enemies on 
which to project the worst so we can feel justified in 
identifying ourselves with the best. 

This i s  not t o  say t ha t  there a r e  not genuine con f l i c t s  between the  United 
S t a t e s  and the  Soviet Union - or ,  f o r  that matter, between t he  United S t a t e s  
and Japan o r  New Zealand o r  the  Federal Republic of Germany o r  Mexico. 
Conflict over goals and values, tension because of d i f f e r i ng  i n t e r e s t s  and 
needs a re  enduring dimensions of human existence i n  h is tory  - i n  famil ies  and 
congregations; among f r i ends  and co-workers; between communities, c lasses  and 
nations. The r e a l i s t i c  acknowledgment t ha t  "opponents" o r  "adversaries" e x i s t  
springs simply from t h i s  awareness of d ivers i ty  and divergence i n  l i f e .  When 
the  term "enemy" i s  assigned t o  some of these divergences, the  psychology 
s h i f t s ,  a s  we know well i n  our personal relat ionships.  People and governments 
a re  encouraged t o  view mere divergence i n  ul t imate metaphysical terms - a s  an 
elemental s t ruggle  between r i gh t  and wrong, good and ev i l .  

This d ivis ion of the world i n t o  l i g h t  and darkness is  deeply rooted i n  
American re l ig ious  consciousness a s  well  a s  i n  many other places i n  t he  
world. It i s  a manifestation of the  Manichean heresy, repudiated ea r ly  i n  the  
h i s to ry  of the  Chris t ian  church a s  f a l s e  doctrine.  Robert Jewett has shown 
how popular cu l tu re  i n  the  Unites S t a t e s  exh ib i t s  such dualism drawing on 
t r ad i t i ons  i n  Daniel, Deuteronomy and Revelation t o  undergird a "zealous 
n a t i ~ n a l i s m . " ~ ~  The adversary becomes the  enemy who i s  pictured a s  a 
grotesque, nonhuman creature  who can only be hated and destroyed, and with 
whom one cannot en te r  i n t o  relat ionship.  It i s  i r on i c  how fundamentally t he  
i den t i f i c a t i on  of t he  enemy can be changed. 28 I n  the  1940's the  Russians 
were our a l l i e s  and the  Germans and Japanese were our enemies. I n  a 
r e l a t i ve ly  shor t  period of time the  Russians became our enemies and the  
Germans and Japanese our a l l i e s .  There seems t o  be a deep human need, perhaps 



a r i s i n g  out  of var ious  f e a r s  and i n s e c u r i t i e s ,  t o  i d e n t i f y  enemies on which t o  
p ro jec t  t h e  worst so  we can f e e l  j u s t i f i e d  i n  iden t i fy ing  ourselves wi th  t h e  
bes t .  

haking adversar ies  i n t o  enemies d i s t o r t s  both ourselves and them, denying 
and d issolv ing  t h e b o n d s  of common humanity which alone make f u t u r e  r e so lu t ion  
possible.  George Kennan has shown how making t h e  Soviet  Union i n t o  an enemy 
has l ead  t o  portraying t h e  na t ion  and i t s  people i n  g ross ly  exaggerated 
s tereotypes  and c rea t ing  implausible scenar ios  of f a n t a s t i c  
m o n s t r o ~ i t i e s . ~ ~  Kennan has no i l l u s i o n s  about t h e  cyn ica l  use of power by 
t h e  Sov ie t s  and t h e i r  own g ross ly  exaggerated s tereotypes  of t h e  United 
S t a t e s ,  but he be l ieves  our dehumanization of t h e  Soviet  Union makes it 
d i f f i c u l t  i f  not  impossible t o  fashion  a r e a l i s t i c  pol icy  based on recognit ion 
of common f e a r s  and i n t e r e s t s .  Moreover, our d i s t o r t e d  view of t h e  Soviet  
Union prevents  us from looking a t  ways t h e  U.S. i s  a con t r ibu t ing  pa r tne r  t o  
the  mutual h o s t i l i t y .  Kennan comments on t h e  r ecen t ly  acce le ra t ed  h o s t i l i t y  
toward the  Sovie t  Union: 

... t h i s  seems t o  me t o  suggest  something much more s i n i s t e r  
than mere i n t e l l e c t u a l  e r r o r :  namely, a subconscious need 
on the  p a r t  of a  g r e a t  many people f o r  an  e x t e r n a l  enemy--an 
enemy aga ins t  whom f r u s t r a t i o n s  could be vented, an  enemy 
who could serve a s  a  convenient t a r g e t  f o r  t h e  
e x t e r n a l i z a t i o n  of e v i l ,  an  enemy i n  whose a l l eged ly  inhuman 
wickedness one could see  t h e  r e f l e c t i o n  of one 's  own 
except ional  v i r t u e  30 

There a r e  various meanings given t o  t h e  term enemy i n  t h e  Bible. I n  t h e  
Old Testament enemy not only des ignates  na t iona l  adver sa r i e s  of I s r a e l ,  
usual ly  a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  enemies of Yahweh, but  a l s o  desc r ibes  God's 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  I s r a e l  when it is  u n f a i t h f u l  t o  t h e  covenant. Love of enemy 
i s  found most e x p l i c i t l y  i n  New Testament teachings,  of course. According t o  
James Sanders,  however, i t  i s  a l s o  manifested i n  t h e  Old Testament i n  t h e  
enunciat ion of "a s p i r i t  of i n t e r n a t i o n a l  good w i l l  under t h e  un ive r sa l  
sovere igni ty  of ~ o d . " 3 1  Perhaps t h e  key b i b l i c a l  i n s i g h t  i s  t h a t  we a r e  own 
worst enemy. The s i n  i s  i n  us. The chief  bu i lde r s  of w a l l s  of h o s t i l i t y  a r e  
ourselves.  Perhaps we a r e  even God's worst enemy as we perver t  God's 
humanizing i n t e n t i o n  f o r  t h e  world i n t o  a  r i g i d  d iv i s ion  of t h e  world i n t o  
f r i e n d s  and enemies. 

A s  we a r e  a l l  c rea ted  f o r  f r i endsh ip  wi th  one another  and God, i t  i s  
incumbent on the  church t o  p r o t e s t  vigorously t h e  dehumanizing s tereotypes  of 
na t iona l  adversar ies .  The prospect of change, even r e c o n c i l i a t i o n ,  must n o t  
be blocked. A s  John B e ~ e t t  has o f t e n  wisely taught ,  t h e  church can a t  l e a s t  
p res s  vigorously t o  ensure t h a t  people t o  people r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among na t ions  
a r e  poss ib le ,  even when governments a r e  i n  c o n f l i c t ,  i n  a f f i rma t ion  of t h e  
common humanity under God t h a t  i s  more fundamental than  estrangement among 
nat ions .  32 



F. The Question of Christian Responsibility 

I n  our  present  s i t u a t i o n ,  we l i v e  i n  a world seemingly dominated by powers 
of dea th  and des t ruc t ion .  Yet as Chr i s t i ans ,  we a r e  a people who seek t o  be 
responsive t o  t h e  v i s i o n  of peace. How a r e  we t o  a c t  toward t h i s  v i s i o n  when 
t h e r e  i s  s o  much i n  t h e  world, indeed i n  our  day-to-day l i f e ,  which seems t o  
make a mockery of our  f a i t h  t h a t  shalom i s  t h e  t r u t h  of God f o r  t h e  world? 
The t ens ion  between human experience and t h e  i n t e n t i o n s  of God i s  n e i t h e r  new 
nor  s u r p r i s i n g ,  but  t h e  magnitude of d e s t r u c t i v e  power now i n  t h e  hands of 
persons confronts  u s  today wi th  a cha l lenge  of unprecedented g r a v i t y .  The 
scope of t h e  p o t e n t i a l  d e s t r u c t i o n  t h a t  hovers over u s  i s  s o  awesome and so  
awful  t h a t  we a r e  made numb by i ts contemplation. We cannot t r u l y  comprehend 
it so  we a r e  e a s i l y  r e c r u i t e d  i n t o  a conspiracy of d e n i a l ,  a massive s i l e n t  
agreement not  t o  n o t i c e  i t s  momentum o r  dwell  on i t s  dimensions. What i s  t h e  
shape of C h r i s t i a n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  such a  time as t h i s ?  

The scope of the potential destruction that hovers over us 
is so  awesome and s o  awful that we are made numb by its 
contemplation. We cannot truly comprehend it s o  we are 
easily recruited into a conspiracy of denial, a massive silent 
agreement not t o  notice its momentum or dwell on its 
dimensions. What is the shape of Christian responsibility 
in such a time as this? 

I f  indeed we a r e  f ac ing  man i f e s t a t ions  of human s i n f u l n e s s  s o  e v i l  t h a t  
they  a r e  demonic, we must ask  i f  we a r e  c a l l e d  t o  forms of C h r i s t i a n  
d i s c i p l e s h i p  t h a t  a r e  new f o r  most of us.  Our response t o  p o l i c i e s  of nuc lea r  
a n n i h i l a t i o n  and m i l i t a r i s m  may no t  be one among many p o l i t i c a l  dec i s ions ,  but 
a ma t t e r  of fundamental f a i t h f u l n e s s  t o  God and God's boundless l ove  f o r  
humankind. Let  u s  now move t o  a cons ide ra t ion  of what f a i t h f u l n e s s  may 
r equ i r e  of us.  The exp lo ra t ion  i s  c a s t  i n  terms of "peacemaking and 
r e s i s t ance , "  no t  because t h e  conclusion i s  fore-ordained but because t h e  
a u t h e n t i c i t y  of ou r  engagement i s  b e t t e r  assured  by posing w i t h  c l a r i t y  t h e  
chal lenge a t  i t s  l i m i t s .  



V. Peacemaking and Resistance 
The previous analysis suggests that our situation today may call for new 

and deeper levels of engagement with nuclear weapons policies and the dynamics 
of militarism. This involves most of us in a struggle we might wish to 
avoid. There are clearly many risks and uncertainties in seeking a 
peacemaking path commensurate with the depths of such a predicament. This is 
all the more reason why our struggle with faithful~iess needs to involve the 
whole church--the Pres'byterian Church at every level, and the wider ecumenical 
church both in the United States and around the world. Our predicament is 
common, and we need each other for support and insight as we seek to be a 
people who manifest God's love for the world in both word and witness. 

A. Obedience and Resistance in the Reformed Tradition 

One source of theological insight is the Reformed tradition which has 
shaped the character of Presbyterian churches. In Reformed theology, 
originating especially through the influence of John Calvin, there has been a 
profound realism about government and politics. The state is viewed as 
necessary to provide order, and this is a good which should not be 
underestimated. The state also carries out positive tasks which contribute to 
the quality of society and the livelihood of its peoples. 

Yet, at the same time, the state is led by sinful people and will manifest 
sinfulness in its exercise of power. The state is prone to idolatry and 
imperialism. For Reformed Christians, politics and government are valued 
vocations. Indeed all Christians have the obligation to be politically 
involved, to take seriously their responsibility for the wider conmunity to 
which they are related. But Reformed Christians are instructed to have a 
healthy critical relation to the state, refusing to absolutize its authority 
and persistently seeking its reform. Reformed Christians relate to civil 
authority with both a "yes" and a "no," joining with Christians and 
non-Christians alike in assuming responsibility for the quality of the order 
which the government provides. 

The Protestant Reformation originated as a movement to recapture authentic 
biblical faith and Christian community in opposition to perceived corruptions 
in the Roman Church. It was soon involvea, however, in the sweeping 
revolutionary challenge to the entire medieval political, religious and social 
order. John Calvin cautioned against political revolution, emphasizing the 
God-ordained authority of rulers. 

Subjects ought to be induced to submit to princes and 
governors, not merely from a dread of their power.... but 
because the obedience which is rendered to princes and 



"But in the obedience which we have shown t o  be due to  
the authority of governors, it is always necessary t o  make 
one exception, and that is entitled t o  our first attention - 
that it do not seduce us from obedience t o  Cod to  whose 
will the desires of all kings ought t o  be subject, t o  whose 
decrees all their commands ought t o  yield, t o  whose 
majesty all their scepters ought to  submit." - John Calvin 

magistrates i s  rendered t o  God, from whom they have received 
t h e i r  author i ty .  

Subjects approve t h e i r  obedience t o  them i n  submitting t o  
t h e i r  e d i c t s ,  i n  paying taxes,  i n  discharging public d u t i e s  
and bearing burdens which r e l a t e  t o  the  common defense, and 
i n  f u l f i l l i n g  a l l  t h e i r  o ther  commands. 

I f  the re  i s  anything i n  t h e  public administrat ion which 
requires  t o  be corrected,  l e t  them not r a i s e  any tumults,  o r  
take  the  business i n t o  t h e i r  own hands.... but l e t  them 
r e f e r  i t  t o  the  cognizance of t h e  magistrate who i s  alone 
authorized t o  regula te  t h e  concerns of t h e  public. 33 

Yet Calvin a l s o  taught t h a t  c i v i l  servants  had a duty t o  r e s i s t  t h e  
"violence o r  c r u e l t y  of kings." Though he was very c a r e f u l  i n  admitting 
challenge t o  the  properly appointed a u t h o r i t i e s ,  he recognized that God had 
overthrown r u l e r s ,  and dropped a thinly-veiled h int :  

But whatever opinion be formed by a c t s  of men, yet  t h e  Lord 
equally executed h i s  work by them when he broke t h e  
sanguinary scep te r s  of inso len t  kings and overturned 
tyrannical  governments. Let princes hear and fea r .  

I n  t h e  remarkable concluding sec t ion  t o  the  I n s t i t u t e s ,  Calvin makes c l e a r  
and e x p l i c i t  the  exception he recognized t o  t h e  presumption of obedience. The 
sec t ion  meri ts  extensive quotation: 

But i n  the  obedience which we have shown t o  be due t o  t h e  
au thor i ty  of governors, i t  i s  always necessary t o  make one 
exception, and that i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  our f i r s t  a t t e n t i o n  -- 
t h a t  i t  do not seduce us from obedience t o  God t o  whose w i l l  
t h e  d e s i r e s  of a11 kings ought t o  be subject ,  t o  whose 
decrees a l l  t h e i r  commands ought t o  y ie ld ,  t o  whose majesty 
a l l  t h e i r  scepters  ought t o  submit. Indeed, how 
preposterous i t  would be f o r  us, with a view t o  s a t i s f y  men, 
t o  incur  t h e  d ispleasure  of God on whose account we y ie ld  
obedience t o  men:.... I f  they command anything agains t  God, 



i t  ought not t o  have t h e  l e a s t  a t t e n t i o n ;  nor i n  t h i s  case 
ought we t o  pay any regard t o  a l l  t h a t  d igni ty  a t tached t o  
magistrates,  t o  which no in ju ry  i s  done when i t  is  subjected 
t o  the  unr ival led  and supreme power of God. On t h i s  
p r inc ip le  Daniel denied t h a t  he had committed any crime 
agains t  the  king i n  disobeying h i s  impious decree, because 
the  king had exceeded t h e  l i m i t s  of h i s  o f f i c e  and had not  
only done an in ju ry  t o  people but ,  by r a i s i n g  h i s  arm 
agains t  God, had degraded h i s  own author i ty .  

Calvin was not  dealing with a b s t r a c t  theological  pr inciples .  He 
understood wel l  the  p o l i t i c a l  consequences of f i d e l i t y  t o  t h e  exception he 
recognized: 

I know what great  and present danger awaits  t h i s  constancy, 
f o r  kings cannot bear t o  be disregarded without the  g r e a t e s t  
indignation;  and "the wrath of a king," says Solomon, "is a s  
messengers of death." But s ince  t h i s  e d i c t  has been 
proclaimed by t h a t  c e l e s t i a l  herald,  Peter ,  "We ought t o  
obey God ra the r  than men," l e t  us  console ourselves with 
t h i s  thought: t h a t  we t r u l y  perform the  obedience which God 
requires  of us when we s u f f e r  anything ra the r  than devia te  
from piety.  

