
FOR GOD OR COUNTRY? the ultimate and the actual. No order men can create 
will mirror exactlv the divine intention, and no code 
of behavior they can devise will ever yield morally 
pure actions. We have to begin with the circumstances, 
the situation as given, and seek to act within the 
range of actual possibility, hoping to inform our deeds 
with divinely given wisdom, but offering up our fail- 
ures to divinely given judgment and mercy. 

This is, again, familiar territory in ethical discus- 
sion. \Vhat it means for an approach to Vietnam and 
the Middle East is a realization of the fundamental 
intractability and irrationality of the problems, and a 
consequent modesty in our espectations, a willingness 
to accept proximate solutions. The issues are not black 
and white, but dirty grey in both cases. For Vietnam 
this means admitting that negotiations to end the war 
are not separable from the context of power, that self- 
determination is not going to mean a model demo- 
cratic state in the foreseeable future, that the nature 
of the conflict cannot be simplified by calling it a civil 
war, or a “war of national liberation,” or an inter- 
national power struggle, when it  is all of these at once. 

For the h4iddle East this attitude means admitting 
that the historical movement of people which created 
Israel cannot be undone, cannot be subjected to ab- 
stract justice ex post facto. In means admitting that 
no settlcment of the area’s problems is going to take 
place apart from tacit American-Soviet agreement, no 
matter what the legal issues or the multilateral pacts, 
as we surely could have realized when the so-called 
“maritime powers” rather abjectly left the Gulf of 
Aquaba issue in the lap of the United States. 

In both wars this modest contextual realism will 
locate the impingement of the Kingdom of God pri- 
marily in concern for the people who suffer. This 
approach will not try to describe these people in the 
prtially abstract categories of nation or ideology, 
but will begin with the tangible problem of food and 
shelter, dignity and peace. The refugees, the fields, 
the homes, the flow of commerce: these are the truly 
moral concerns. Political ideas are ethical matters only 
as they relate to these primary categories. 

This approach to an ethical appraisal of the Viet- 
namese and Middle Eastern wars does not “take sides” 
or indicate a particular policy. I have tried to show 
the ways in which it can be used with rather different 
policies in mind. This argument for a method is not 
intended to imply a conclusion. But it is intended to 
cast doubt on the moral credentials displayed in many 
of the appeals to our consciences, and to concentrate 
instead on more fundamental ethical issues. Hope- 
fully, moral appeals will carry more weight if they are 
more solidly grounded, and the enterprise of the 
moralist will acquire some useful relevance. 

T h e  Question of Disarmament 

Paul Bock 

\\’hen churches speak to their own people and to the 
nations on matters of international affairs, how much 
do their pronouncements reflect the political policies 
of various countries and power blocs? Is the voice 
of n national or regional church body likely to he very 
different from that of an international ecclesiastical 
orginization? A single example will, admittedly, yieId 
only partial answers, but they may suggest what a 
fuller study would disclose. 

Consider the ways in which churches have dealt 
with the question of disarmament and arms control. 
Statements have been made by three representative 
groups: ( 1) The Christian Peace Conference centered 
in Prague, Czcchoslo\~akia; ( 2 )  the National Council 
of Churches in the U.S.A. and one of its meniber 
churches, the United Church of Christ; and (3) the 
World Council of Churches. These are representative 
church bodies from both sides of the iron curtain and 
an international body which has member churches in 
virtually all parts of the world. 

