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“NOT BY DREAD, ALONE” 

In The Fearful Choice, the debate on nuchar policy 
which was recently published in Great Britain, Philip 
Toynbee pleaded for unilateral disarmament, and 
even surrender, now. In reply,  Dr. GeoBrey Fisher, 
the Archbishop of Canterbury, aduanced an nrgu- 
inetit that lias been hotlg criticized on both sides of 
thc Ailmitic. Ds. Fisher anficers sotne of his critics 
it1 the October issrrc of Frontier. H c  writes, in pnrf:  

hlr. Toynbee was afraid that-the human race might 
be destroyed, and .based his policy partly on this fear. 
I am more interested in the present and future wel- 
fare of each man, each woman, each child, in his or 
her OWA personal being than I am in “the human race 
and its future.” But as hlr. Toynbee brought the hu- 
man race in more than once, I thought it well to 
suggest in a sentence or two that fear for the human 
race was no ground on which to base a policy. I did 
it in these two sentences: “For all I h o w  it is within 
the providence of God that the human race should 
destroy itself in this manner. There is no evidence 
that the human race is to last forever and plenty in 
Scripture to the contrary effect.” 

This was to say to Mr. Toynbee in effect: “You 
need not trouble yourself as to whether or when or 
how the human race will come to an end. There is 
no evidence.that it will last forever. There is reason 
far thinking that it will come to an end. Neither you 
nor I can tell whether in the providence of God it 
will end by the effects of nuclear war ,or by some 
other means or not at all. So don’t base your policy 
on fears about the extinction of the human race.” 

That is a plain statement of fact in full accord 
with Christian doctrine. And yet it is these two sen- 
tences on which some critics have fastened and from 
which they have managed to draw very strange and 
untheological inferences . . . 

One paper, seeing that I had. used the words “with- 
in the providence of God,” accused me of suggesting 
that God might choose to put an end to the human 
race by means of a nuclear war. To say that some- 
thing may be within the providence of God means 
that it may conceivably be within the foreknowledge 
of God. Nothing that happens on earth can ever be 
outside the foreknowledge or providence of God. 
But that does not mean that God pre-determines 
everything that happens. Theology holds that there 
is a realm of action in which God chooses and a 
realm also in which man bears the responsibility of 
his own free will. Choice of an evil, consciously or 
unconsciously, must be attributed to the sin and 
stupidity of men, but never to God. 

I t  was said that these two sentences are “bleak 
pessimism,” “show that [I] have lost faith in ma& 
kind,” “condone fatalism and deny free will.” Chris- 
titan hope, Christian optimism, Christian faith in 
mankind and Christian belief in man’s measure of 
free will do not depend in any degree at  all upon 
beliefs about how long the human race will continue 
to exist or how it may one day end. All these C h -  
tian possessions are ours now; they are constantly 
given to us and daily renewed in us by God and 
by Him alone. It is only as we free oursefves from 
bondage to the things of this world that we are free 
to serve Him without fear and to judge the affairs 
of this world by His standards. It is the materialist, 
scientific or otherwise, who by denying God, con- 
dones fatalism and denies free will . . . 

[Here is] a very brief statement of my own atti- 
tude, Some Christians think the possession and use 
of nuclear weapons morally indefensible, others think 
that their possession and possible use c m  be de- 
fended on moral grounds. To this argument there is 
no end, though wherever it is tested the balance of 
Christian opinion is, I think, against accepting the 
former of these two views. It seems to me wise that 
Christians should frankly recognize the. division of 
opinion and not be unduly disturbed about it. It 
is a legitimate difference of opinion. Then they 
can concentrate on such practical steps as can be 
taken in the political field to achieve what all Chris- 
tians desperately desire to achieve, the making of 
war itself, and of nuclear war in particular, first un- 
likely and then impossible. We should all agree that 
war and, a fortiori, nuclear war, is abhorrent in its 
nature and repugnant to the Christian conscience, 
and that every statesman must be encouraged to di- 
rect his every word and action towards the removal 
of war, stage by stage, from the field of international 
relations. It must, however, never be forgotten that 
Ghristians and Christian statesmen do not make the 
conditions in which they work nor have they the 
power always (or often) to do just what they would 
of themselves wish to do. We can only try to make 
the best out of our conditions, recognizing the limi- 
tations imposed on our freedom of action by the facts 
or by the obstinacies of other men or by conflicting 
responsibilities. 

For this reason Christians will always be patient 
with one another since, in the application of Chris- 
tian principles. to the raw and sinful facts of the 
world, there is a large room left in which a Christian 
citizen or statesmen may make mistakes of detail 
(and especially of technical detail) either in his 
judgment or in his motives or in his methods . . . 
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