This posture of "yes" and "no" i n  the  thought of i t s  founder has l ed  
Reformed Chr is t ians  i n  d i f f e r e n t  contexts  t o  move i n  d i f f e r e n t  d i rec t ions .  
Calvin 's  fol lowers,  o f t en  confronting r e l i g i o u s  persecution and p o l i t i c a l  
tyranny, have emphasized and f u r t h e r  developed h i s  theological  grounds f o r  
res is tance .  I n  Germany, t h e  Netherlands, Scotland, France, England and t h e  
United S ta tes ,  Reformed Chr is t ians  have been on occasion a revolutionary 
people, r e s i s t i n g  unjus t  government and going beyond reform of t h e  ex i s t ing  
order t o  seek a transformed socie ty .  John Knox of Scotland argued t h a t  "when 
the  magistrates and other  o f f i c e r s  cease t o  do t h e i r  duty, they [ t h e  people] 
a r e  a s  i t  were without o f f i ce r s . .  . . "34 

John Calvin d id  not approve of a l l  of John Knox's revolutionary 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  but then a s  now disagreement on such i s sues  was common and 
expected. The extent  t o  which t h e  zealous Knox was wi l l ing  t o  ca r ry  Calvin 's  
exception i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  precise ly  on one occasion when Knox was ca l l ed  before 
t h e  Privy Council of London. Knox was to ld  t h a t  h i s  judgment opposed t h e  
"common order." "I am more sorry,"  he rep l i ed ,  " tha t  t h e  common order i s  
contrary t o  the  i n s t i t u t i o n  of Jesus Christ."35 

The Calvinis t  recognit ion of t h e  Chr is t ian  duty of r es i s t ance  i n  c e r t a i n  
circumstances had considerable influence on subsequent p o l i t i c a l  thought. The 
Old Testament conception of covenant between I s r a e l  and God was extended i n  
app l i ca t ion  t o  the  r e l a t i o n  of a people and t h e i r  governing a u t h o r i t i e s .  I f  a 
r u l e r  v io la ted  the  covenant, then t h e  people would be j u s t i f i e d  i n  
overthrowing the  sovereign. The e t h i c a l  bas i s  f o r  popular revolution was 
developed with p a r t i c u l a r  fo rce  by John Locke i n  h i s  Two Trea t i ses  on 
Government. Covenant theology and p o l i t i c a l  theory came t o  p a r t i c u l a r  



h i s t o r i c a l  express ion  i n  t h e  American Xevolution and, subsequent ly,  t h e  
Cons t i t u t ion  of t h e  United S t a t e s .  The Bib le ,  t h e  c l a s s i c a l  au tho r s  of Rone, 
and Locke were t h e  main sources of t h e  p o l i t i c a l  theory  preached throughout 
New England i n  t h e  1 8 t h  century.  Though t h e  in f luence  of t h e  c l e r g y  nay have 
dec l ined  from 17 th  century New England, i t s  r o l e  i n  spreading t h e  o u t l i n e s  of 
C h r i s t i a n  r e s i s t a n c e  theory  w a s  cons iderable  through p o l i t i c a l  sermons, 
l e c t u r e s ,  w r i t i n g ,  se rv ing  i n  government and organiz ing  t h e  r e s i s t a n c e  and 
l a t e r  t h e  r ebe l l i on .  36 To t h e  Congregational and P resby te r i an  preachers ,  
t h e  Reformed t r a d i t i o n s  taught  not  only t h a t  obedience was t h e  norm but  a l s o  
t h a t  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  a u t h o r i t y  was ob l iga to ry  when t h e  government betrayed i t s  
r o l e .  

It remained t h e  work of t h e  contemporary church of t h e  twen t i e th  century  
t o  i nco rpora t e  mo t i f s  of r e s i s t a n c e  wi th in  t h e i r  confessions.  The 
Presbyter ian  Church's Book of Confessions records  i n  t h e  o l d e r  confess ions  
only t h e  r e spec t  of t h e  church f o r  God's working through t h e  c i v i l  o f f i c e r s .  
I n  t h e  Barmen Declara t ion  t h e r e  i s ,  a s  Kar l  Barth has s a i d ,  no d o c t r i n e  of 
complete r e s i s t a n c e  t o  Nat ional  Socialism. But i t  was neve r the l e s s  an  a c t  of 
r e s i s t a n c e  t o  Nat ional  Social ism's  capture  of t h e  church. I n  t h e  f i f t h  
a r t i c l e  of Barmen, t h e  church i n  1934 confessed: 

Fear God. Honor t h e  enperor  ( I  Pe t e r  2:17). S c r i p t u r e  
t e l l s  us  t h a t  i n  t h e  a s  y e t  unredeemed world i n  which t h e  
church a l s o  e x i s t s ,  t h e  S t a t e  has  by d i v i n e  appointment t h e  
t a s k  of providing f o r  j u s t i c e  and peace.... 

We r e j e c t  t h e  f a l s e  d o c t r i n e  a s  though t h e  S t a t e  over  and 
beyond i t s  s p e c i a l  commission should and could become t h e  
s i n g l e  and t o t a l i t a r i a n  o rde r  of human l i f e ,  t hus  f u l f i l l i n g  
t h e  Church's voca t ion  as well .  37 

Bar th ' s  judgment on h i s  own handiwork remains convincing. 

It was not  a t o t a l  r e s i s t a n c e  a g a i n s t  t o t a l i t a r i a n  Nat iona l  
Socialism.. . .In propor t ion  t o  i t s  t a sk  t h e  church has 
s u f f i c i e n t  reason t o  be ashamed t h a t  i t  d id  no t  do more; y e t  
i n  comparison wi th  those  o t h e r  groups and i n s t i t u t i o n s  it 
has  no reason t o  be ashamed; i t  accomplished f a r  more than  
a l l  t h e  r e s t .  3 8 

Jack Rogers i n  1985 cap tu re s  t h e  s p i r i t  of Barmen i n  h i s  handbook on 
Presbyter ian  creeds : 

The a t t i t u d e  expressed here  i s  t h e  same a s  t h a t  i n  t h e  Scots  
Confession: obey l e g i t i m a t e  government, but  r e s i s t  
i l l e g i t i m a t e  tyranny. I n  t h e  Barmen Declara t ion ,  no t  t h e  
order  of t h e  s t a t e  but  i t ' s  t a s k  i s  primary. The s t a t e  "has 
by d i v i n e  appointment t h e  t a s k  of providing f o r  j u s t i c e  and 
peace. 

The t h e o l o g i c a l  Declara t ion  of Barmen i s  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  Reformed i n  i t s  polemic a g a i n s t  
i d o l a t  ry . 39 



Our own Confession of 1967 i s  t h e  most e x p l i c i t  of t h e  confess ions  on t h e  
need t o  s t rugg le  a g a i n s t  a u t h o r i t i e s  as w e l l  as t o  support  them. 

The members of t h e  church a r e  emissar ies  of peace and seek 
t h e  good of humanity i n  cooperat ion wi th  powers and 
a u t h o r i t i e s  i n  p o l i t i c s ,  c u l t u r e ,  and economics. But they  
have t o  f i g h t  a g a i n s t  pre tens ions  and i n j u s t i c e s  when these  
same powers endanger human welfare.  Their  s t r e n g t h  i s  i n  
t h e i r  confidence that God's purpose r a t h e r  than man's 
schemes w i l l  f i n a l l y  40 

As the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) approaches the 
writing of a statement of contemporary faith, its handling 
of idolatry and resistance to world destruction by 
government action will become a central issue. 

Thus, confess ional  recogni t ion  of Reformed re spec t  f o r  order  and 
government i s  now p a r a l l e l e d  by confess ional  recogni t ion  of t h e  need f o r  
r e s i s t ance .  A s  t h e  Presbyter ian  Church (U.S.A.) approaches t h e  w r i t i n g  of a 
statement  of contemporary f a i t h ,  i ts handling of i d o l a t r y  and r e s i s t a n c e  t o  
world des t ruc t ion  by government a c t i o n  w i l l  become a c e n t r a l  i s sue .  

For Reformed Chr i s t i ans ,  when t h e  s t a t e  f u l f i l l s  i t s  r o l e  i n  providing a 
reasonably humane order  amendable t o  reform, t h e  e t h i c a l  presumption f o r  
obedience is  c l e a r l y  s t ronge r  than  t h e  opt ion  of r e s i s t ance .  however, when 
t h e  s t a t e  becomes oppressive,  impervious t o  reform, C a l v i n i s t s  have not  been 
t imid i n  adopting t h e  s t ance  of r e s i s t ance .  Clear ly  t h e  s t a t e  and i ts  
o f f i c i a l s  a r e  viewed c r i t i c a l l y  by Reformed Chr i s t i ans  - God a lone  i s  
sovereign, not  human a u t h o r i t i e s .  A t  w h a t  po in t  i n  t ime t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  
obey changes t o  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  r e s i s t  i s  a contextua l  dec i s ion  t h a t  
must be made by Chr i s t i ans  as they s t r u g g l e  wi th  conscience and p a r t i c u l a r  
circumstances, guided by S c r i p t u r e  and t h e  Holy S p i r i t .  

B. Obedience and Resistance in the Biblical Tradition 

C h r i s t i a n s  who l a r g e l y  b e n e f i t  from t h e  p o l i c e s  of government a r e  inc l ined  
t o  read t h e  Bib le  i n  a way t h a t  s t r e s s e s  obedience t o  c i v i l  a u t h o r i t i e s  r a t h e r  
than permission o r  o b l i g a t i o n  t o  r e s i s t .  However, i t  i s  important t o  
recognize t h e  ex is tence  of both motifs :  obedience and r e s i s t ance .  Some time 
ago, t h e  Old Testament scho la r  G. Ernest  Wright wrote: 

The g r e a t e s t  f i g u r e s  of S c r i p t u r e  were a l l  o b j e c t o r s  i n  one 
way o r  another ,  on t h e  grounds of conscience o r  t h e  w i l l  of 



God, t o  some e s t a b l i s h e d  o rde r ,  s o  as t o  l e a d  them t o  l eave  
i t .  Abraham l e f t  home and kindred.  Moses vs.  Pharaoh w a s  
a consc ien t ious  ob jec to r .  Joshua vs.  t h e  e s t a b l i s h e d  o rde r  
of t h e  Canaanite c i v i l i z a t i o n .  Jotham i n  h i s  wonderful 
parable  vs .  h i s  b r o t h e r ' s  f i r s t  a t tempt  a t  monarchy i n  
I s r a e l .  Samuel vs.  E l i  and then  vs.  Saul.  Nathan vs.  
David, and every prophet u n t i l  Ezekie l ,  and a f t e r  Ezek ie l  
t h e r e  i s  Malachi, who de l ive red  t h e  word of God vs. t h e  
co r rup t  c l e rgy  of t h e  time.41 

Other t r a d i t i o n s  of r e s i s t a n c e  can be c i t e d  a s  wel l .  The Hebrew midwives 
r e s i s t e d  Pharaoh's murderous o rde r  t o  k i l l  male babies  by s e c r e t l y  p r o t e c t i n g  
them. (Exodus 1:15-22) Micaiah ben Imlah i s  s e n t  t o  p r i s o n  f o r  h i s  nega t ive ,  
though t r u e ,  prophesy regarding King Ahab's b a t t l e  p l ans  while  t h e  o t h e r  
prophets  t e l l  Ahab what he wants t o  hear .  ( I  Kings 22) Es ther  a c t s  a g a i n s t  
t h e  l a w  i n  o rde r  t o  save her  people: "I w i l l  go t o  t h e  king,  a l though i t  is  
a g a i n s t  t h e  law; and i f  I p e r i s h ,  I perish."  (Es the r  4:16) Shadrach, Meshach, 
Abednego and Daniel  were w i l l i n g  t o  d i e  r a t h e r  t han  submit t o  t h e  command of 
Nebuchadnezzar t o  v i o l a t e  t h e i r  f a i t h .  S imi l a r ly  i n  t h e  New Testament c i v i l  
a u t h o r i t y  i s  ha rd ly  given abso lu t e  a u t h o r i t y  over persons '  a c t i o n s .  When 
t h e r e  i s  a c l e a r  c o n f l i c t  between obeying God and conforming t o  c i v i l  
a u t h o r i t y ,  P e t e r ' s  a f f i r m a t i o n  i s  c e n t r a l :  "We must obey God r a t h e r  t han  
men." (Acts  5:29) I n  t h e  powerful words of Mary i n  t h e  Magnif icat ,  we 
encounter t h e  revolu t ionary  f o r c e  of God's shalom i n  t h e  world: 

God has shown s t r e n g t h  wi th  God's arms, 
and has  s c a t t e r e d  t h e  proud i n  t h e  
imaginat ion of t h e i r  h e a r t s ,  

God has  put down t h e  mighty from t h e i r  t h rones ,  
and exa l t ed  those  of low degree;  

God has  f i l l e d  t h e  hungry wi th  good t h i n g s ,  
and t h e  r i c h  God has  s e n t  empty away. 

(Luke 1 : 51-53) 

From t h e  b i r t h  n a r r a t i v e s  of Jesus  t o  h i s  execut ion  a s  "King of t h e  Jews," 
J e sus  was apparent ly  regarded as th rea t en ing  and dangerous by t h e  r e l i g i o u s  
and p o l i t i c a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  of h i s  day. 

Yet i t  i s  a l s o  important  t h a t  we g i v e  a t t e n t i o n  t o  those  B i b l i c a l  t e x t s  
which have most f r equen t ly  been c i t e d  t o  oppose C h r i s t i a n  p o l i t i c a l  
r e s i s t a n c e .  F i r s t  i s  Mark 12:13-17 ( a l s o  Matthew 22:15-22 and Luke 20:20-26) 
i n  which Je sus  responds t o  a ques t ions  about t r i b u t e  t o  Caesar with: "Render 
t o  Caesar t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  a r e  Caesar 's ,  and t o  God t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  a r e  
God's." I n  t h i s  t e x t ,  as George Edwards p u t s  i t ,  t h e  motive "is no t  a ques t  
f o r  enlightenment" about paying taxes ,  "but t h e  entrapment of a mouse i n  a 
game of cats."42 

Je sus '  a d r o i t  escape from t h e  ques t ion  does r e v e a l  something of Jesus '  
view of c i v i l  a u t h o r i t y ,  however. F i r s t ,  J e sus  recognizes  Caesar 's  r i g h t  t o  
c o l l e c t  t axes .  I n  t h i s  response Je sus  s e p a r a t e s  himself from t h e  Zea lo t s  who 
granted  no such a u t h o r i t y  t o  Caesar. But, second, J e sus  does n o t  regard 
Caesar 's  a u t h o r i t y  a s  absolu te .  The sovere ignty  of God r e l a t i v i z e s  Caesar ' s  



claim without i n v a l i d a t i n g  i t .  I n  Mark's account,  Edwards argues,  Jesus '  
answer i n t e n t i o n a l l y  keeps t a u t  t h e  t ens ion  between obedience t o  e a r t h l y  
r u l e r s  and t h e  u l t ima te  a u t h o r i t y  of God which was expected t o  be manifested 
soon. 4 3 

The second f r equen t ly  c i t e d  t e x t  i s  Romans 13:l-7, p a r t i c u l a r l y  vs.  1-2: 
"Let every person be sub jec t  t o  t h e  governing a u t h o r i t i e s .  For t h e r e  i s  no 
a u t h o r i t y  except from God, and those t h a t  e x i s t  have been i n s t i t u t e d  by God. 
Therefore he who r e s i s t s  t h e  a u t h o r i t i e s  r e s i s t s  what God has appointed, and 
those who r e s i s t  w i l l  i n c u r  judgment." Vic tor  Furnish ' s  r econs t ruc t ion  of 
Paul ' s  argument i s  he lpfu l :  

I n  ve r ses  1 and 2 Paul i s  saying t h a t  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  
governing a u t h o r i t i e s  has been granted t o  them by God. The 
next  thought,  ve r ses  3-4, i s  t h a t  e a r t h l y  r u l e r s  func t ion  a s  
se rvan t s  of God t o  employ t h e  a u t h o r i t y  granted  them f o r  t h e  
comon good. Verse 5 advances a  t h i r d  poin t ,  and i n  doing s o  
r epea t s  t h e  opening admonition: one should "be subjec t"  not  
only f o r  f e a r  of punishment, but " fo r  t h e  sake of 
conscience." F ina l ly ,  i n  verses .6-7,  i t  is  s a i d  t h a t ,  i n  t h e  
s p e c i f i c  instanc.e of taxes ,  one should comply wi th  t h e  
demands of t h e  governing a ~ t h o r i t i e s . ~ ~  

Paul responds t o  t h e  i s s u e  of paying t axes  wi th  a  theo log ica l ly  grounded 
appeal  t o  obedience. It i s  important t o  remember t h a t  a t  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
h i s t o r i c a l  moment Chr i s t i ans  were not  subjec ted  t o  t h e  kind of systematic  
persecut ion  they experienced l a t e r .  The Roman government which Paul r e f e r r e d  
t o  was regarded a s  providing a  reasonably humane order.  H i s  counsel may 
arguably be regarded a s  contextua l  and not  intended t o  provide a  genera l  t r u t h  
t o  cover  a l l  s i t u a t i o n s .  