The United Nations has struggled with the problem 
of arms control since World War 11, its most tangible 
achievcnients being the partial test ban treaty of 1963, 
and of lesser significance, the treaty approved in 1966 
by the U.N. General AssembIy outlawing nuclear 
\vtiipons in space and prohibiting military use of the 
moon and other celestial bodies. The East and the 
\Vest h a w  consistently differed in their approaches 
to arms control. In general, the East has insisted on 
mutual agreement to disarm before considering sys- 
tems of control to implement disarmament, viewing 
\\’estern proposals for inspection as a subterfuge for 
espionage. The \Vest has reiterated its position that 
effective controls must accompilny each and every dis- 
armament step in order to assure actual disarmament. 
Since nuclear deterrence has been a critical part of 
\Vestern policy from World War 11 onward, a pro- 
posal to abolish weapons of mass destruction pre- 
sented, at least initially, a greater danger to the West’s 
security than to the East’s, whose ground forces were 
greater. It was within this kind of a world situation 
that the churches sought to give their guidance in the 
interest of world peace. 
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Areas of Agreement. A reading of church state- 
ments from both sides of the iron curtain and from a 
world body reveals a number of areas of striking 
similarity. The urgency of ending - or at least limit- 
ing - the testing of nuclear weapons was expressed 
by all. In 1954 the Evanston Assembly of the World 
Coundl of Churches, deeply stirred by reports of 
Japanese delegates about the effects of testing in the 
Pacific, called upon nations to “carry on tests only 
within their respective territories or, if elsewhere, only 
by  international clearance and agreement.” In 1957 
the Commission of the Churches for International 
Affairs of the W.C.C. cnlled upon nations “to stop, 
b y  international agreement, the testing of nuclear 
weapons.” Still more forceful was the 1959 statement 
of the Central Committee of the lV.C.C.: 

]!’e affimi that no n.ition is jri\tifictl in deciding on its 
own rcsjionsibility to conduct niiclcnr we,ipons test5 when 
the people of other nations \vho have not given their 
consent ni,iy have to Iienr the conscqiicncc\. Therefore 
wc c.dl upon each incinlicr nation contcnip1,iting tests to 
give full recognition to this moral responsibility as well 
:is consitlcration\ of nation‘il defense and international 
sc‘ciiri ty. 

Both the Christian Peace Conference in Prague and 
the National Council of Churches in the US. issued 
calls for the cessation of testing during the same 
period. In 1958 the C.P.C. proclaimed that there should 
be a ban on iltomic weapons tests, and in 1961 that 
“the testing of nuclear weapons should be stopped 
ancl an agreement on international control should be 
readied.” The N.C.C. went on record in 1958 to 
“fwor the control and limitation of all nuclear tests 
by international agreement with a system of inter- 
national inspection and safeguards under the United 
Nations as one step toward more fundamental dis- 
armament negotiations.” 

A second area of agreement appears in the common 
concern to limit and restrict the use of weapons of 
rims destruction and to cut back on other forms of 
armaments. The W.C.C. in 1954 cailed for “prohibi- 
tion ‘of all weapons of mass destruction, including 
atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for inter- 
national inspection and control, such as would safe- 
guard the security of all nations, together with the 
drastic reduction of all armaments.” The C.P.C. asked 
in 1958 for the “outlawing and destruction of atomic 
ivenpons,” and the N.C.C. in 1958 demanded “uni- 
versal, inspected, controlled reduction and regulation 
of all armaments, incIuding nuclear weapons.” It might 
be noted, however, that the C.P.C. did not call for 
“inspection” and the N.C.C. did not call for “prohibi- 
tion” or “outlawing” of nuclear weapons. 

Thirdly, there has been evident in recent years a 
common concern about peaceful uses of outer space. 
A 1958 N.C.C. statement read: 

\\’e ;t;lvocate, in seeking policies necessary for the use 
of space, ~111 international system with adequate inspec- 
tion and controls for the developnient of missiles, rockets, 
satcllitch, space stations, and space vehicles, for peaceful 
piirposes cwliisivcly, and provisions for dealing with prob- 
lems arising from the use of space, entrusting to the United 
Nations such functions within this program as it can 
effectively perform 

Similar appeals for the peaceful use of outer space 
were issued by the 1V.C.C. in 1962 and by the C.P.C. 
in 1964. Other areas of common concern became 
apparent in the 1960’s as the church bodies advocated 
agreements to bring about the nonproliferation of 
nuclear weapons, the extension of the test ban beaty 
( in  regard to underground testing and to the involve- 
ment of other countries such as France and China), 
and the increase of the peaceful uses of atomic energy. 

