
Ronald Reagan-Peacemaker 

Some weeks ago President Reagan addressed a large 
group o f q o m a n  Catholic officials and educators, an- 
nouncing his intcntion to seek a tuition tax rcbate for 
parents whose children attend private schools. About 
mid-way in his address a considerable number among 
the audience silently raised banners and placards pro- 
testing Reagan’s nuclear and rcarmament policies. 
The president stopped his address and with great ear- 
nestness informed the protestors that he, too, seeks 
only peacc. No one, I think, can question the prcsi- 
dent’s sincerity. Undoubtedly he h m  wish to estab- 
lish peace, as much as any protestor in the United 
States or abroad. But granting him the best of motives, 
his method causes deep concern. 

Ironically, i t  now appears that Reagan has donc more 
to make possible a serious discussion of reduction in 
nuclear arms-perhaps even a reduction in the arms 
race-than any president since World War 11. The ad- 
ministration’s dcfensc policies as enunciated by the 
president and his key supporters havc so frightened 
people the world ovcr that there is now a massive 
popular movcmcnt to force politicians to wrestle 
seriously with the peace issue. 

The Reagan administration’s basic assumption is 
that peace can bc built only on equality in nuclear 
arms and delivery systems. Recently the president an- 
nounced that the United States was dangerously be- 
hind the Soviets in nuclear armaments and that some- 
thing drastic must be done, and be done quickly, or 
thcrc would bc no world peace. Secretary of Statc Haig 
and other administration officials have discussed 
openly the possibility of limited nuclear warfare, first- 
strike potential, deployment of a new generation of 
nuclear delivery systems in Western Europe, and a 
host of other possibilities. There is even talk of mass 
evacuation of American citics. 

Can it make sense to speak of nuclear parity when 
both sidcs already possess the weaponry to obliterate 
the entire earth many times over? What does equality 
mean under such conditions? Parity indeed is a basic 
concept in conventional warfare, but is i t  applicable in 
the case of nuclear armaments‘! And granting parity, 
can it  maintain peace in a nuclcar world? Apparently 
the issue has not been debated seriously, either by the 
current administration or  by the Soviets. Theoretical 
discussions of first-strike potential or survival and re- 
taliation after a first strike become nonsensical in the 
face of fallout, whose consequences we cannot prop- 
erly measure. 

On August 9,1945, when the second atomic bomb 
was dropped, the old Federal Council of Churches 
issued a statement, probably written by John Foster 
Dulles, in which it was statcd: “If we, a professedly 
Christian nation, feel morally free to use atomic 
energy in that way, men elsewhere will accept that 
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verdict. Atomic weapons will be looked upon as a nor- 
mal part of the arsenal of war, and the stage will be set 
for the sudden and final destruction o f .  mankind.” 
Apart from the judgment concerning the propriety of 
the use of the atomic bomb to conclude World War 11, 
Dulles foresaw the horrible consequences of resting 
national security on atomic weapons. Today we stand 
perilously close to those consequences. 

With the growing peril has come a renewed sense 
of urgency. Throughout the  world millions of pcoplc 
of widely differing viewpoints have become con- 
vinced that business cannot go on as usual. Political, 
nonpolitical, and apolitical individuals are caught up 
in the movement-all deeply concerned about the 
continuing nuclear policy of both the Unitcd States 
and the Soviet Union. 

The Reagan administration continues to insist 
that it is actually dangerous to have such people 
marching for peace all over the free world. The 
Soviets will exploit this to their advantage, people 
within the Soviet bloc are not permitted to protest, 
and Soviet politicians will view this merely as anoth- 
cr  example of Western weakness. These are all 
possibilities. However, there are other possibilities, 
equally valid. An insistence on the part of massive 
numbers of free people everywhere cannot fail to im- 
press the Kremlin. Certainly Russia’s leaders do not 
wish atomic annihilation for their peoplc or the world 
any more than we do. 

In the Unitcd States, members of both parties are 
deeply concerned about the basic assumptions upon 
which the Reagan administration proceeds in its 
scarch for peace. It docs not take a prophet to predict 
that protest will continue; perhaps it will swell and in- 
crease in intcnsity. Is it not curious that Ronald Rea- 
gan, in spite of his policies, may turn out to be the 
peacemaker of our epoch? Though there is little com- 
fort to bc taken in thc present situation, one is re- 
minded of what Hegel called “the cunning of history,” 
the curious way in which events move in the very op- 
posite direction of human intention. Similarly, the 
Christian doctrine of Providcnce, especially as articu- 
lated by Abraham Lincoln in his famous second in- 
augural address, applies here. In the darkest days of 
the Civil War, Lincoln pointed out that both sides 
were using the same Bible, both sides were praying to 
the same God, and surely both sides could not be 
right. He then went on to affirm that God has a will 
beyond eirlier side, and rlrar will would ultimately pre- 
vail. Lincoln assured his listeners that this did no1 lead 
to lack of nerve or an erosion of vigor in pursuing the 
war. Rather, from that perspective one bears on to the 
very best of one’s ability, but “with malice toward 
none and charity for all.” 
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