Yet,  beyond t h i s  recogni t ion ,  Pau l ' s  t heo log ica l  view of c i v i l  a u t h o r i t y  
remains pe r t inen t .  I n  t h i s  t e x t  Paul c l e a r 1  does no t  regard t h i s  a u t h o r i t y  

** 43 t o  be "self-generated and se l f -va l ida t ing ,  but  d e r i v a t i v e  from God and 
subordinate  t o  God. The c e n t r a l  b i b l i c a l  teaching t h a t  t h e  primary a l l e g i a n c e  
of b e l i e v e r s  i s  t o  God, not  t o  e a r t h l y  r u l e r s ,  i s  no t  con t rad ic t ed  i n  t h i s  
t e x t .  Ear th ly  r u l e r s  a r e  placed i n  pos i t i ons  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  by God t o  
serve  t h e  well-being of t hose  who a r e  t h e i r  subjec ts .  Furthermore, when 
Romans 13:l-7 is  viewed i n  t h e  context  of Romans 12:9-21 and t h e  remainder of 
Romans 13, t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of r u l e r s  i s  f u r t h e r  r e l a t i v i z e d .  Chr i s t i ans  a r e  
enjoined t o  conform t o  God's order  of l ove ,  not  t h e  present  age. There i s  no 
ques t ion  a t  a l l  t h a t  Chr i s t  i s  Lord, and a l l  p a r t i c u l a r  ques t ions  have t o  be 
worked out  i n  ways t h a t  accord wi th  t h i s  c e n t r a l  a l leg iance .46  Commenting on 
t h i s  t e x t ,  Lamar Willamson, Jr., a  b i b l i c a l  scholar  and t a x  r e s i s t e r ,  g ives  a  
personal  testimony t o  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n :  

I n  t h e  p resen t  s i t u a t i o n ,  I perce ive  my n a t i o n a l  government 
t o  be f u l f i l l i n g ,  i n  most of i t s  funct ions ,  t h e  
cons t ruc t ive  r o l e  presupposed by Romans 13:l-7. I 
t h e r e f o r e  w i l l i n g l y  pay t axes  t o  support  it. I n  t h e  
cu r ren t  arms buildup, however, and i n  our  var ious  m i l i t a r y  
in t e rven t ions  around t h e  globe, I perceive no t  "God's 



Resistance is not motivated by disrespect for government 
but by profound respect for the legitimate purposes for 
which government is established. 

servant for your good" but a powerful nation intent on 
preserving its wealth and political advantage at whatever 
cost. This part of my tax I withhold, therefore, in the 
same way that Christians a generation after Paul refused to 
obey the state's command to worship the Roman emperor 
(Revelation 14 : 9-12). 47 

Such resistance is not motivated by disrespect for government but by profound 
respect for the legitimate purposes for which government is established. 

C. The Meaning of Resistance 

We have seen that in biblical and Reformed traditions persons of faith 
have believed obedience to God may require resistance to government in certain 
situations. But what does resistance mean? Is our own situation one of those 
times when resistance is required? In this section and the next (C .  and D.) 
we shall consider the first question. In the following section (E.) we shall 
consider the latter question. 

Resistance often suggests "standing against" or "opposing" something. As 
such it is often regarded as a negative action of some kind. To some, 
resistance implies a form of non-cooperation with civil authorities and the 
social order characterized by withdrawal or separation, perhaps in order to 
avoid compromising personal moral integrity. Judith Stiehm defines resistance 
as "refusing to acquiesce in the requirements of policies, laws or practices 
of a political order and the people who, in their public capacities, execute 
them. 

Yet this common understanding of resistance is not complete for Reformed 
Christians. Resistance is, first of all, a stance or an orientation toward 
the present situation, not specific actions. If the stance is genuine, 
actions will surely follow; but it is the stance which represents the heart of 
resistance. Theologically, the stance is characterized by two movements. The 
first is repentance, and the second is commitment to transformation. 

The decision to embark on the path of resistance is not a tactical 
political judgment but a fundamental matter of conversion and faith. It 
emerges from the conviction that the person - or church - has been serving 
idols rather than the true God, and that faithfulness to God calls for a 



r a d i c a l  "turn-about." The recogni t ion  of i d o l a t r y  c a l l s  t h e  church o r  
Chr i s t i ans  t o  repentance, t o  acknowledge complici ty i n  the  e v i l s  t h a t  flow 
from a l l e g i a n c e  t o  f a l s e  gods. A t  t h i s  s t age ,  r e s i s t a n c e  su re ly  means naming 
and standing a g a i n s t  t h e  dynamics of e v i l  and r e fus ing  any longer  t o  cooperate  
wi th  then. Fa i th fu lness  t o  God i s  t h e  fundamental dynamic i n  r e s i s t ance .  
Opposition t o  government i s  simply t h e  i n e v i t a b l e  consequence. 

From genuine repentance comes, through t h e  work of t h e  Holy S p i r i t ,  t h e  
power of new l i f e .  The grace  of God which f r e e s  persons from i d o l a t r y  f r e e s  
persons - f o r  a l i f e  of f a i t h f u l n e s s .  Persons can now p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  
l i b e r a t i n g  and reconci l ing  a c t i v i t y  of God r a t h e r  than  serv ing  t h e  gods which 
oppress and des t roy .  A t  t h i s  s t age ,  r e s i s t a n c e  means not  only t o  s tand  
a g a i n s t  but a l s o  t o  s t and  - f o r  and t o  become agents  of t h e  transforming 
a c t i v i t y  of God i n  h i s to ry .  Theological ly,  t h e  primary t h r u s t  of r e s i s t a n c e  
is  pos i t i ve :  i t  i s  t h e  - yes t o  God's c a l l  t o  be about God's work, which 
r e q u i r e s  t h e  - no t o  t h a t  which fundamentally subver ts  and r e s i s t s  God's purpose. 

Let u s  now explore  t h i s  understanding of r e s i s t a n c e  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  
e a r l i e r  a n a l y s i s  of our  cu r ren t  s i t u a t i o n .  I f  nuc lear  weapons and world-wide 
rni l i tar ism.ar-e  indeed demonic, r e s i s t a n c e  may be c a l l e d  f o r  a s  a mat te r  of 
f a i t h ,  not  merely a s  a s o c i a l  a c t i o n  s t r a t egy .  The church would be c a l l e d  t o  
repentance f o r  i t s  f a i l u r e  t o  engage vigorously and p e r s i s t e n t l y  i n  p o l i t i c a l  
a c t i v i t y  t o  counter  t h e s e  dangerous developments, indeed f o r  i t s  acquiescence 
i n  and frequent  support of p o l i c i e s  which have e sca la t ed  t h e  e v i l s .  
Res is tance  would be a s t ance  charac ter ized  by repentance and t h e  commitment t o  
t ransformation.  It would involve  s tanding  a g a i n s t  t h e  p o l i c i e s  of government 
which perpe tua te  r e l i a n c e  on nuclear  weapons and promote mi l i t a r i sm,  and i t  
would involve p o l i t i c a l  s t r u g g l e  t o  t ransform these  p o l i c i e s  i n  fundamental 
ways t h a t  more c l e a r l y  correspond t o  God's i n t e n t i o n s  f o r  humankind. 

Resistance clearly does not mean a disengagement from politics; 
rather it involves political responsibility at a different level. 

What i s  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  express ion  of a t heo log ica l  s t a n c e  of r e s i s t ance?  
Res is tance  c l e a r l y  does not  mean a disengagement from p o l i t i c s ;  r a t h e r  it 
involves p o l i t i c a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a t  a d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l .  P o l i t i c a l l y ,  i t  may 
be viewed as a n  approach t o  t h e  c i v i l  o rde r  along a spectrum between reform 
and revolu t ion .  I n  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  Presbyter ians  have gene ra l ly  adopted 
t h e  p o l i t i c a l  s t y l e  of reform. When we hav? disagreed sharp ly  wi th  p a r t i c u l a r  
l a w s  and p o l i c i e s ,  we have opposed them and sought t o  rep lace  them wi th  more 
j u s t  l a w s  and p o l i c i e s .  We have regarded t h e  p o l i t i c a l  o rde r  a s  r e l a t i v e l y  
moral and deserving of our  support  even a s  we attempted t o  c o r r e c t  c e r t a i n  
s p e c i f i c  wrongs and t o  secure  c e r t a i n  s p e c i f i c  r i g h t s .  The p o l i t i c s  of 
reform, f o r  Chr i s t i ans ,  i s  based on t h e  assessment t h a t  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  order  
and i t s  bas i c  pol icy  commitments a r e  morally l eg i t ima te .  When a n  o rde r  i s  
l e g i t i m a t e ,  Chr i s t i ans  seek changes wi th in  t h e  order ,  u t i l i z i n g  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  



process t h a t  i s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  them. I n  common usage reform o f t e n  means " t o  
f i x "  o r  " t o  r e p a i r , "  suggest ing pr imar i ly  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  c o r r e c t  
problems wi th in  a b a s i c a l l y  moral order  o r  t o  seek b e t t e r  ways of achieving a 
l e g i t i m a t e  pol icy  end. 

The p o l i t i c s  of r evo lu t ion  has had cons iderable  in f luence  i n  shaping our 
present  age. Chr i s t i ans  have supported and opposed revolu t ion ,  sometimes i n  
t h e  same s i t u a t i o n .  A s  we have seen, t h e  r i g h t  t o  r evo lu t ion  has s t rong  
r e l i g i o u s  r o o t s  i n  t h e  Reformed t r a d i t i o n .  The moral b a s i s  of revolu t ion  i s  
an  assessment t h a t  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  o rde r  i s  i l l e g i t i m a t e .  It cannot be r epa i r ed  
- it must be replaced. For Chr i s t i ans ,  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  opt ion  f o r  revolu t ion  is  
reserved f o r  extreme s i t u a t i o n s  i n  which t h e  government and t h e  system which 
suppor ts  it must be uprooted and replaced i f  t h e  l e g i t i m a t e  func t ions  of c i v i l  
a u t h o r i t y  a r e  t o  be f u l f i l l e d .  

The p o l i t i c s  of r e s i s t a n c e  i s  based on an assessment t h a t  t h e  c i v i l  o rder  
i s  morally l e g i t i m a t e  but t h a t  some aspec t s  of t h e  o rde r  a r e  demonic. Another 
way of pu t t ing  it i s  that t h e  p o l i t i c a l  order  i s  l e g i t i m a t e  but t h a t  some of 
i t s  bas ic  pol icy commitments a r e  not .  "Reform" i s  not  of i t s e l f  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
d r i v e  t o  t h e  hea r t  of t h e  e v i l  which i s  corrupt ing  a b a s i c a l l y  l e g i t i m a t e  
order .  Res is tance  i s  n e i t h e r  s a t i s f i e d  wi th  f i x i n g  o r  r epa i r ing  t h e  order  n o r  
o r i en ted  toward i ts overthrow. Ins tead  r e s i s t a n c e  seeks  t h e  t ransformat ion  of 
t h e  order  by naming and s tanding  aga ins t  demonic p o l i c i e s  t h a t  cor rupt  it and 
by p o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n  aimed a t  fundamental p o l i t i c a l  and s o c i a l  change. Indeed 
t h i s  o r i e n t a t i o n  toward fundamental and t ransformat ive  change i s  t h e  very 
deepest  meaning of "reformation." The t r a n s l a t i o n  of t h e  theo log ica l  s t ance  
of r e s i s t a n c e  i n t o  the  p o l i t i c a l  realm involves r e fus ing  t o  cooperate  wi th  
demonic p o l i c i e s  and seeking t h e i r  t ransformation as a dec i s ion  of f a i t h  i n  a 
God whose judgment i s  redemptive. It i s  indeed a conversion t o  a u t h e n t i c  
f a i t h .  

The p o l i t i c a l  expression of r e s i s t a n c e  does not necessa r i ly  r e q u i r e  
leaving  reform behind. Kesis tance i s  not  s o  much def ined  by s p e c i f i c  a c t i o n s  
a s  by a n  o r i e n t a t i o n  toward t h e  present  s i t u a t i o n .  I n  a r e fo rmis t  s tance ,  t h e  
church can say about nuclear  weapons p o l i c i e s :  "We can go along wi th  them f o r  
t h e  time being but w i l l  seek t o  change them." I n  a r e s i s t a n c e  s t ance ,  
however, t h e  church would say: "We cannot go along wi th  nuclear  weapons 
p o l i c i e s  because acquiescence i n  them c o n s t i t u t e s  a b e t r a y a l  of our f a i t h .  We 
s h a l l  not r e s t  content  wi th  merely reducing t h e  number of warheads on nuc lea r  
m i s s i l e s  but seek t h e  t ransformat ion  of n a t i o n a l  defense pol ic ies ."  The 
s t ance  of r e s i s t a n c e  would c a l l  on Chr i s t i ans  t o  move beyond reform i n  
exe rc i s ing  p o l i t i c a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  but not  t o  d ismiss  reform when it  can 
serve  t ransformat ive  goals .  

D. Issues in Decisions for Resistance 

The s t ance  of r e s i s t a n c e  nay be expressed i n  va r i ed  forms of ac t ion:  l e g a l  
o r  i l l e g a l ,  i nd iv idua l  o r  corpora te ,  non-violent o r  v io l en t .  Current 
examples, by no means exhaust ive,  a re :  withholding t a x e s  used f o r  m i l i t a r y  



purposes; withdrawal from mi l i t a ry - re l a t ed  occupations; boycot t s  of and 
divestments from corpora t ions  involved i n  m i l i t a r y  product ion;  marches and 
demonstrations a t  mi l i t a ry - re l a t ed  i n s t i t u t i o n s ;  v i g i l s  a t  m i l i t a r y  o r  
government s i t e s ;  symbolic a c t s  of witness  aga ins t  weaponry; r e s i s t a n c e  t o  
d r a f t  r e g i s t r a t i o n ;  sanctuary and underground r a i l r o a d  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  
r e s i s t i n g  t h e  p o l i c i e s  of t h e  United S t a t e s  government toward Cent ra l  American 
refugees;  and publ ic  confronta t ion  wi th  m i l i t a r y ,  business  and government 
o f f i c i a l s  who have s p e c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  r e l a t e d  t o  m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s  and 
t h e i r  implementation. Severa l  i s s u e s  a r e  r a i sed  by these  a c t i o n s  t h a t  need t o  
be considered a s  we seek t o  explore what r e s i s t a n c e  would mean f o r  t h e  church 
today . 

The ~owerful example of Jesus who in love made 
himself vulnerable to violence without retaliating in kind 
provides a picture of obedience to God that remains 
central to the church's life. 

1. Assertive Nonviolence 

Clea r ly  i n  Chr i s t i an  e t h i c s  t h e r e  i s  a s t rong  presumption f o r  nonviolent  
methods of r e s i s t a n c e ,  even i f  one i s  not  a p a c i f i s t .  The powerful example of 
J e sus  who i n  love  made himself vulnerable  t o  v io lence  without r e t a l i a t i n g  i n  
kind provides a p i c t u r e  of obedience t o  God t h a t  remains c e n t r a l  t o  t h e  
church 's  l i f e .  I f  t h e  Reformed t r a d i t i o n  has regarded t h e  r e s o r t  t o  v io lence  
a s  j u s t i f i e d  i n  some circumstances t o  combat a p a r t i c u l a r l y  oppressive order ,  
i t s  emphasis on t h e  reconci l ing  a c t i v i t y  of God requ i re s  t h e  choice of 
nonviolent  means i n  most circumstances. For t h e  overwhelming major i ty  of 
Chr i s t i ans  involved i n  r e s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  today, nonviolent  means 
a r e  regarded as normative i f  no t  absolu te .  There a r e  many modes of nonviolent  
r e s i s t a n c e  t h a t  a r e  appropr i a t e  t o  t h e  ends of a j u s t  peace, that a r e  
l i fe -af f i rming,  and keep open l i n e s  of r e l a t i o n s h i p  between r e s i s t e r s  and 
adversar ies .  Employment of such means no t  only provides a dramatic  
counterpoint  t o  t h e  demonic momentum of violence i n  cu r ren t  p o l i c i e s  but a l s o  
in f luences  the  minds and h e a r t s  of peoples,  and a f f o r d s  more promising 
prospects  f o r  genera t ing  widespread and p o l i t i c a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  support.  

For tunate ly ,  some of t h e  sharp l i n e s  which have d iv ided  p r inc ip l ed  
p a c i f i s t s  and p o l i t i c a l  r e a l i s t s  i n  t h e  peacemaking wi tness  of churches i n  t h e  
pas t  have b lur red  i n  recent  years  a s  t h e  context  has s h i f t e d .  I s s u e s  l i k e  
those  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  World War 11 a r e  .no longer  c e n t r a l ;  i n s t ead  t h e  
focus i s  systemic oppression i n  var ious  coun t r i e s ,  t h e  worldwide dynamics of 
mi l i t a r i sm,  and t h e  t h r e a t  of g loba l  nuc lea r  ann ih i l a t ion .  I n  t h i s  new 
context ,  some t r a d i t i o n a l  r e a l i s t s  have become much more c r i t i c a l  of m i l i t a r y  
p o l i c i e s  while t r a d i t i o n a l  p a c i f i s t s  have become more contextua l  i n  t h e i r  
approach t o  s i t u a t i o n s  of revolu t ionary  violence.  Today, t h e r e  may be 
disagreement over t h e  moral i ty  of v io lence  a g a i n s t  property (e.g. hammering 
den t s  i n  t h e  nose cone of a nuclear  m i s s i l e ) ,  but t h e r e  i s  widespread 



agreement among absolu te  p a c i f i s t s  and p o l i t i c a l  r e a l i s t s  t h a t  t h e  r e s i s t a n c e  
s t rugg le  r equ i re s  t h e  adoption of nonviolence s t r a t e g i e s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  
per sons. 