As one views the areas of agreement one recognizes 
that, for the most part, they involve policies that have 
been advocated by both East and West at some time 
or other in their disarmament negotiations. The 
churches were urging the nations to implement their 
alleged aims. I t  needs to be said that the govern- 
mental proposals were sometimes less than serious 
offers and were presented more for their effect upon 
world opinion, 

Diferences. Perhaps more revealing than the simi- 
larities are the differences in the church pronounce- 
ments. Comparing first the statements of the American 
church bodies with those of the Eastern-oriented 
C.P.C., one finds several items included by one but 
not by the other. Among items appearing in C.P.C. 
documents but not in American church statements 
were: appeals for the abolition of military bases on 
foreign territory, establishment of nuclear free zones, 
restrictions on armaments (especially nuclears) in 
West Germany, and “outlawing” of nuclear weapons. 

All of these stands are in line with the security 
policies of the Eastern bloc and out of line with 
\Vestern security policy. Foreign military bases, for 
example, have been an integral part of the American 
nuclear deterrence system. But the C.P.C., in discuss- 
ing the nuclear free zones, referred specifically to the 
Rapacki plan, advocated by Poland, which called for 
nuclear free zones on both sides of the iron curtain 
in Europe. While this plan had more appeal in Europe 
than in the US, and in Western Europe more among 
the people than in the governments, it proved to be 
unacceptable to the West because it limited Ger- 
many’s role in, Western defense. The opposition to 
the rearmament of Western Germany, which recurs 
in C.P.C. statements, is not simply a reflection of 
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Soviet policy but an expression by Germany’s neigh- 
bors of fear of a strong Germany, a fear well sub- 
stantiated by past’ experience. The absence of any 
comment on “inspection” is qtiitc clearly in keeping 
with Soviet policy. 

Among the items inchded in the American church 
documents but not in C.P.C. statements are the advo- 
cacy of the “open skies” policy promulgated by Presi- 
dent Eisenhower in 1955 and the use of the word 
“inspection” in connection with controls. The Amer- 
ican churches also produced in 1950 a statement by 
a group of prominent theologians at the request of 
the then Federal Council of Churches entitled “The 
Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruc- 
tion,” which seeks to justify the use of nuclcar weapons 
in certain circumstances. It says: 

As long as the caistiny: situation hold\, for the 
L’nitcd States to abnntlon it\  atomic wc‘ipons, or to give 
the impression that they wonld not be tisecl, worild leave 
the non-Coniniunist world with totnlly in:tdcqiiatc de- 
frnse. . . . I f  ntoniic weapons or other wc;ipons of pnrallcl 
tlcstructivcnc~s ,ire used ag,tin\t tis or our friends in 
Europe or Asia, we Iielieve that it could be ju\tifiable for 
oiir governrncnt to me them with d l  posible restraint 
to prc,vrnt thc triumph of an iiggrcssor. 

Thus it is clear that the American churches did 
not advocate abolition or prohibition of atomic wea- 
pons, at least not as a policy for the near future. 
Nuclear deterrence was recognized ns being essential 
to national security. 

One must be struck by thc fact that both the pre- 
dominantly Eastern-oriented C.P.C. and the American 
churches were doing littIe more than reflecting the 
policies of the governments. How does one account 
for this? In the case of the C.P.C., two reasons seem 
to emerge: ( a )  The statements present, for the most 
part, genuine convictions of Eastern European church 
leaders, and ( b )  the C.P.C., working in an atmosphere 
where the church is suspected of being outmoded and 
reactionary, feels a strong obligation to prove that the 
churches are progressive, that they are deeply rooted 
in the life of the people whom they serve, and that 
they are not agents of foreign powers. 