With increased i n t e r e s t  i n  Mahatma Gandhi and Martin Luther King, J r . ,  i t  
has become ever more c l e a r  t h a t  nonviolent  r e s i s t a n c e  i s  not  t o  be equated 
with "passive r e s i s t ance"  ( t h a t  is, nonconformity without i n t e n t i o n a l  
confronta t ion) .  Nonviolent r e s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e  mode of Gandhi and King is 
m i l i t a n t  and p o l i t i c a l l y  a s t u t e .  It seeks engagement, conf ron ta t ion  and 
transformation.  It seeks t o  wed t h e  humane r a t i o n a l e  f o r  nonviolence with a 
s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  pragmatic p o l i t i c s .  With t h e  Reformed h e r i t a g e ' s  concern f o r  
the  f r u i t s  of a c t i o n  a s  we l l  as t h e  motives behind a c t i o n s ,  Presbyter ians  
would have s p e c i a l  reason t o  pursue nonviolent  a c t i o n s  and s t r a t e g i e s  as 
pragmatic opt ions  f o r  t ransformat ive  r e s i s t ance .  

We cannot i n s i s t ,  however t h a t  our a n a l y s i s  and reasoning i n  t h i s  mat te r  
should be d e f i n i t i v e  f o r  Reformed and o the r  Chr i s t i ans  i n  o the r  circumstances 
i n  o the r  places.  Even a s  we consider  t h e  power of Gandhi's l i f e  and teaching ,  
we must remember t h a t  h i s  own wi tness  was i n i t i a l l y  shaped i n  t h e  c r u c i b l e  of 
South African racism. Non-violent r e s i s t a n c e  has been so  s t rong  an element i n  
t h e  s t r u g g l e  aga ins t  apar the id  t h a t  two of i t s  remarkable Afr ican  Chr i s t i an  
advocates,  Chief Alber t  Luthul i  and Bishop Desmond Tutu,  have been awarded t h e  
Nobel Peace Prize.  Yet faced wi th  decades of implacable r e j e c t i o n  of j u s t  
change and inc reas ing ly  b r u t a l  government repress ion ,  South African Chr i s t i ans  
today confront  t h e  ques t ion  of non-violent o r  v i o l e n t  r e s i s t a n c e  i n  ways we 
can scarce ly  comprehend. I f  they a r e  l e d  t o  embrace t h e  Reformed opt ion  f o r  
revolu t ion  a g a i n s t  a government which so thoroughly co r rup t s  t h e  purposes of 
God i n  i t s  e s s e n t i a l  na tu re ,  we da re  not  th ink  of them as u n f a i t h f u l .  

There are a number of elements in the definition of civil 
disobedience that the church has generally accepted. The 
refusal to obey or the overt violation of laws must be 
rooted in conscience and not mere self interest; the 
disobedience must be open, not hidden; the means of 
expression must be non-violent; and the action must be 
taken with awareness of the penalties and willingness to 
accept them if finally assessed. 

2. Civil Disobedience 

Although t h e r e  a r e  numerous forms of r e s i s t a n c e  which do no t  involve t h e  
v i o l a t i o n  of laws, a corpora te  commitment t o  r e s i s t a n c e  would br ing  t h e  church 
c l o s e r  t o  t h e  l i ke l ihood  of c i v i l  disobedience a s  one of i t s  compelling 
expressions.  The Presbyter ian  Church has long supported t h e  conscience of 
i nd iv idua l  C h r i s t i a n s  who be l i eve  themselves compelled by t h e i r  f a i t h  t o  
disobey l a w s .  The h i s t o r i c a l  grounding f o r  t h i s  s t ance  i s  provided i n  t h e  



Westminster Confession: "God alone i s  Lord of t h e  conscience, and h a t h  l e f t  
i t  f r e e  from t h e  doc t r ines  and commandments of men which a r e  i n  any t h i n g  
con t ra ry  t o  h i s  Word, o r  beside i t ,  i n  mat te rs  of f a i t h  o r  worship." (C.XXY2.) 
6 . 1 0 1 .  There a r e  a  number of elements i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of c i v i l  
disobedience t h a t  t h e  church has  genera l ly  accepted. The r e f u s a l  t o  obey o r  
t h e  over t  v i o l a t i o n  of laws must be rooted i n  conscience and not  mere s e l f  
i n t e r e s t ;  t h e  disobedience must be open, not  hidden; t h e  means of expression 
must be non-violent; and t h e  a c t i o n  must be taken wi th  awareness of t h e  
p e n a l t i e s  and wi l l i ngness  t o  accept  them i f  f i n a l l y  assessed.  

The General Assemblies of both former denominations s p e c i f i c a l l y  supported 
c i v i l  disobedience during t h e  C i v i l  Rights  Movement of t h e  1950's  and '60 ' s .  
I n  1965 f o r  i n s t ance ,  t h e  General Assembly of t h e  PCUS s a i d  t h a t  t h e  church 
11 should g ive  t h e  support of Chr i s t i an  conscience t o  any member who, following 
h i s  conscience i n  obedience t o  t h e  Word, engages i n  c i v i l  disobedience." 4 9 

Presbyter ians  have not  only supported t h e  conscience of i n d i v i d u a l  
be l i eve r s  when i t  comes i n t o  c o n f l i c t  wi th  s t a t e  a u t h o r i t y  but have a l s o  
advocated l e g a l  p ro tec t ion  f o r  a c t s  of conscience. C i v i l  disobedience may be 
j u s t i f i e d  theo log ica l ly  as an  expression of t h e  c e n t r a l  a u t h o r i t y  of God f o r  
t h e  Chr i s t i an  l i f e .  It may be j u s t i f i e d  p o l i t i c a l l y  a s  t h e  kind of morally 
courageous d i s s e n t  soc ie ty  needs f o r  i ts  moral h e a l t h  and v i t a l i t y .  

The c l e a r e s t  support  f o r  c i v i l  disobedience i n  r ecen t  Presbyter ian  h i s t o r y  
was enunciated i n  1969 i n  t h e  context  of t h e  Vietnam War. Through a c t i o n s  of 
t h e  General Assemblies, both denominations supported, by pol icy  and with l e g a l  
and p a s t o r a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  young men who consc ient ious ly  refused t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  
i n  t h i s  war. They f u r t h e r  recommended t h a t  t h e  f e d e r a l  government provide a 
l e g a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  opt ion of s e l e c t i v e  consc ient ious  ob jec t ion  t o  war i n  
a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  l e g a l  p ro tec t ion  made a v a i l a b l e  t o  those who oppose a l l  wars. 
I n  t h a t  year ,  t h e  181s t  General Assembly (UPCUSA) s t a t e d :  

While grant ing  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  s t a t e ,  with i t s  
l e g i t i m a t e  powers, we a l s o  acknowledge t h e  freedom of t h e  
ind iv idua l  conscience under God which may l e a d  a person, 
when he judges t h a t  t h e  pre tens ions  and i n j u s t i c e s  of t h e  
c i v i l  a u t h o r i t i e s  endanger human wel fare ,  t o  r e j e c t ,  
ignore ,  o r  oppose t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  s t a t e .  50 

Current mani fes ta t ions  of c i v i l  disobedience a r e  s i m i l a r l y  based on 
Chr is t ians '  u l t ima te  accoun tab i l i t y  t o  God f o r  t h e i r  ac t ions .  Some may 
be l i eve  a  p a r t i c u l a r  po l i cy  o r  l a w  i s  i n  c o n f l i c t  w i th  t h e i r  l o y a l t y  t o  God. 
Others may be l i eve  a p a r t i c u l a r  l a w  o r  pol icy  i s  i t s e l f  i l l e g a l  and employ 
c i v i l  disobedience as a way t o  uphold t h e  l a w .  For example, persons g iv ing  
sanctuary t o  Cen t ra l  American refugees claim t h a t  t h e i r  a c t i o n s  a r e  l e g a l  both  
i n  United S t a t e s  refugee law and by v i r t u e  of t h e  adoption of t h e  United 
Nations'  convention on refugees by t h e  United S t a t e s  Senate.  They a s s e r t  t h a t  
t h e  cu r ren t  admin i s t r a t ion  i s  i n  v i o l a t i o n  of those  l a w s ,  while  t h e i r  own 
a c t i o n s  conform t o  it. 

S t i l l  o t h e r s  be l i eve  they a r e  c a l l e d  t o  disobey s e l e c t i v e l y  l a w s  and 
p o l i c i e s  support ing and perpe tua t ing  t h e  dynamics of m i l i t a r i s m  and t h e  



nuclear arms race a s  a way t o  confront t he  e v i l s  and seek fundamental change. 
I n  these instances there  i s  not one law or  policy alone which i s  the  focus of 
c i v i l  disobedience. Indeed, f o r  some, these act ions  a r e  be t t e r  iden t i f i ed  a s  
c i v i l  res is tance than c i v i l  disobedience i n  order t o  c l a r i f y  the  difference i n  
t h i s  type of conscientious action.  Disobeying a law becomes an a c t  of 
res is tance against  a whole range of government po l ic ies  and pract ices ,  
challenging t h e i r  legitimacy. 

The primary point of conscience fo r  some i s  the  payment of taxes which 
support mi l i tary  pol ic ies ,  and so they refuse t o  pay t h i s  port ion of t h e i r  
taxes. Others have violated t respass  laws by i l l e g a l l y  entering nuclear 
weapons s i t e s  i n  order publicly and dramatically t o  express t h e i r  opposition t o  
such weaponry. This form of c i v i l  disobedience i s  l e s s  a challenge t o  a 
spec i f i c  law than i t  i s  a way of saying a c l ea r  and uncompromising no t o  
nuclear weapons pol ic ies .  It communicates the  message: "We s h a l l  no longer 
acquiesce i n  government pol ic ies  and pract ices  which perpetuate t h e  nuclear 
arms race and worldwide militarism. We s h a l l  seek t o  stand against  these 
pol ic ies  i n  open confrontation." For these Christians t he  danger t o  be feared 
and avoided i s  not so much an anarchic disregard fo r  law a s  a timid 
accommodation t o  the  sovereignty of a c i v i l  order seemingly committed t o  a 
demonic course. Civ i l  disobedience i n  t h i s  sense i s  of ten incorporated i n t o  a 
general s t ra tegy of res is tance seeking the  transformation of pol ic ies  and not 
merely t h e i r  revision. 

3. Witness to Truth and Means of Transformation 

Should a res is tance decision be grounded primarily i n  t he  in tent ion t o  
provide a c l ea r  witness t o  t r u t h  or  t o  seek soc i a l  transformation? This i s  
another i s sue  t ha t  has been a matter of considerable debate among Christ ian 
a c t i v i s t s .  For some, frequently those re la ted t o  t r ad i t i ons  of h i s t o r i c  peace 
churches and rad ica l  Catholicism, the  primary task of Christ ians i s  t o  witness 
t o  the  peace of Christ by standing over against  the  government's mi l i tary  
pol ic ies .  For them there  i s  a sharp conf l i c t  between what fa i th fu lness  t o  
Christ requires and the  mil i tary  po l ic ies  of major world powers. 

Stanley Hauerwas has provided a bold and c lea r  presentation of t h i s  
posit ion i n  The Peaceable ~ i n ~ d o m .  51 Here he argues tha t  the  task of the  
church i s  t o  embody i n  i t s  own l i f e  the  t r u t h  of nonviolence, not t o  t r y  t o  
transform the  world. It i s  through t he  f a i t h f u l  witness of the  church t ha t  
God works i n  the world. It i s  arrogant and misdirected fo r  the  church t o  see  
i t s  mission a s  shaping t he  course of h is tory  through p o l i t i c a l  action. I n  
t h i s  in te rpre ta t ion  res is tance i s  primarily a matter of c lea r  and pers is tent  
refusal  t o  cooperate with t he  forces  of mili tarism and a commitment t o  embody 
i n  communal form a peaceable a l t e rna t ive .  Resistance, accordingly, might wel l  
include t ax  re fusa l ,  se lec t ive  service  noncooperation, withdrawal from 
mili tary-related occupations, symbolic a c t s  of confrontation with mili tarism, 
and l i t u r g i c a l  a c t s  of prayer, worship and fas t ing.  

The more pragmatic approach t o  res is tance has generally been 
charac te r i s t i c  of t he  Reformed t r ad i t i on  and other branches of t he  Catholic 
t rad i t ion .  I n  t h i s  view, res is tance i s  deeply concerned with effectiveness,  



Because Christians are also a Resurrection people they may 
hope in the possibilities for transformation in history and, 
therefore, struggle in confidence that government policy 
can b e  restored to  its morally legitimate purposes. 

though grounded i n  t h e  convict ion of f a i t h f u l n e s s .  How can t h e  dominating 
inf luences  of m i l i t a r i s m  be checked and eventua l ly  transformed? How can our 
s o c i e t i e s  be re leased  from t h e  demonic inf luences  of nuclear  weapons 
po l i c i e s?  I n  t h i s  view r e s i s t a n c e  r equ i re s  a p o l i t i c a l  s t r a t e g y  t o  confront  
t h e  e v i l s  i n  cu r ren t  government p o l i c i e s  i n  order  t o  t ransform them i n  ways 
that correspond t o  God's redemptive purposes f o r  t h e  human coumunity. Such a 
r e s i s t a n c e  s t ance  does not  necessa r i ly  e n t a i l  an  expecta t ion  of success,  
because f o r  a people of t h e  Cross t h e r e  can be no such guarantee. But because 
Chr i s t i ans  a r e  a l s o  a Resurrec t ion  people they may hope i n  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  
f o r  t ransformation i n  h i s t o r y  and, t h e r e f o r e ,  s t r u g g l e  i n  confidence t h a t  
government pol icy  can be r e s to red  t o  i t s  morally l e g i t i m a t e  purposes. 
Resis tance i s  expected and shaped not  only t o  c a l l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  what i s  wrong, 
but t o  weaken t h e  hold of t h a t  which i s  wrong s o  t h a t  q u a l i t a t i v e  change may 
be given a chance. 

It i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  some degree of t ens ion  w i l l  remain between these  two 
views of r e s i s t ance .  However, when t h e  t ens ion  i s  overemphasized it is  
misleading. Generally,  those  who seek t o  witness  t o  t h e  t r u t h  of Chr i s t  
a g a i n s t  a warring world a l s o  want t o  f i n d  e f f e c t i v e  ways t o  inf luence  people 
and p o l i c i e s .  Moreover, a c t s  of wi tness  themselves a r e  not  without i nhe ren t  
pragmatic consequences. They s u s t a i n  persons and communities i n  t h e i r  
commitment t o  r e s i s t a n c e  and thwart t h e  cor rupt ing  in f luences  of t h e  demonic 
i n  t h e  body p o l i t i c  and t h e  minds and consciences of persons. In  a narrowly 
pragmatic age, a c t s  of wi tness  expand t h e  awareness of what i t  means t o  be 
e f f e c t i v e  and how t o  be e f f e c t i v e .  They open up p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  a c t i o n  t h a t  
t h e  conventional  pragmatis t  would d is regard ,  and they make us aware of t h e  
potency of t h e  symbolic i n  human community. F ina l ly ,  t hey  remind t h e  church 
of i t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  model i n  i t s  own l i f e  t h e  peace i t  seeks  f o r  t h e  
world. A r e s i s t a n c e  s t ance  f o r  Chr i s t i ans  today would r equ i re  l i v i n g  out  t h e  
kinds of i n d i v i d u a l  and corpora te  l i f e  s t y l e s  t h a t  wi tness  t o  t h e  v i s i o n  of 
shalom. 

A t  t h e  same time t h e r e  i s  no need t o  de-emphasize t h e  importance of 
p o l i t i c a l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  i n  r e s i s t a n c e  a c t i v i t y .  For most Presbyter ians ,  
non-pol i t ica l  s t y l e s  of r e s i s t a n c e  would be incomplete. They must be 
accompanied by p o l i t i c a l l y  a s t u t e  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  impacting publ ic  p o l i c i e s .  
I n  this understanding, C h r i s t i a n  r e s i s t a n c e  r equ i re s  p o l i t i c a l  involvement; 
indeed, i t  i s  a union of witnessing l i f e - s t y l e  and p o l i t i c a l  ac t ion .  This ,  
then,  means p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  groups and movements t h a t  a r e  s t rugg l ing  a g a i n s t  
m i l i t a r i s m  and nuclear  weapons p o l i c i e s .  Res is tance  movements have been 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  important i n  br inging  about fundamental s o c i a l  change i n  t h e  



United S ta t e s .  We can r e c a l l  t h e  Boston Tea Party;  Black r e s i s t a n c e  a g a i n s t  
s l ave ry  and racism, inc luding  t h e  Underground Rai l road;  t h e  A b o l i t i o n i s t  
Movement; t h e  S u f f r a g e t t e s ;  t h e  l a b o r  organiz ing  e r a ;  t h e  C i v i l  Rights  
Moveuent of t h e  1950s and 1960s; and t h e  s t r u g g l e  a g a i n s t  U.S. p o l i c i e s  i n  
Indochina. 

A s  Chr i s t i ans  seek t o  g ive  p o l i t i c a l  express ion  t o  t h e i r  t h e o l o g i c a l  
convic t ions ,  they w i l l  n e c e s s a r i l y  j o i n  i n  c o a l i t i o n  wi th  C h r i s t i a n s  and 
non-Christians a l i k e  i n  s t r u g g l i n g  f o r  t ransformation.  Only a s  C h r i s t i a n s  
j o in  with o t h e r s  i n  a concerted movement can t h e i r  r e s i s t a n c e  be d i r e c t e d  
toward a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  f u t u r e  f o r  humankind t h a t  i s ,  f o r  C h r i s t i a n s ,  respons ive  
t o  t h e  r e a l i t y  of a r econc i l i ng  God. 

4. Individual and Corporate Resistance 

I n  t h e  p a s t ,  P re sby te r i an  General Assemblies have supported t h e  conscience 
of i n d i v i d u a l  members who f e l t  c a l l e d  t o  r e s i s t  government a u t h o r i t y .  But 
they have almost always done so  without  making a judgment about t h e  
i n d i v i d u a l ' s  s tance .  It would be q u i t e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  previous a c t i o n s  i f  
t h e  General Assembly were t o  support t h e  consciences of i n d i v i d u a l  members who 
be l i eve  C h r i s t i a n  obedience c a l l s  them t o  engage i n  a c t s  of r e s i s t a n c e  a g a i n s t  
nuc lear  weapons p o l i c i e s  and mi l i t a r i sm.  Such r e s i s t a n c e  could inc lude  both 
l e g a l  and i l l e g a l  ac t ions .  With t h i s  kind of po l i cy ,  t h e  General  Assembly 
would be saying t h a t  r e s i s t a n c e  i s  a de fens ib l e  C h r i s t i a n  s t ance  i n  our 
contemporary s i t u a t i o n  and t h a t  t h e  church needs t o  support  and l e a r n  from 
those  perso& who f e e l  c a l l e d  t o  l i v e  out  t h i s  d i f f i c u l t  vocat ion.  

Another opt ion ,  however, i s  f o r  t h e  General Assembly t o  make a corpora te  
judgment on t h e  t r u t h  of t h e  claim t h a t  C h r i s t i a n  peacemaking c a l l s  t h e  
Presbyter ian  Church and i t s  members t o  a s t ance  of r e s i s t ance .  It could adopt  
p o l i c i e s  which not  only support i n d i v i d u a l s  but would commit t h e  church 
co rpo ra t e ly  t o  r e s i s t a n c e .  There a r e  a t  l e a s t  two ways t o  approach such a 
co rpo ra t e  commitment. 

F i r s t ,  t h e  General Assembly could t a k e  t h e  pa th  of t h e  German Confessing 
Church i n  t h e  Barmen Declara t ion  and dec l a re  t h e  p re sen t  t ime a confess iona l  
s i t u a t i o n  ( s t a t u s  con fes s ion i s ) .  I n  such a d e c l a r a t i o n ,  t h e  co rpo ra t e  church 
a s s e r t s  t h a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  s t a n c e  i s  of t h e  essence of f a i t h  i n  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  
s i t u a t i o n .  The C h r i s t i a n s  a t  Barmen be l ieved  they were i n  "a  t ime when no one 
and no church could any longer  say,  'We a f f i r m  both  Chr i s t  and H i t l e r t ; i t  w a s  
r a t h e r  ' e i t h e r  Chr i s t  o r  H i t l e r ,  but not  both. '"52 I n  1982, t h e  World 
Al l iance  of Reformed Churches s i m i l a r l y  drew t h e  l i n e  between C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h  
and t h e  apa r the id  d o c t r i n e  and po l i cy  of South Afr ica .  It suspended some 
South Afr ican  Reformed churches from membership because they would not  abandon 
t h e  apa r the id  heresy. 

P re sby te r i ans  have been understandably r e l u c t a n t  t o  draw such l i n e s .  They 
recognize t h e  tempta t ion  t o  se l f - r igh teousness  and t o  i d e n t i f y i n g  one ' s  own 
f a l l i b l e  views of C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h  w i th  t h e  t r u t h  of God a u t h o r i t a t i v e  f o r  
a l l .  They recognize t h a t ,  i n  most i s s u e s  of f a i t h  and e t h i c s ,  r e spec t  f o r  t h e  
i n t e g r i t y  of d i f f e r i n g  convic t ions  i s  v i t a l  t o  t h e  community of f a i t h .  Yet 



If nuclear war did indeed occur, devastating much of the 
earth, who among us that might survive would not believe 
the church's witness to have been too little and too late? 

they  a l s o  recognize that t h e r e  a r e  occasions when t h e  f a i t h f u l n e s s  of t h e  
church ' s  wi tness  i s  s o  c l e a r l y  chal lenged t h a t  no compromise i s  poss ib l e .  
Although t h e  church may draw a l i n e  between e i t h e r / o r  prematurely, it may a l s o  
m i s s  t h e  moment when i t s  wi tnes s  might c o n t r i b u t e  s t r a t e g i c a l l y  t o  t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  of despe ra t e ly  important  change. I f  nuc l ea r  w a r  d id  indeed occur ,  
devas t a t ing  much of t h e  e a r t h ,  who among us t h a t  might su rv ive  would not  
be l i eve  t h e  church ' s  wi tness  t o  have been too  l i t t l e  and too  l a t e ?  I f  t h e  
General Assembly were t o  d e c l a r e  our own time t o  be a con fes s iona l  s i t u a t i o n  
and oppos i t ion  t o  nuc lear  arms a s t a t u s  confess ionis ,  i t  would be o u t  of t h e  
convic t ion  t h a t  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  r e s i s t  nuc lear  weapons p o l i c i e s  and 
m i l i t a r i s m  i s  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  a u t h e n t i c  f a i t h  and n o t  merely commended as one 
among s e v e r a l  v a l i d  express ions  of C h r i s t i a n  witness .  

Second, t h e  General Assembly could make t h e  co rpo ra t e  judgment t h a t  
peacemaking today r e q u i r e s  co rpo ra t e  and i n d i v i d u a l  r e s i s t a n c e  but  not  make 
t h i s  s t a n c e  a t e s t  of a u t h e n t i c  f a i t h .  I n  t h i s  approach, t h e  General  Assembly 
would not  only suppport t h e  conscience of i n d i v i d u a l  r e s i s t e r s  bu t  a l s o  be 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  committed t o  r e s i s t a n c e  i n  i t s  own p o l i c i e s  and programs while  
leav ing  t h e  t r u t h  of t h i s  s t a n c e  open f o r  f u r t h e r  d i scuss ion  and debate  w i t h i n  
t h e  church. Accordingly, t h e  General Assembly could c a l l  on members of 
P re sby te r i an  churches t o  heed t h e  c a l l  t o  r e s i s t a n c e  i n  one o r  s e v e r a l  of i t s  
va r ious  forms. It could fund e f f o r t s  t o  educate  and t r a i n  persons i n  t h e  
theory and p r a c t i c e  of nonviolent  s o c i a l  t ransformation.  It could inc lude  
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  advocacy and support  f o r  t a x  r e s i s t e r s  and f o r  t hose  who l eave  
mi l i t a ry - r e l a t ed  occupations. The d e c i s i v e  import of t h i s  approach, however, 
would be t h a t  t h e  church co rpo ra t e ly  had decided t h a t  t h e  peacemaking voca t ion  
of C h r i s t i a n s  should l ead  toward t h e  s t a n c e  of r e s i s t a n c e .  

No one knows exac t ly  what it  would mean f o r  t h e  General  Assembly t o  c a l l  
t h e  Presbyter ian  Church (U.S.A.) t o  be a r e s i s t a n c e  church. The adopt ion  of a 
r e s i s t a n c e  s t ance  would launch t h e  church on a course,  on a n  adventure of 
f a i t h .  The import of moving i n  such  a d i r e c t i o n  would be c l e a r  enough. There 
would be r i s k s  and c o s t s ,  c o n f l i c t  and h o s t i l i t y ,  s u f f e r i n g  and g r e a t  
v u l n e r a b i l i t y ,  bo th  wi th in  t h e  church and i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of t h e  church t o  t h e  
c i v i l  o rder .  Such a n  undertaking cannot be l i g h t l y  requested;  i t  should be 
embarked on only i f  t h e  church i s  broadly convinced t h a t  a u t h e n t i c  
f a i t h f u l n e s s  t o  God r e q u i r e s  it. D i e t r i c h  Bonhoeffer, i n  a r e f l e c t o n  e n t i t l e d  
"After  Ten Years" asked, "are  we s t i l l  of any use?": 

We have been s i l e n t  wi tnesses  of e v i l  deeds: we have been 
drenched by many storms: we have l e a r n t  t h e  a r t s  of 
equivocat ion and pre tense :  experience has  made us  
susp ic ious  of o t h e r s  and kept  u s  from being t r u t h f u l  and 



No one knows exactly what it would mean for the General 
Assembly to  call the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) to  be a 
resistance church. The adoption of a resistance stance would 
launch the church on a course, on an adventure of faith. 

open: i n t o l e r a b l e  c o n f l i c t s  have worn us  down and even 
made us  cynica l .  Are we s t i l l  of any use?.. .  W i l l  our 
inward power of r e s i s t a n c e  be s t rong enough, and our  
honesty wi th  ourse lves  remorseless enough, f o r  us  t o  f i n d  
our  way back t o  s impl i c i ty  and s t r a i g h t - f ~ r w a r d n e s s ? ~ ~  

It i s  exceedingly tempting f o r  Chr i s t i ans  t o  jo in  i n  t h e  massive d e n i a l  
noted e a r l i e r ,  t o  l i v e  day-by-day without f ac ing  t h e  depth  of e v i l  which 
worldwide m i l i t a r i s m  i s  unleashing. W h a t  does Chr i s t i an  d i s c i p l e s h i p  mean i n  
such a time? Are we of any use? It may be that t h e  answer i s  a simple and 
s t ra ight forward  one: NO -- unless  we end our equivocat ion and compromise and 
begin r e s i s t i n g  i n  t h e  name of God who w i l l s  l i f e  and hope and shalom. lndeed 
t h e  vocat ion of r e s i s t a n c e  r e q u i r e s  a depth of f a i t h  and courage t h a t  many of 
us  doubt we have. Yet, as wi th  God's c a l l  t o  r e l u c t a n t  prophets ,  t h e  power of 
God i s  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  those  who move out  secure  i n  t h e  knowledge that God w i l l  
be wi th  them.'The dec i s ion  f o r  r e s i s t a n c e  i s  both ind iv idua l  and corpora te ,  
and t h e  s t r u g g l e  t o  d i s c e r n  God's c a l l  must t ake  p lace  i n  t h e  community of 
f a i t h  where persons seek toge the r  t o  be a f a i t h f u l  people. 

We have suggested that r e s i s t a n c e  i s  a s t ance  toward t h e  p resen t  c i v i l  
o rder  rooted theo log ica l ly  i n  repentance and commitment t o  t ransformation.  It 
requ i re s  a conversion of t h e  church 's  o r i e n t a t i o n  t o  government p o l i c i e s  t h a t  
is  based on i t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  be peacemakers. Res is tance  should not  be 
regarded as synonymous wi th  p a r t i c u l a r  a c t i o n s ,  as though engaging i n  c e r t a i n  
deeds prove t h e  a u t h e n t i c i t y  of a r e s i s t a n c e  s tance.  Yet r e s i s t a n c e  would 
su re ly  be manifested i n  t h e  l i v e s  of churches and persons. The 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of r e s i s t a n c e  a c t i o n s  f o r  Chr i s t i ans  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  
would l i k e l y  inc lude  t h e  following: noncooperation wi th  government p o l i c i e s  
which a r e  s o  d e s t r u c t i v e  as t o  warrant t h e  des ignat ion  of demonic; a s s e r t i v e  
nonviolent  a c t i o n s  in tending  both t o  wi tness  t o  t h e  t r u t h  of C h r i s t  and t o  
change a t  fundamental l e v e l s  government p o l i c i e s  and p r a c t i c e s ;  and ind iv idua l  
and corpora te  a c t i o n s  and l i f e - s t y l e s  t h a t  publ ic ly  confront  t h e  e v i l s  of 
government p o l i c i e s  and in tend  t h e i r  t ransformation.  



E. When Resistance May Be Required 

How might Chr i s t i ans  dec ide  when t h e  presumption f o r  obedience no longer  
holds  and t h e  moral o b l i g a t i o n  t o  r e s i s t  becomes compelling? Let  u s  recognize 
t h a t  f a i t h  w i l l  no t  d i c t a t e  a c l e a r  and unambiguous answer t o  t h i s  quest ion.  
Yet Chr i s t i an  theology and e t h i c s  can provide guidance f o r  t h e  church as i t  
seeks t o  make dec i s ions  about  i t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

We have suggested t h a t  t h e  b i b l i c a l  and t h e o l o g i c a l  b a s i s  f o r  t h e  church ' s  
peacemaking c a l l i n g  i s  a v i s i o n  of peace. This  b a s i s  has been developed wi th  
p a r t i c u l a r  c l a r i t y  and i n t e n s i t y  i n  The Confession of 1967 and i n  
Peacemaking: The Bel ievers '  Cal l ing .  Indeed, U l r i ch  Mauser claims that C-67 
makes "a bold s t e p  i n t o  a new d i r ec t ion"  because, un l ike  previous confessions,  
i t  "does no t  mention e i t h e r  a r i g h t  o r  a n e c e s s i t y  t o  wage war ."  I n s t ead ,  t h e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t a s k  of t h e  church i s  t o  pursue peace.54 

This  v i s i o n  of peace provides t h e  t h e o l o g i c a l  b a s i s  f o r  normative 
concept ions of a j u s t  peace. h i s t o r i c a l l y ,  considerably more a t t e n t i o n  has  
'been given t o  t h e  ques t ion  of when Chr i s t i ans  may p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  w a r  than  w h a t  
k inds  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a r e  e n t a i l e d  i n  making peace.55 This recogni t ion  
i s  leading  t h e  church t o  g ive  increas ing  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e o r i e s  of j u s t  peace. 
The e t h i c  of j u s t  peace i s  concerned wi th  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  t a s k s  of peacemaking 
i n  a war-oriented world and eva lua t ing  t h e  goa l s  f o r  which Chr i s t i ans  yearn 
and s t r u g g l e  i n  responding t o  t h e i r  t h e o l o g i c a l  v i s i o n  of peace. 

I n  Peacemaking: The Bel ievers '  Ca l l i ng ,  t h e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  p o l i c i e s  of a 
j u s t  peace a r e  i d e n t i f i e d  as j u s t i c e ,  freedom and compassionate order .  
According t o  an  e t h i c  of j u s t  peace, t h e  p o l i t i c s  of peacemaking would pursue 
t h e  primacy of j u s t i c e  i n  secur ing  o rde r  r a t h e r  than  t h e  primacy of power. 
Edward Long comments: 

The d o c t r i n e  of a j u s t  peace d i r e c t s  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  
needs, hopes and a s p i r a t i o n s  of people,  and i s  concerned t o  
th ink  how t h e i r  needs can be cared f o r ,  t h e i r  personhoods 
and communities respected,  and t h e i r  l i b e r t i e s  cherished.  
I n  peace th inking ,  j u s t i c e  becomes t h e  means of e l imina t ing  
c o n f l i c t  before  i t  e r u p t s ,  of avoiding t h e  condi t ions  t h a t  
l e a d  t o  rancor  and h o s t i l i t y  i f  allowed t o  go 
uncorrected .56 

P o l i t i c s  o r i en t ed  toward a j u s t  peace would g i v e  p r i o r i t y  t o  t h e  development 
of i n t e r n a t i o n a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  app ropr i a t e  t o  an  interdependent  world r a t h e r  
than  t o  concepts of s e c u r i t y  based narrowly on n a t i o n a l  s e l f - i n t e r e s t .  The 
United S t a t e s ,  f o r  example, p rofesses  t o  be i n t e r n a t i o n a l  i n  out look but  
cyn ica l ly  d i s r ega rds  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  World Court t o  d e a l  wi th  t h e  
Nicaraguan case  a g a i n s t  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  r e fuses  t o  a f f i r m  t h e  Law of t h e  
Sea Trea ty ,  f a i l s  t o  r a t i f y  United Nations covenants on human r i g h t s ,  and 
blocks a t tempts  by Third World coun t r i e s  t o  p re s s  f o r  changes i n  t h e  
i n t e r n a t i o n a l  economic system. 