But what of the pronouncements of the American 
church groups? One of the N.C.C. statements speaks 
favorably of the American-British-French disarma- 
ment policy. Others are essentially in line with West- 
ern policy. Two notable exceptions are statements 
issued in 1958 and 1960 by the Council for Christian 
Social Action of the United Church of Christ. Both 
sharply opposed the U.S. government policv which 
has “placed almost complete reliance on nuclear 
weapons as a means of deterrence” while placing too 
little emphasis on the development of conventional 
weapons. 

How shall one account for the general agreement 
of American church group statements with American 
policy? Several factors can be suggested: ( a )  the 
American church pronounccments probably represent 
the general convictions of churchmen who are par- 
ticipants in American life, ( h )  the churches felt an 
obligation to be realistic and to advocate policies that 
were realizn1)le without undcrmining national secur- 
ity, ( c )  the policies advocated by the US.-Britain- 
France did have the support of the majority of the 
Urii tcd S a  tions reprcsentatives. There have, however, 
been other issues (notably the war in Vietnam hnd 
China policy) where the American churches have 
differcd sharply with their government. It would be 
hard to find i1ny major issucs where the C.P.C. dif- 
fered sharply with Soviet policy. 

\ \ M e  churches on both sides of the iron curtain 
were to R large extent reflecting national policy, how 
did a world body, the IVorld Council of Churches, 
act? The W.C.C. did call for “prohibition” of atomic 
bombs - stronger language than the American 
churches used - although it  did not advocate this 
;IS an immediate objective as the C.P.C. did. The 
W.C.C. never said anything about the elimination of 
h s e s  on foreign soil. It did advocate nuclear free 
zones, but in doing so did not specifically endorse the 
Rapacki plan. When it did amplify this point it re- 
ferred to another continent; in 1965 the Central Com- 
mittee of the W.C.C. advocatcd “the establishment of 
nuclear free zones as is currently proposed for Africa 
b y  the organizntion for African unity.” 

The W.C.C. did see the need for discussing dis- 
armament in relation to German political problems 
(such as German unity and \Vest German rearma- 
mcnt) but did not take sides on these questions. It 
did call for adequate systems of inspection but recog- 
nized the necessity of finding ways that were not too 
threatening to the powers concerned. The New Delhi 
Assembly of the \V.C.C. held in 1961 stated: 

Totd tlis.irm.uiicnt is thc goal, but it is a complex and 
long-tcrin process in which the churches must not under- 
cstiinntc the iniport.incc of first steps. There may be 
pos\iliIitics of mpcrimenting with limited geographical 
arccis of controlled and inspected diwrmament, of neii- 
trihizing ccrtiiin zones, of tlevising security against stir- 
prisc. attack which worild reduce tension, of controlling 
the u\e of outer space. The approach to disarmament 
need\ to bc both global and localized. Experts must debate 
techniques, brit thc churches sliodd constantly stimulate 
govcrnnicnt to make real advances. 

The New Delhi assembly urged nations never to 
get into a position in which they would contemplate 
the first use of nuclear weapons, and also asserted that 
nuclear weapons should never be used against centers 
of population. (I t  is worth noting, in passing, that the 
positions on disarmament taken in Pacem in Terris 
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and the Vatican Council’s Pastoral Constitution on 
die Chrircli in the Modern World are essentially those 
taken by the W.C.C. in the previous decade.) 

The W.C.C. and its Commission of the Churches 
for International Affairs recognized the need to work 
patiently with both. sides of the East-West conflict. 
In  1962 the CCIA said: 

General and complete disamiament is the goal in the 
agreed principles acceptcd by all parties as the basis for 
dismi1;iincnt negotiations. This goal has little meaning 
;is lmx as agreenient cannot be reached on even the first 
stcps toward disannanient. Accordingly, in order to pave 
tlw wily for niore coniprehcnsivc agreements, there should 
Iw constant readincss to modify previously held positions 
in the light of-new scientific evidence or political circum- 
stances, and to accept provisionnl and partial settlements 
whcrc find solutions cannot be achieved. In this process 
tlic great powers ought to acccpt, under intemational 
control and verification, a progressively lower level of 
:irni:inients without disturbing the equilibrium of power. 
The trend is virtually as iniportant as the immediate result. 