The p o l i t i c s  of a j u s t  peace a l s o  involves  vigorous and h a b i t u a l  p u r s u i t  
of diplomacy and n e g o t i a t i o n  i n  dea l ing  wi th  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c o n f l i c t s  r a t h e r  



The politics of a just peace also involves vigorous and 
habitual pursuit of diplomacy and negotiation in dealing 
with international conflicts rather than primary and 
habitual reliance on military power. 

than  primary and h a b i t u a l  r e l i a n c e  on m i l i t a r y  power. Current ly t h e  
m i l i t a r i z a t i o n  of r e l a t i o n s  between Russia  and t h e  United S t a t e s  i s  so  
pronounced t h a t  disarmament i s  "unthinkable." The build-up of armed fo rces  
and t h e  use of m i l i t a r y  power i s  c u r r e n t l y  t h e  i n s t i n c t i v e  approach t o  nea r ly  
every pol icy  ob jec t ive  from Iran-Iraq and Russia-Afghanistan t o  I re land ,  
Cent ra l  America and t h e  Middle E a s t .  I n  an  e t h i c  of j u s t  peace, as nuclear  
de ter rence  i s  repudiated,  t h e  pu r su i t  of disarmament through nego t i a t ion  i s  
regarded as a compelling pol icy  object ive.57 A s  Ronald Stone pu t s  i t:  

An e t h i c  of a j u s t  peace and p o l i t i c s  of peacemaking can 
l e a d  u s  forward i n t o  a day when two ideo log ica l  systems can 
compete without t h rea t en ing  each o t h e r ' s  c h i l d r e n  while  
most of t h e  na t ions  of t h e  world f i n d  t h e i r  own way i n  a  
world cha rac te r i zed  by a r i c h  d i v e r s i t y  of r e l i g i o n s  
phi losophies ,  va lues ,  economics, and s o c i a l  systems. 38 

The primary c r i t e r i o n ,  t he re fo re ,  f o r  determining when t h e  s t ance  of 
r e s i s t a n c e  i s  reau i r ed  i s  t h e  oDenness of government t o  t h e  normative v i s i o n  - 
of a j u s t  peace. When government i s  open t o  t h e  dynamic f o r c e s  t h a t  bear t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  a j u s t  peace, t hen  reform is  t h e  respons ib le  mode of 
Chr i s t i an  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Following World War 11, Reinhold Niebuhr 
made such a judgment, contending t h a t  t h e  f l e x i b i l i t y  of t h e  American 
democratic system of government provided s i g n i f i c a n t  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  
q u a l i t a t i v e  reform through pragmatic p o l i t i c a l  s t r a t e g i e s .  Yet i f  such 
openness i s  absent  and government p o l i c i e s  a r e  corrupted by dehumanizing 
f o r c e s  not  amenable t o  reform, then  Chr i s t i an  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  s h i f t s  beyond 
reform toward r e s i s t ance .  I f  government becomes not  a promoter of peace but a 
fundamental t h r e a t  t o  peace, i f  government becomes no t  a p ro tec to r  of s e c u r i t y  
but a grave danger t o  s e c u r i t y ,  then  t h e  government's p o l i c i e s  l o s e  t h e i r  
legi t imacy and r e s i s t a n c e  f i n a l l y  becomes morally compelling. 

I n  some coun t r i e s  of t h e  world, t h e  r e ign  of m i l i t a r i s m  and i t s  e l i t e s  may 
so thoroughly cor rupt  t h e  s o c i a l  order  t h a t  r e s o r t  t o  revolu t ionary  a c t i o n  may 
be c l e a r l y  j u s t i f i e d .  I n  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  however, fundamental democratic 
freedoms and human r i g h t s  a r e  a  secure  b a s i c  framework, needing only t o  be 
pro tec ted  and expanded. The governments of t h i s  country provide numerous 
s e r v i c e s  which a r e  b e n e f i c i a l  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  persons and t h e  common welfare,  
thus  f u l f i l l i n g  t h e  moral purposes f o r  which governments a r e  e s t ab l i shed .  
From t h e  perspec t ive  of t h e  a n a l y s i s  advanced here,  i t  is  simply no t  poss ib l e  
t o  argue t h a t  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  o rde r  i s  s o  thoroughly corrupted o r  s o  
fundamentally l ack ing  i n  leg i t imacy t h a t  revolu t ionary  a c t i o n  t o  rep lace  it 
would be j u s t i f i e d .  



We face  another  ques t ion ,  a s  indeed Chr i s t i ans  i n  many o the r  na t ions  do. 
Have c e r t a i n  p o l i c i e s  of our government become such a t h r e a t  and an  obs t ac l e  
t o  a j u s t  peace t h a t  r e s i s t a n c e  i s  required? 

E a r l i e r  we suggested t h a t  t h e  nuclear  weapons p o l i c i e s  of c e r t a i n  
governments, including our  own, and t h e  mi l i t a r i sm suppported by t h e  p o l i c i e s  
of many governcuents may be s o  d e s t r u c t i v e  a s  t o  be regarded as demonic. A 
dec i s ion  f o r  r e s i s t ance  would r e s t  on t h e  judgment t h a t ,  i n  f a c t ,  government 
p o l i c i e s  have become s o  possessed by t h e  fo rces  of d e s t r u c t i o n  that they must 
be repossessed f o r  the  e t h i c a l l y  compelling values of a j u s t  peace. I n  t h e  
United S t a t e s ,  r e s i s t a n c e  o r i en ted  toward such va lues  could l a y  claim t o  v i t a l  
elements i n  t h e  American h e r i t a g e  i t s e l f  -- l i b e r t y ,  j u s t i c e  a i d  peace. 

A decision for resistance would rest on the judgement that, 
in fact, government policies have become so possessed by 
the forces of destruction that they must be repossessed for 
the ethically compelling values of a just peace. 

I n  seeking t o  de te rn ine  t h e  openness of government t o  a j u s t  peace, t h e r e  
are s e v e r a l  f a c t o r s  t h a t  need t o  be considered. The fol lowing d iscuss ion  
shows how a n  assessment of t hese  f a c t o r s  can l ead  t o  t h e  conclusion that such 
openness i s  absent  and, t he re fo re ,  r e s i s t ance  may be required.  

F i r s t ,  has t h e  r e fo rmab i l i t y  of t h e  government's m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s  been 
t e s t e d  over a period of time? E f f o r t s  t o  reform United S t a t e s  m i l i t a r y  
p o l i c i e s  have been attempted p e r s i s t e n t l y ,  e s p e c i a l l y  s i n c e  t h e  Vietnam War. 
Often they have focused on such ob jec t ives  a s  s topping t h e  development of 
p a r t i c u l a r  weapons o r  support ing t h e  nego t i a t ions  of t h e  S t r a t e g i c  Arms 
Limi ta t ion  Treaty (SALT) process.  However, even when p a r t i c u l a r  reforms have 
been adopted, t h e i r  impact on t h e  bas i c  cha rac te r  of m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s  seems 
t o  be minimal. Piecemeal a t tempts  t o  s t o p  arms e s c a l a t i o n  and t o  reduce t h e  
dependence of coun t r i e s  on m i l i t a r y  might have no t  a l t e r e d  t h e  bas i c  dynamics 
of m i l i t a r i s m .  Our h i s t o r i c a l  experience g ives  us l i t t l e  reason t o  hope that 
mere modif icat ions of m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s  w i l l  provide t h e  fundamental 
t ransformation requi red  by responsiveness t o  t h e  norms of a j u s t  peace. 

Second, how grave a r e  t h e  present  dangers f o s t e r e d  by government 
p o l i c i e s ?  The capaci ty  represented i n  nuclear  weapons and awesomely 
d e s t r u c t i v e  "conventional" weapons endangers t h e  f u t u r e  of human l i f e  i n  
unprecedented ways. The p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of ca tas t rophe ,  a c c i d e n t a l  o r  intended,  
a r e  a l l  too r e a l  and th rea t en ing  i f  na t ions  p e r s i s t  i n  t h e i r  present  m i l i t a r y  
p o l i c i e s .  Indeed t h e  danger of cont inuing mi l i t a r i sm is so  grave that t h i s  
f a c t o r  a lone  might be s u f f i c i e n t  grounds f o r  Chr i s t i an  r e s i s t a n c e  aga ins t  
cu r ren t  p o l i c i e s .  I f  nuc lear  weaponry and worldwide mi l i t a r i sm a r e  demonic, 
they cannot be "neut ra l"  f o r c e s  i n  t h e  world, capable of being used f o r  good 
o r  ill, but a r e  themselves so e v i l  t h a t  Chr i s t i ans  may f a i r l y  regard 
accommodation t o  them as a b e t r a y a l  of t h e i r  f a i t h .  



Third,  how pervasive a r e  t h e  obs t ac l e s  t o  a j u s t  peace? Some wrongs can 
be cor rec ted  through d i r e c t  and focused e f f o r t s  a t  reform. For example, a  - - 

publ ic  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  system may not  be e a s i l y  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  persons wi th  
c e r t a i n  d i s a b i l i t i e s .  P o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n  may be d i r e c t e d  toward changing t h i s  
i n j u s t i c e  by seeking a  pol icy  which a s su res  equal  access .  Mi l i ta r i sm and 
nuclear  weapons p o l i c i e s ,  however, a r e  d i f f e r e n t .  They a r e  not  perpetuated by 
a l i m i t e d  and i d e n t i f i a b l e  s e t  of p o l i c i e s  which, i f  e l iminated ,  can e r a d i c a t e  
these  obs tac les  t o  a j u s t  peace. A comprehensive nuc lea r  t e s t  ban t r e a t y ,  
though important ,  would not  by i t s e l f  be s u f f i c i e n t ,  nor  would a s i g n i f i c a n t  
c u t  i n  t h e  Pentagon budget. Ins tead ,  t h e r e  i s  a range of complex p o l i c i e s  
i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  and supported by a p o l i t i c a l  network of i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f t e n  
r e f e r r e d  t o  as t h e  m i l i t a r y - i n d u s t r i a l  complex. I f  t h e  breadth and depth of 
m i l i t a r i s m  i n  American l i f e  makes i s o l a t e d  reform e f f o r t s  t o  a l t e r  s i n g l e  
p o l i c i e s  i n e f f e c t i v e ,  then  fundamental change i s  required t o  remove t h e  
obs t ac l e s  t o  a  j u s t  peace. Resis tance i s  an  o r i e n t a t i o n  which seeks both  t o  
confront  t h e  p o l i c i e s  which t h r e a t e n  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  j u s t  peace and t o  
e s t a b l i s h  new p o l i c i e s  which would genuinely serve  human s e c u r i t y .  

Fourth, i s  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of present  m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  
ends of j u s t  peace? The momentum behind United S t a t e s  m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s ,  
indeed t h a t  of many coun t r i e s ,  i s  awesome. Whatever t h e  pub l i c  debates  about 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  may be, na t ions  continue on a  m i l i t a r i z e d  course t h a t  seems 
unstoppable. The d i r e c t i o n  of t h i s  course i s  one i n  which George Kennan says 
he can see  "no hope a t  a l l .  "59 There tends  t o  be a n  assumption of 
h i s t o r i c a l  determinism i n  present  m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s  which does not  admit t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  of any a l t e r n a t i v e s .  I n  t h i s  context  m i l i t a r i s m  i t s e l f  would be 
t h e  aggressor  a g a i n s t  t h e  f u t u r e ,  d i c t a t i n g  i t s  course and th rea t en ing  human 
s e c u r i t y  ever  more dangerously. The d i r e c t i o n  of m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s  g i v e s  no 
r e a l i s t i c  hope t h a t  t he  f u t u r e  w i l l  be open t o  t h e  normative v i s i o n  of a j u s t  
peace; r a t h e r  it  wars a g a i n s t  t h e  redemptive work of God i n  h i s t o r y .  I n  t h e  
f ace  of such a t h r e a t  t o  the  f u t u r e ,  r e s i s t ance  becomes a way t o  s tand  i n  t h e  
way of i t  and s top  i t s  momentum, and t o  become agents  of a  d i f f e r e n t  fu tu re .  

Summary 

Chr i s t i ans  may f i n d  i t  necessary on occasion t o  r e s i s t  government p o l i c i e s  
as a dec i s ion  of f a i t h  i n  t h e  Lord of h i s to ry .  This r equ i re s  a  c a r e f u l  
eva lua t ion  of present  circumstances i n  l i g h t  of a theo log ica l  v i s i o n  of peace 
and t h e  e t h i c s  of j u s t  peace. I f  government p o l i c i e s  do n o t  s e rve  t h e  ends of 
a  j u s t  peace but  a r e  serv ing  f o r c e s  of des t ruc t ion ,  they  may be regarded as 
demonic and, hence, i l l e g i t i m a t e .  Chr i s t i ans ,  then,  may be c a l l e d  t o  a s t ance  
of r e s i s t a n c e  a g a i n s t  t hese  p o l i c i e s ,  though t h e  bas i c  s t r u c t u r e  of  government 
may s t i l l  be supported and obeyed as l eg i t ima te .  

I n  t h e  cu r ren t  s i t u a t i o n ,  t h e  p o l i c i e s  a g a i n s t  which C h r i s t i a n s  may be 
c a l l e d  t o  r e s i s t  a r e  most c l e a r l y  those  that involve t h e  possession and 
manufacture of nuclear  weapons. I f  t h e  use of nuclear  weapons is  inhe ren t ly  
immoral, then  t h e  development of p o l i c i e s  which in tend  t h e i r  use can f a i r l y  be 
considered immoral a l so .  Nuclear de t e r r ence  a s  we l l  a s  t h e  use of nuclear  



weapons would then require Christian resistan~e.~~ Christian responsibility 
would be directed toward creating the circumstances in which nuclear weapons 
could never be used, asserting that the power to end history is reserved for 
God alone. 

Resistance to  demonic militarism is not an invitation to  
embrace utopianism; it is a call t o  restore military 
capability to its appropriate instrumental use in an 
imperfect and sinful world. 

The recognition that militarism may also be demonic in its impact on the 
possibilities for justice and peace in the human community involves extending 
the range of illegitimate policies beyond nuclear weapons alone to its 
symbiotic context. Militarism is manifested in the dependence of the economy 
on the manufacture of weaponry, the reliance on military power rather than 
diplomacy in dealing with countries like Vietnam and Nicaragua, Afghanistan 
and Cambodia, and the trade in arms that nakes international conflicts more 
destructive and dangerous as well as fostering internal repression. Policies 
which support and perpetuate militarism nay also be regarded as illegitimate, 
because they are an assault on the legitimate purposes of government to 
promote just peace. 

Such a conclusion would not in itself require a pacifist stance or 
opposition to military capacity generally. The dividing line between 
legitimate "military capacity" and "militarism" has been noted earlier. The 
judment as to when and if that line has been crossed is difficult, contextual 
and subjective for individuals and communities of faith. The societal 
movement back from militarism to a situation in which military capability and 
policy serve their legitimate ends is especially difficult to contemplate, but 
should continue to be recognized as the policy goal of transformation. 
Resistance to demonic militarism is not an invitation to embrace utopianism; 
it is a call to restore military capability to its appropriate instrumental 
use in an imperfect and sinful world. 

When military policies are genuinely subordinate to the political and 
ethical ends of just peace, they should be supported 'by Christians. But when 
they contribute to the ascendancy of militarism, they should be resisted and 
rendered subject to fundamental transformation. 



VI. Forms of Resistance and Implications for General 
Assembly Policy 

What a r e  some of t h e  forms t h a t  r e s i s t ance  can take and what a r e  the  kinds 
of po l i c ies  t h e  General Assembly might adopt with regard t o  expressions of 
r es i s t ance  should t h e  church's  s t ruggle  f o r  f a i t h f u l  response t o  i t s  
peacemaking vocation l ead  us t o  readiness f o r  res is tance?  We s h a l l  i d e n t i f y  
severa l  forms t h a t  Chr is t ians  a r e  already engaged i n  and t h a t  a r e  being widely 
and vigorously discussed i n  t h e  church. It is  important t o  repeat t h a t  
res is tance  should not be i d e n t i f i e d  with any one o r  severa l  of these forms. 
Resistance i s  a s tance  of f a i t h  t h a t  may be expressed i n  many d i f f e r e n t  ways. 
Indeed one of t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of r e s i s t ance  i s  t h e  wondrous range of 
behavioral forms i t  may take,  of ten  s t imula t ing t h e  c r e a t i v e  imagination born 
of f a i t h  t o  envision ever new p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  The ones t h a t  a r e  highlighted i n  
t h e  following pages a r e  by no means exhaustive but a r e  representa t ive  of t h e  
forms res i s t ance  i s  taking i n  t h e  contemporary engagement of Chr is t ians  with 
government po l i c ies .  

A. Sanctuary 

Sanctuary was i n i t i a t e d  publ ic ly  by the  Southside Presbyterian Church i n  
Tucson, Arizona, i n  March 1982, on t h e  anniversary of Archbishop Romero's 
murder by assass ins  i n  E l  Salvador. Since t h a t  beginning, about 200 
Protes tant  and Roman Catholic churches i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  have declared 
public sanctuary. Twenty of these churches a r e  Presbyterian. Sanctuary i s  a 
way t o  provide protec t ion f o r  refugees from E l  Salvador and Guatemala who a r e  
coming t o  t h e  United S t a t e s  t o  escape t h e  violence i n  t h e i r  countr ies ,  which 
is i n t e n s i f i e d  espec ia l ly  i n  E l  Salvador by p o l i c i e s  of t h e  United S ta tes .  
Very near ly  a l l  a r e  denied l e g a l  s t a t u s  a s  refugees; t h e  overwhelming 
majority, when apprehended, a r e  deported t o  t h e i r  home countr ies  where they 
may be subject  t o  persecution and even death. Churches t h a t  declare  sanctuary 
commit themselves t o  the  protec t ion of t h e  refugees from depor ta t ion  and t o  
caring f o r  t h e i r  needs while they remain i n  t h e  United S ta tes .  

Such ac t ions  a r e  i l l e g a l  i n  t h e  eyes of t h e  United S t a t e s  Government, and 
severa l  persons who a r e  involved have been a r res ted .  Sanctuary workers argue 
t h a t  i t  i s  the  United S t a t e s  Government t h a t  i s  ac t ing  i l l e g a l l y .  Cit ing t h e  
Refugee Act of 1980 and the  1968 ac t ion  i n  which t h e  United S t a t e s  signed t h e  
United Nations Protocol Relat ing t o  t h e  S ta tus  of Refugees, they argue t h a t  
the  United S ta tes ,  including i t s  c i t i z e n s ,  i s  obl igated  by i t s  own laws t o  
grant  asylum t o  Central American refugees. Providing sanctuary i s  an a c t  of 
r e s i s t ance  t o  protec t  vulnerable refugees and t o  challenge t h e  government's 
i l l e g a l  applicaton of a jus t  law. 

The General Assembly has "urged congregations t o  a c t i v e l y  r e s i s t  t h e  



Sanctuary is the clearest current example of corporate 
resistance, both at the General Assembly level and in 
congregations. Sanctuary calls on church members not 
only t o  act compassionately as individuals but t o  act also 
in compassionate resistance as the community of faith. 

immoral and i l l e g a l  pol icy  of t h e  United S t a t e s  Immigration and Na tu ra l i za t ion  
Service by dec la r ing  t h e i r  churches t o  be sanc tua r i e s  f o r  refugees from E l  
Salvador and Guatemala" (194th General Assembly, 19821, and committed i t s e l f  ' 
t o  t h e  support of those  involved. (195th General Assembly, 1983; 196th General 
Assembly, 1984). I n  urging as w e l l  a s  supporting sanctuary ,  t h e  General 
Assembly has a l ready adopted one form of a r e s i s t a n c e  s tance.  Sanctuary i s  
t h e  c l e a r e s t  cu r ren t  example of corporate  r e s i s t a n c e ,  both a t  t h e  General 
Assembly l e v e l  and i n  congregations. Sanctuary c a l l s  on church members not  
only t o  a c t  compassionately as ind iv idua l s  but  t o  a c t  a l s o  i n  compassionate 
r e s i s t a n c e  as t h e  community of f a i t h .  

Sanctuary could a l s o  be seen as a corpora te  a c t  of symbolic wi tness  
aga ins t  t h e  d e s t r u c t i v e  dynamics of m i l i t a r i s m  i n  t h e  Cen t ra l  American pol icy  
of t h e  United S t a t e s  Government. Sanctuary r evea l s  t h e  b r u t a l  r e l a t i o n  
between cu r ren t  United S t a t e s  pol icy  and t h e  very personal  s t o r i e s  of t h e  
people who have experienced t h e  t e r r o r  and des t ruc t iveness  i t  f o s t e r s .  I n  a 
statement  a t  a Consultat ion on Sanctuary f o r  Presbyter ians ,  The Rev. John 
F i f e ,  pas tor  of Southside Presbyter ian  Church made t h e  fol lowing comment: 

We have no middle ground between co l l abora t ion  wi th  t h e  
U.S. b e t r a y a l  of f a i t h  and our r e s i s t a n c e  t o  t h a t  
be t raya l .  We can t ake  our s tand  wi th  t h e  oppressed o r  we 
can be s i l e n t  and s tand  wi th  t h e  oppressor.  But we cannot 
do both. I f  we choose t o  s tand  wi th  t h e  oppressed, then  we 
w i l l  have t o  run t h e  r i s k s  of doing c e r t a i n  a c t s  which our 
government cons iders  i l l e g a l  .... But I remind you, 
law-abidin p r o t e s t s  o n l y P t r a i n  us  t o  l i v e  wi th  
a t r o c i t y .  68 

Sanctuary mani fes ts  s o l i d a r i t y  wi th  t h e  poor and vulnerable  persons i n  
Cent ra l  America. I n  expressing t h e  min i s t ry  of Chr is t  t o  persons despe ra t e ly  
i n  need of p ro tec t ion ,  sanctuary r evea l s  t h a t  l ov ing  s e r v i c e  can i t s e l f  be an  
a c t  of r e s i s t ance .  I n  t h e  time ahead sanctuary might be extended t o  inc lude  a 
broader range of persons who need harboring and p ro tec t ion  from d e s t r u c t i v e  
po l i c i e s .  For example, i f  t h e  General Assembly were t o  adopt a r e s i s t a n c e  
commitment, i t  could a l s o  c a l l  on churches t o  g i v e  sanctuary t o  i t s  members 
who heed t h i s  c a l l ,  e.g. t a x  r e s i s t e r s ,  AWOL service-persons,  t hose  who climb 
fences  i n t o  nuclear  weapons i n s t a l l a t i o n s  t o  p r o t e s t  government po l i c i e s .  The 
sanctuary movement i s  a powerful expression of Chr i s t i an  love  toward those  who 
a r e  regarded by governments as "enemies." It could be imaginat ively developed 
i n  ways few have y e t  conceived. 



B. Tax Resistance 

Increas ing  numbers of persons a r e  express ing  t h e i r  noncooperation wi th  
government m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s  by withholding a po r t ion  of t h e i r  income taxes .  
Some, i n  o rde r  t o  avoid paying t a x e s  t o  support  m i l i t a r y  expenditures ,  
maintain t h e i r  income below a taxable  l e v e l .  Others  withhold a c e r t a i n  
percentage of t h e i r  t axes  and inform t h e  I n t e r n a l  Revenue Serv ice  of what they  
have done and why. A s t r a t e g y  some a r e  now proposing i n  o r d e r  t o  widen t h e  
base of t a x  r e s i s t a n c e  i s  f o r  masses of persons t o  withhold a s m a l l  symbolic 
amount t o  express  t h e i r  oppos i t ion  t o  m i l i t a r y  spending. There a r e  many 
var ied  ways i n  which persons might p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t a x  r e s i s t a n c e .  

Advocates o f t e n  speak of t a x  r e s i s t a n c e  as a fundamental ma t t e r  of 
conscience. They cannot any more accept  c o n t r i b u t i n g  money t o  weaponry than  
they could a c t u a l l y  use t h e  weapons i n  war. For some, t hen ,  i t  i s  c l o s e l y  
l i nked  t o  consc ien t ious  ob jec t ion  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  w a r .  For o the r s ,  i t  i s  
l i nked  t o  a s t ance  of nuc lea r  pacif ism and deeply he ld  convic t ions  about t h e  
e v i l  of nuc lea r  weapons. Tax r e s i s t e r s  cannot bear  t o  s e e  t h e i r  money he lp ing  
t o  pay f o r  p o l i c i e s  they  be l i eve  t o  be con t r a ry  t o  God's w i l l .  U n t i l  r e c e n t l y  
t a x  r e s i s t e r s  have no t  been as i n c l i n e d  t o  speak about t a x  r e s i s t a n c e  a s  a 
p a r t  of a p o l i t i c a l  s t r a t e g y .  E f f o r t s  t o  bu i ld  a mass movement of t a x  
r e s i s t e r s  have a more c l e a r l y  developed p o l i t i c a l  ob jec t ive :  t o  confront  
cu r r en t  m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s  w i th  widespread c i v i l  disobedience. 

C r i t i c s  of t a x  r e s i s t a n c e  as a way t o  counter  m i l i t a r i s m  argue that 
gene ra l ly  t h e  IRS c o l l e c t s  t h e  money anyway and sometimes even more than  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  t a x  w i t h  f i n e s  and pena l t i e s .  Moreover, t h e  government w i l l  f i n d  t h e  
ways t o  f inance  i t s  m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s .  Tax r e s i s t a n c e ,  un le s s  it  i s  p rac t i ced  
on a massive s c a l e ,  i s  i n e f f e c t i v e  i n  counterac t ing  t h e  dominance of 
m i l i t a r i s m  i n  government p o l i c i e s .  I n  a s o c i e t y  so  heav i ly  i n f e c t e d  wi th  
m i l i t a r y  in f luence ,  t h e r e  i s  no way t o  avoid  some comproroises. For c r i t i c s ,  
t h e  ch ief  need i s  t o  develop more p o l i t i c a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  ways t o  r e s i s t  
m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s  r a t h e r  than  t o  emphasize a c t s  of personal  conscience t h a t  
may not  have much impact on t h e s e  p o l i c i e s .  

I n  addressing t h e  i s s u e  of t a x  r e s i s t a n c e ,  t h e  General Assembly could 
extend i t s  p o s i t i o n  on consc ien t ious  ob jec t ion  t o  w a r s  t o  t h e  support  of t h e  
conscience of t a x  r e s i s t e r s .  It could nore  aggress ive ly  seek t h e  
es tab l i shment  of a World Peace Tax Fund which would provide a l e g a l l y  
a v a i l a b l e  channel  f o r  consc i en t ious ly  motivated t a x  r e s i s t e r s  t o  pay i n t o  a n  
a l t e r n a t i v e  fund t h e  po r t ion  they  would otherwise withhold. Fu r the r ,  t h e  
General Assembly could organize  l e g a l  h e l p  and support f o r  t a x  r e s i s t e r s .  It 
could c a l l  Presbyter ians  t o  cons ider  engaging i n  t h i s  form of a c t i o n ,  o r  w i t h  
more corpora te  a s s e r t i v e n e s s ,  a c t u a l l y  encourage members t o  engage i n  t a x  
r e s i s t ance .  The Assembly could advocate  massive c i v i l  disobedience through 
symbolic withholding of a c e r t a i n  amount; o r  hold co rpo ra t e ly  i n  escrow t h e  
money ind iv idua l s  withhold so t h a t  l e g a l  l i a b i l i t y  f o r  such a c t s  of 
disobedience would be t h e  n a t i o n a l  church body r a t h e r  t han  i n d i v i d u a l  members, 
pas to r s ,  o r  s e s s i o n s  of churches. 



C. Noninvestment and Disinvestment 

One way that persons and institutions are related to military policies is 
through their investments. Many corporations in which investments are made 
are involved in substantial ways in the manufacture of armaments. 
Consequently, the stance of resistance, whether expressed corporately or 
individually, can take the form of not investing in military-related 
corporations or divesting from those in which investment portfolios are 
currently held. 

In 1982, the General Assembly of the former United Presbyterian Church 
adopted a policy for the denomination's investments which required 
noninvestment in or divestment from corporations heavily involved in military 
production. Three standards were adopted for determining which corporations 
would be excluded from denominational investments: 

(1) those that are among ten leading military contractors 
(measured as dollar volume of military contracts in the 
most recent years); (2) those that, among the one hundred 
leading military contractors, are dependent on military 
contracts for more than 25% of their sales (measured as the 
average ratio of military contracts to sales in the most 
recent 3 year period); (3) those that make the key nuclear 
components for nuclear warheads. 62 

This is a clear example of a corporate institutional policy of 
noncooperation with highly militarized corporations. With a denominational 
call to resistance, this investment policy could be expanded and made more 
rigorous. The point is not the purity of the church's investments. There is 
no way the church could withdraw from every kind of complicity with military 
related economic activity. In fact, the rationale for the policy presents a 
conscious attempt to mix witness and hope for effectiveness. By its action, 
the General Assembly hoped to draw attention to the enormous size of the 
military budget, the growing dependence of the economy on military spending, 
and the danger of nuclear war, and thus increase opposition to those 
policies. The church could now be called to follow the lead of the 1982 
Assembly and adopt and implement an investment policy at every level that 
fundamentally and comprehensively embodies the stance of noncooperation with 
major military-implicated corporations. 

Moreover, the General Assembly could promote vigorously the further 
implementation of a divestment policy at other levels of church life, 
including individual church members. Members could be challenged to 
understand noncooperation with and public protest against a militarized 
economy as a matter of Christian discipleship and stewardship, and not merely 
partisan political preference. Similarly Presbyterian churches and members 
might be encouraged to adopt boycott strategies against the products of 
certain corporations extensively involved in military production, especially 
nuclear weapons. When there is not a clearcut choice between purity and 
complicity in the church's relation to militarism, this does not mean that 
ambiguity renders the church's selective resistance meaningless. Rather the 
church would need to develop strategically wise policies for resistance 



When there is not a clearcut choice between purity 
and complicity in the church's relation t o  militarism, 
this does not mean that ambiguity renders the church's 
selective resistance meaningless. 

a g a i n s t  corpora t ions ,  focusing on those  i n  which t h e  e v i l s  of m i l i t a r i s m  a r e  
most b l a t a n t l y  and dangerously manifested. 

D. Occupational Withdrawal 

Another form of r e s i s t a n c e  i s  occupat iona l  withdrawal. Roman Cathol ic  
Bishop Matthiesen of Amarillo,  Texas drew publ ic  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h i s  a c t i o n  when 
he encouraged Cathol ics  working a t  Pantex t o  cons ider  l eav ing  t h e i r  jobs a t  
this nuclear  weapons plant .63 From a r e s i s t a n c e  s t ance ,  such counsel  
deserves s e r i o u s  cons idera t ion .  There have always been occupat ions t h e  church 
has regarded a s  unsu i t ab l e  f o r  C h r i s t i a n  work, recognizing i n  i t s  theology of 
vocat ion t h a t  work i s  t o  be an  express ion  of s tewardship of t a l e n t s  and 
energ ies  f o r  t h e  well-being of t h e  wider community. 

Yet t o  r a i s e  t h e  ques t ion  of C h r i s t i a n  withdrawal from mi l i t a ry - r e l a t ed  
occupat ions provokes tremendous controversy.  Today t h e r e  a r e  many 
consc ien t ious  C h r i s t i a n s  working i n  m i l i t a r y  p l a n t s ,  indeed many who a r e  
c e n t r a l l y  involved i n  nuc lea r  weapons i n d u s t r i e s .  Persons need t o  have jobs, 
and t o  ea rn  a l i v i n g  and t o  support f ami l i e s .  Persons t r a i n e d  i n  c e r t a i n  
s c i e n t i f i c  and engineering d i s c i p l i n e s  o f t e n  f i n d  few a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  m i l i t a r y  
indus t ry  as they  seek employment. 

The cons ide ra t ion  of such employment makes c l e a r  aga in  how pervas ive  and 
systemic t h e  in f luence  of m i l i t a r i s m  is. It is not  enough t o  counsel  
Chr i s t i ans  no t  t o  t ake  mi l i t a ry - r e l a t ed  jobs when publ ic  po l i cy  engenders a 
m i l i t a r i l y  dependent economy. Res is tance  would have t o  be a t  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  
l e v e l  t o  r i d  t h e  economy of i t s  cu r ren t  a d d i c t i o n  t o  weaponry. P o l i t i c a l  and 
economic a c t i v i t y  aimed a t  convert ing t h e  economy t o  c i v i l i a n  product ion would 
c e r t a i n l y  be mandatory t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  systemic i s sues .  

Nonetheless,  i t  is  not  enough t o  focus  only on systemic i s s u e s  and l eave  
t h e  ques t ion  of occupat iona l  noncooperation alone.  The General  Assembly i n  
i t s  pol icy  could encourage members t o  cons ider  l eav ing  jobs d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  
t o  m i l i t a r y  r e sea rch  and production, e s p e c i a l l y  nuc lea r  weapons, and genera te  
a s t r a t e g y  f o r  a i d i n g  persons who have made such dec is ions .  A group of 
P re sby te r i ans  i n  Boulder, Colorado, have covenanted t o g e t h e r  t o  he lp  workers 
at  t h e  Rocky F l a t s  Nuclear Weapons P lan t  make t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  t o  o t h e r  jobs. 
They a r e  t i t h i n g  from t h e i r  own income t o  provide f i n a n c i a l  he lp  f o r  t hese  
persons. This  i s  a model of what Presbyter ians  could p r a c t i c e  more widely. 
The General Assembly, p re sby te r i e s ,  and l o c a l  churches could e s t a b l i s h  funds 



and programs t o  help meet job re t ra ining and re locat ion expenses f o r  members 
who leave t h e i r  occupations out of a res is tance  stance.  Moreover, i t  may be 
possible f o r  members t o  discover f a i t h f u l  forms of res is tance  within 
occupations, l iv ing  out s t y l e s  of noncooperation while engaging i n  nonnuc lea r  
and non-mil i tar is t ic  types of work. Members i n  s imi la r  occupations could 
support and encourage each other  i n  c rea t ing  f a i t h f u l  ways t o  r e s i s t  and share  
t h e i r  commitments more broadly i n  the  church. 