Thus, one finds that on some controversial points 
the W.C.C. did not take sides. On others it accepted 
some points advocated by the East and some advo- 
cited by the West. As it correlated various proposals 
in producing its own position, the W.C.C. advocated 
policies which could be advantageous and feasible for 
for both East and West to follow. In general, one can 
see in the 1V.C.C. pronouncements greater endorse- 
ment of the American-British-French positions than 
of the Soviet position - which is understandable, 
especially in view of the greater support for the West- 
ern position in the United Nations. 

It appears that an international church body such 

as the \V.C.C. does bring a greater objectivity to an 
international problem than a national or regional 
group. Utilizing its larger perspective it can bring its 
influence to bear upon churches and nations and it 
can also serve as a center for the cross-fertilization of 
ideas. It is interesting to observe, for example, that a 
1958 statement of the Council for Christian Social 
Action of the United Church of Christ quotes the 
W.C.C. Central Committee action on nuclear tests 
and that a number of C.P.C. statements in the 1960’s 
express agreement with certain stands taken by the 
W.C.C. in New Delhi and elsewhere. 

Effects of W.C.C. pronouncements upon nations 
can be seen in at least two instances. Back in 1948 
the Commission of the Churches on International 
Affairs proposed the establishment of a system of Inter- 
national Observer Commissions to act as on-the-spot 
observers in areas of tension. This proposal was unani- 
mously adopted by the General Assembly of the 
United Nations in 1950 as a part of the“ Uniting for 
Peace” resolution. In addition, there is reason to be- 
lieve that the W.C.C. and its member churches helped 
to provide the climate to win approval of the test ban 
treaty. 

One should not disparage the role of the churches 
within a particular nation or region, however. By con- 
tributing to and by being open to ecumenical insights 
and by serving as effective communicators, they have 
the ability to influence their people and their govern- 
ment. If they act with intelligence and competence 
they can help to raise the sights of the nations in 
which they exist. 

Moral Earnestness, Political Prudence and the Church 
Who Speaks for the Church? 
hy  Paul Ramsey. Abingdon Press. 
189 pp. $2.45 (paper). 

by Edtonrd Dun, S.J. 

During a hectic game of hurley in 
Ireland, the story goes, the ball 
went into a tree. All efforts to dis- 
lodge it by shaking the tree and 
throwing stones at the branches 
having failed, one captain ex- 
claimed to the other: “Ah, the hell 
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with it, let’s get on with the game!” 
Professor Paul Ramsey is per- 
suaded that the “older” ecumenical 
movement is similarly by-passing, 
when not subverting, its proper 
purpose in a stultifying fashion. 
His admittedly “partial” critique 
concerns chiefly the 1966 Geneva 
World Conference on Church and 
Society sponsored by the World 
Council of Churches, but his gen- 
eral indictment bears on a common 
syndrome he finds characteristic of 
the “socia1 action curias” of the 
churches: “the passion for numer- 
ous particular pronouncements on 
policy questions to the consequent 
neglect of basic decision and ac- 

tion-oriented principles of ethical 
and political analysis.” 

To be sure, the Princeton Pro- 
fessor of Religion is unhappy about 
what he considers the faulty selec- 
tion of participants at such church 
conferences on social problems; the 
inadequacy of discussion, so that 
opposing views and unsurmised 
consequences are not seriously 
weighed; the unseemly rush to 
compose reports to be edited in 
late-night sessions by special periti 
and, after minimal debate, adopted 
by an exhausted audience, pleased 
that it has taken resolute stands, 
thus confronting the world and 
making religion relevant to man’s 
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