The General Assembly could be even more d i r e c t  i n  a c tua l l y  c a l l i ng  on 
Presbyterians t o  leave employment i n  nuclear weapons indus t r i es  i n  
pa r t i cu la r .  I f  the  General Assembly should declare  not only t he  use of 
nuclear weapons immoral but a l so  deterrence policy i t s e l f ,  then par t i c ipa t ion  
i n  the  production of these weapons could a l so  be regarded a s  a morally 
unacceptable occupation. The implementation of such a policy,  i f  i t  were 
adopted, would c l ea r l y  need t o  be ca r r i ed  out with pas to ra l  s ens i t i v i t y ,  with 
an absence of self-righteousness on t he  pa r t  of members who a r e  not  employed 
i n  these  indus t r i es .  It would require an e f f ec t i ve  s t ra tegy  of corporate 
respons ib i l i ty  f o r  those who a r e  personally af fected by t he  church posit ion,  
an expression of t he  Chris t ian  commitment " t o  bear one another 's  burdens." 

E. Noncooperation with the Military Service 

Another form of res is tance  c lea r ly  could be withdrawal from or  re fusa l  t o  
cooperate with the  mi l i t a ry  service.  This includes a number of possible 
decisions: r e fusa l  t o  r eg i s t e r  f o r  the  d r a f t ,  r e fusa l  t o  submit t o  t he  d r a f t  
i f  one were r e in s t i t u t ed ,  r e fu sa l  t o  jo in  the  mi l i t a ry  service  voluntar i ly ,  
a s s i s t i ng  young men i n  f inding a l t e rna t i ve  jobs, withdrawal from mi l i t a ry  
service  by career  personnel, r e fu sa l  by mi l i t a ry  o f f i c e r s  t o  implement nuclear 
weapons po l ic ies ,  o r  discovering ways within t he  mi l i t a ry  service  t o  r e s i s t  
the influence of mil i tarism. 

Presbyterians have t r ad i t i ona l l y  regarded mi l i t a ry  service  as  an 
occupation Christ ians can enter  i n  good conscience. But i f  t he  vocation of 
peacemaking were t o  be understood a s  now ca l l i ng  f o r  a res i s t ance  stance,  then 
Presbyterian corporate policy would possibly change. There a r e ,  t o  be sure ,  
many complexities here. There a r e  those who jo in  the  mi l i t a ry  service  
"voluntarily" o f ten  because of the  absence of o ther  employment opportunit ies.  
In  l a rge  proportion, these a r e  poor and nonwhite persons. Vincent Harding 
makes the  point c lear ly :  

For i f  the  America t h a t  does not yet  e x i s t  i s  not brought 
i n t o  being soon, we w i l l  be rapidly creat ing a generation of 
poor and non-white mercenaries who w i l l  f i g h t  other poor and 
nonwhite people pa r t ly  because they a r e  deceived by the  
poison of anti-communism, pa r t l y  because they w i l l  be given 
prominent and high l e v e l  models of nonwhite "achievement" i n  
the  mi l i t a ry  and pa r t l y  because the  nat ion provides no other 
way f o r  them t o  earn a l iv ing.  64 



On t h e  ques t ion  of voluntary p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  m i l i t a r y  s e r v i c e ,  t h e  
General Assembly could encourage i t s  members not  t o  j o i n  t h e  s e r v i c e  and could 
develop a comprehensive s o c i a l  s t r a t e g y  t o  assist persons t o  f i n d  o the r  
employment, e s p e c i a l l y  those  who c u r r e n t l y  have few a v a i l a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
I n  t h i s  connection, t h e  General Assembly could no te  t h a t  campus ROTC programs 
a r e  an  a t t r a c t i v e  source of s cho la r sh ip  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  such young people and 
an important source of s tuden t s  f o r  f i n a n c i a l l y  pressed church col leges .  The 
Assembly could provide scho la r sh ip  support t o  Presbyter ian  schools  w i l l i n g  t o  
end t h e i r  a s soc ia t ion  wi th  ROTC. 

On t h e  quest ion of t h e  d r a f t ,  t h e  General Assembly i s  on record f o r  
opposing i t s  r e i n s t i t u t i o n .  But t h e  i s s u e  of d r a f t  r e g i s t r a t i o n  i s  somewhat 
more d i f f i c u l t .  The corpora te  church could,  on t h e  b a s i s  of i t s  support  of 
Chr i s t i an  conscience, support t hose  members who i n  conscience r e fuse  t o  
r e g i s t e r  f o r  t h e  d r a f t  a t  age eighteen.  This  a c t i o n  could be considered a 
j u s t i f i a b l e  a c t  of c i v i l  disobedience, and t h e  General Assembly could seek 
ways t o  provide l e g a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  t h e  young men and t o  l i m i t  t h e  p e n a l i t i e s  
imposed by c i v i l  a u t h o r i t y  on t h e s e  persons. Yet,  s i n c e  r e g i s t r a t i o n  i s  no t  
t h e  same th ing  as r e g i s t r a t i o n  f o r  t h e  d r a f t  because t h e  d r a f t  i s  not  i n  
ex i s t ence ,  t h i s  may not  be a c l e a r  enough po in t  of r e s i s t a n c e  t o  warrant  a 
corpora te  church p o s i t i o n  advocating nonregis t ra t ion .  I f  t h e  d r a f t  were 
r e i n s t i t u t e d ,  then  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  would c l e a r l y  be d i f f e r e n t ;  and t h e  General 
Assembly might adopt a pol icy  advocating d r a f t  r e s i s t a n c e .  

There a r e  Presbyter ians  who a r e  making a c a r e e r  of m i l i t a r y  s e r v i c e ,  
inc luding  both chapla ins  and o t h e r  kinds of m i l i t a r y  personnel. The debate 
about t h e  appropr ia teness  of Chr i s t i an  min i s t e r s  serv ing  as o f f i c e r s  w i th in  
t h e  m i l i t a r y  s e r v i c e  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  se rv ing  as c l e rgy  w i t h i n  church 
denominations i s  not  new. But t h e  debate takes  on a d i f f e r e n t  c a s t  i f  t h e  
corpora te  church c a l l s  i t s  members t o  a r e s i s t a n c e  s tance .  Then 
noncooperation wi th  m i l i t a r i s m  might warrant o r  even r equ i re  t h a t  t h e  General 
Assembly no longer  c e r t i f y  m i l i t a r y  chaplaincy as an  acceptable  form of 
minis t ry .  Cer ta in ly  min i s t ry  t o  m i l i t a r y  personnel  would need t o  be aff i rmed 
but  not  through t h e  in s t rumen ta l i t y  of c le rgy  who s e r v e  as o f f i c e r s  of t h e  
armed se rv ices .  Again t h e  General Assembly would need t o  in su re  t h a t  t h e r e  
were suppport systems a v a i l a b l e  f o r  persons a f f e c t e d  by t h i s  pol icy .  There 
may a l s o  be ways t h a t  m i l i t a r y  chapla ins  could provide a min i s t ry  wi th in  t h e  
s e r v i c e  t h a t  i s  f a i t k f u l  t o  a r e s i s t a n c e  s tance .  This  would r e q u i r e  
s u b s t a n t i a l  a t t e n t i o n ,  e s p e c i a l l y  by chapla ins  themselves, t o  be c l e a r  about 
what such a min i s t ry  would involve. 

F ina l ly ,  t h e r e  a r e  o t h e r  c a r e e r  m i l i t a r y  personnel  who would need t o  be 
encouraged t o  examine t h e i r  occupations ca re fu l ly .  I f  t h e  General  Assembly 
were t o  dec la re  nuclear  weapons p o l i c i e s  immoral, even demonic, t hen  i t  might 
c a l l  on m i l i t a r y  o f f i c e r s  t o  r e s ign  r a t h e r  t han  c a r r y  ou t  t h e  nuclear  weapons 
p o l i c i e s  of t h e  government. S imi l a r  counsel might be g iven  wi th  regard t o  
United S t a t e s  m i l i t a r y  in tervent ionism i n  p laces  l i k e  Cen t ra l  America. 
Whether o r  not  t h e r e  can be m i l i t a r y  occupations i n  t h e  contemporary s i t u a t i o n  
which a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  c r i t e r i a  Presbyter ians  have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  
aff i rmed needs t o  be  a ma t t e r  of s u b s t a n t i a l  debate.  But t h e  burden of proof 
may s h i f t  from assuming t h e  s u i t a b i l i t y  of c e r t a i n  k inds  of m i l i t a r y  c a r e e r s  
t o  t h e  presumption t h a t  such occupat ions may be incompatible wi th  t h e  



C h r i s t i a n  voca t ion  of peacemaking. A l l  t h e  previous r e f e r ences  t o  p a s t o r a l  
s e n s i t i v i t y  and co rpo ra t e  church support  would need t o  apply  h e r e  a s  i n  o t h e r  
ca se s  of occupat iona l  withdrawal.  

F. Demonstrations and Protests 

A f u r t h e r  t ype  of r e s i s t a n c e  would be pub l i c  demonstrat ions o r  p r o t e s t s  of  
va r ious  kinds.  This  could inc lude  a c t s  of symbolic w i tnes s ,  l e g a l  o r  c i v i l l y  
d i sobedien t  forms of con f ron ta t i on ,  marches, s i t - i n s  and p u b l i c  r a l l i e s .  Of 
course,  each r e q u i r e s  assessment i n  i t s  own contex t .  Yet t h e  General  Assembly 
could c a l l  on P re sby te r i ans  t o  express  t h e i r  conv ic t i ons  through such pub l i c  
a c t s  of r e s i s t a n c e ,  and could lend  support  t o  t hose  who p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  c i v i l  
disobedience. Although t h e  General  Assembly would no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  urge a l l  
members t o  become c i v i l l y  d i sobed ien t ,  i t  could advocate  massive pub l i c  
nonviolent  r e s i s t a n c e  a g a i n s t  n u c l e a r  weapons p o l i c i e s  and m i l i t a r i s m  and 
commit resources  t o  t h e  support  of such e f f o r t s .  

Publ ic  demonstrat ions could draw a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of  m i l i t a r i s m  
and weaken i t s  hold on persons '  a l l eg i ance .  The exper ience  of persons 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  such even t s  i s  o f t e n  a genuine sense of empowerment. Whereas 
before  they  f e l t  f e a r f u l  and anxious about engaging i n  such a c t i o n s ,  t hey  now 
d i scove r  a new k ind  of courage and commitment t o  be about  t h e  voca t ion  of 
peacemaking. While i n d i v i d u a l  and small group a c t i o n s  might c la im t h e  
church ' s  suppor t ,  t h e  co rpo ra t e  chu rch ' s  advocacy of massive pub l i c  r e s i s t a n c e  
t o  seek t h e  t r ans fo rma t ion  of United S t a t e s  m i l i t a r y  p o l i c i e s  could be even 
more important .  

G. Involvement in Organizations 

Resis tance  could a l s o  be  expressed through p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  o rgan iza t ions  
engaged i n  r e s i s t a n c e  a c t i v i t y .  Involvement i n  o rgan iza t ions  i s  t h e  most 
r e spons ib l e  way t o  seek p o l i t i c a l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and t o  main ta in  commitment 
over t h e  long haul .  There are any number of contemporary o rgan iza t ions  
seeking i n  va r ious  ways t o  cha l lenge  and change fundamentally United S t a t e s  
m i l i t a r y  and nuc l ea r  p o l i c i e s .  The growth of t h e s e  o rgan iza t ions  i n  t h e  span 
of a few s h o r t  yea r s  c o n s t i t u t e s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  movement i n  American s o c i e t y ,  
and i n  o t h e r  p l a c e s  i n  t h e  world as w e l l .  Alan Geyer has  pointed t o  t h e  
s t r a t e g i c  p r i o r i t y  of nongovernmental o rgan iza t ions  over  convent iona l  
government bodies  i n  t h e  contemporary s t r u g g l e  f o r  disarmament. 65 These 
o rgan iza t ions  a r e  a v i t a l  p o i n t  of s t r a t e g i c  a c t i v i t y  f o r  t hose  who want t o  
make t h e i r  convic t ions  p o l i t i c a l l y  e f f e c t i v ? .  

P re sby te r i an  governing bodies  a t  a l l  l e v e l s  could be urged t o  l e n d  support  
t o  t h e  broad based movement of r e s i s t a n c e  t h a t  i s  bu i ld ing  he re  and abroad. 
This  kind of movement is  n e c e s s a r i l y  c o a l i t i o n a l ,  which he igh tens  i t s  
p o l i t i c a l  s i gn i f i cance .  A s  s u r e l y  a s  P re sby te r i ans  a r e  concerned t o  make 
c l e a r  t h e  s p e c i f i c  t h e o l o g i c a l  reasons  that l e a d  t o  a r e s i s t a n c e  s t a n c e ,  t hey  
a l s o  are concerned t o  ensure  t h a t  t h e s e  convic t ions  are n o t  a b a r r i e r  bu t  a 



bridge t o  other re l ig ious  o r  non-religious groups whose commitment t o  peace 
r e s t s  on d i f fe ren t  foundations. Liberation theologians have emphasized tha t  
Christ ian disc ipleship  must be embodied concretely i n  t he  h i s t o r i c a l  period 
given t o  us, ambiguous a s  i t  may be.66 Today, Christ ian par t i c ipa t ion  i n  
h i s t o r i ca l l y  avai lable  channels of peace organizations and movements would be 
an indispensable form of resistance.  

H. Other Forms 

Resistance can f ind  expression i n  many other spec i f i c  forms and actions.  
Numerous Christ ians from the  United S ta tes  have t rave l led  t o  Nicaragua a s  pa r t  
of the  Witness f o r  Peace movement. They l i v e  with Nicaraguans i n  war-zones 
fo r  a period of time sharing t h e i r  vulnerabi l i ty  i n  the  face  of a t t acks  by 
United S ta tes  supported contras,  praying and worshipping with them. In  
Witness f o r  Peace, Christ ians from the  United S ta tes  a r e  saying with t h e i r  
presence t h a t  they w i l l  stand with the  Nicaraguan people i n  res is tance t o  t he  
United S ta tes  Government's in ten t  t o  overthrow t h e i r  government. 

Many Christ ians a re  a l so  adopting personal and corporate l i f e - s ty l e s  t ha t  
manifest a commitment t o  nonviolence, expressing a stance of res is tance 
against  the world's violence. This may include re la t ionsh ip  t o  long-existing 
Christ ian p a c i f i s t  groups o r  newly formed in ten t iona l  communities t ha t  model 
an a l t e rna t ive  s t y l e  of l i f e .  The Sojourners community i n  t he  inner  c i t y  of 
Washington, D.C.,  i s  one of t h e  must i n f l uen t i a l  of such communities. 
sojounirs provides a b ib l i c a l l y  based model fo r  Chris t ian  s t ruggle  f o r  peace 
and jus t i ce  t ha t  i s  inspir ing and providing leadership fo r  many other 
Chris t ians  across t he  United S ta tes  and elsewhere. 

When resistance is adopted as a matter of faith it has a life- 
changing impact on churches and Christians. Everything is 
affected, from the most visible public confrontations to the 
most undramatic and routine areas of living. 

The stance of resistance would surely express i t s e l f  i n  some d i s t i nc t i ve  
a c t i v i t y ,  yet the  range may be qu i te  broad. The defining charac te r i s t i c  i s  an 
or ienta t ion of "no" t o  nuclear weapons po l ic ies  and mili tarism and a "yes" t o  
pol ic ies  which open outward toward a jus t  peace. This "no" and "yes" would 
a f f ec t  a l l  aspects of l i f e ,  not jus t  spec i f i c  actions.  It represents a whole 
way of seeing and responding t o  government policies.  For example, persons and 
communities might seek ce r t a in  reforms such a s  the  nuclear f reeze ,  but t h i s  
p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  has a d i f fe ren t  meaning f o r  those engaged i n  res is tance 
than fo r  those who believe a nuclear freeze alone i s  a su f f i c i en t  reform. 
When res is tance i s  adopted a s  a matter of f a i t h  it has a life-changing impact 
on churches and Christians. Everything is  affected,  from the  most v i s i b l e  
public confrontations t o  the  most undramatic and routine areas  of l iv ing.  



Conclusion 

This  essay  i s  w r i t t e n  t o  he lp  s t imu la t e  d i scuss ion  and deba te  i n  churches 
on t h e  ques t ion  of whether o r  no t  C h r i s t i a n  peacemakers a r e  now c a l l e d  t o  
r e s i s t ance .  Before any of u s  can be very conf ident  about what we be l i eve  t h e  
church 's  co rpo ra t e  s t ance  should be, we need t o  s t r u g g l e  t oge the r  w i th  t h i s  
ques t ion .  It is only as we engage each o t h e r  i n  many p a r t s  of C h r i s t ' s  church 
i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  and around t h e  world t h a t  we s h a l l  know what God is  
c a l l i n g  us  t o  do. The ques t ion  i s  d i f f i c u l t ,  and t h e  i s s u e s  a r e  exceedingly 
complex. But we know t h a t  we a r e  empowered by t h e  g race  of God t o  be t h e  
church and t o  explore  t h e  cha l lenges  t h a t  confront  us  as we seek  t o  be 
f a i t h f u l  t o  our  c a l l i n g  as peacemakers. 
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