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For a few years, the Holy See critics against rarcleeapons and the Vatican’s calls in
favor of disarmament have been very visible andeHead to a new round of analysis
and reflection in circles working on strategic ssuThis renewed interest, which was in
all probability increased by the media coverageegalty conferred to Pope Francis, is
also linked to the Church’s declarations in themss| which show a slight evolution of
its position and a clearer moral condemnation afear deterrence.

This focus is also the proof that far from beinguely anecdotal issue reserved to
theology experts, the compatibility between nucldeterrence and religious ethics can
have a very concrete impact on strategic realiiesa more direct way, the Pope’s
message to the Vienna Conference on the Humamitém@act of Nuclear Weapons
tends to reinforce the credibility and exposure gnbups calling for immediate
disarmament measures and believing that nucleapaveatates do not fulfill the
commitments taken under Article VI of the Non-Pledation Treaty (NPT). More
deeply, it seems that the religious factor stilaysl (or something plays again) an
important role in the Zicentury in terms of geopolitics. In many placegha world,
religious speeches are linked to nationalism amdl ts explain part of the geostrategic
interests of nations, but also in a way definerthehavior on the world stage. This
influence does not spare the seemingly very cold mational positioning towards
nuclear weapons, as seen by the decision in 19#98cahationalist and Hinduist party
BJP to make official the nuclear-weapon status nafid or the fatwa of Ayatollah
Khamenei forbidding Iran to build a nuclear weapon.

Even if in many states, religion plays a less a3 limportant role and is considered a
private and personal matter, in others, it remamgssential key to define individual as
well as national identity. In that regard, it splrticipates, with more or less intensity,
in the determination of dominant values in a giwatiety, such as justice, liberty,
proselytism, universalism or on the contrary thegslarity of a religious community,
tolerance, pacifism, or non-violence, values that shape the image that a country
projects on the international stage but also itsab®r on the world stageReligious
beliefs and declarations made by clergymen areooisly only one of many other
factors leading to the formation of national idees, and national identities play only a
part in the decisions made by States regardingeaueleapons (security conditions are
clearly a major determinant.) But this role is naignificant. As the Catholic Church
in particular is experiencing new momentum on tebade of the morality of nuclear
weapons, which leads it to reconsider the conchssidrawn at the beginning of the
1980s, during a major brainstorming on this issmerag Christian denominations (and
especially Catholics), it is useful to analyze thiews expressed by other major
religions on the compatibility of nuclear deterreras well as their teachings.

With a short overview of the religious traditionsosh influenced by the nuclear
questions (Judaism, Christianity, Islam, Hinduisnd @8uddhism), this paper tries to
show that as often happens with the issue of nudeterrent, realities are more
complex than preconceived ideas could make beliegbows that on this matter as on

! See in particular the analysis of national interésy Maria Rost Rublee in her analysis of the chaonhade by
States to launch — or not — a nuclear program.

Maria Rost Rublee\onproliferation Norms: Why States Choose NuclesstRint University of Georgia Press,
Athens, 2009.

FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE 5



IS NUCLEAR DETERRENCE MORALLY DEFENSIBLE? RELIGIOUS PERSPECTIVES
RECHERCHES & DOCUMENTS N° 05/2016

many others, religions are impacted by geostratdgitamics which explains some
evolutions in their positioning, and even differemiews expressed by similar
communities facing different realities. This studiso aims at giving basics and
background information to anticipate the standsasfous religious authorities, as well
as the impact that they could have on policies niadeiclear-weapon States.

Nuclear weapons morality and Judaism

Judaism is confronted to the question of the miyraf nuclear weapons on several
counts. First, Israel, the Jewish State, is a ramekeapon State even if it is not
officially recognized according to the adopted afyacloctrine. Second, there are
influential Jewish communities in other nuclear-p@a States, and in particular in the
United States, who have participated in debatab@morality of deterrence during and
after the Cold War. On a more trivial note, manytioé nuclear weapon founding
fathers and pioneers of nuclear physics — from Al&estein to Robert Oppenheimer,
including Edward Teller — shared a Jewish heritagd culture, which, at the individual
level, gives a perspective on the ethical choitey tmade, at a time marked by the
trauma of the mass destructions committed duriegsthoah. The answers made by the
Jewish tradition and modern commentators are divansl express many nuances.

The analysis of fundamental texts of the Jewisthfgives a few keys. It should be
noted first and foremost that even if the Isaiabppecy invites to forge plowshares out
of swords (Isaiah, 2:4), the sacred books do nohgpacifism and even indicate that
some wars are compulsory, especially those wagedlirdefense (Exodus, 22:4The
Deuteronomy gives some rules on how to pursue #icpriorbidding for instance to
cut down fruit trees or mandating that a surreraféar should be made before laying
siege to a city (Deuteronomy, 20:1-2@n the other end, the Talmud invites to respect
the principle of proportionality in assaults.

From these few guiding rules, but also from then rinterpretative tradition of the

Jewish faith, which carries a lot of weight in cemporary Jewish ethics, and its re-
contextualization within dominant moral values dndnanitarian laws recognized by
all*, modern Jewish thinkers have drawn several coiotiasregarding nuclear

weapons.

In the wake of the Holocaust, many Jewish thinlgtrared the ethics of David Ben-
Gurion on the necessity to have a self-defense cadgpaand thought that Jewish
communities had the moral imperative to defend #deues thanks to nuclear

2 Asa Kasner, “Jewish Ethics and War,” in eds. ENo Dorff and Jonathan K. Cran€éhe Oxford Handbook of
Jewish Ethics and MoralityOxford University Press, 2015.

8 Norman Solomon, “Judaism and the ethics of whrgrnational Review of the Red Cros®l. 87, n° 858,
June 2005.

4 The Deuteronomy does not mandate to distinguisivemn combatants and noncombatants, and even daoders
slaughter male civilians, which is nowadays unialys prohibited. The Talmud gives directives for
“mandatory” or “allowed” war for a King of the Jewsccording to edits taken by a Grand Priest who
disappeared centuries ago. Jewish intellectualsthediogians recognize the need to take into adcthe
context to interpret sacred texts and draw fronmttmeoral maxims. (See Norman Solomon, “Judaism &ed t
ethics of war.”)
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deterrence, and thus, despite a strong aversioanpridea of mass destructidifhe
guestion evolved when major powers started to bantEnals able to destroy all lives
on earth. In the famous debate “Red or Dead?”, Rdhlrice Lamm argued that it was
moral to think about humanity sacrificing itselthrar than living under communist rule.
In answer, Immanuel Jakobovits defended that tis¢ragion of the human race went
well beyond what the Talmud mandated as a defensae and was therefore not
compatible with the Jewish ethics, though he judidpad retaining nuclear weapons for
deterrence was not immofabDuring the Cold War, many theologians adoptedvibes
that destroying humanity could never be moral, dalked against the risk of
“‘omnicide,” recalling human responsibility to prese life as commanded by the First
Alliance” and more concretely, calling for arms control nuees®

There seems to be a consensus on the fact thatad war, according to Jewish ethics,
must respect some rules. It must not be waged d¢ait be avoided, must give an
opportunity for the enemy to opt for peace, cammualmon-combatants and abstain from
destroying the divine creation. Moreover, Jewisllisos need to be informed of the
rules of war — and apply thelmOn the basis of these principles, a nuclear war of
annihilation does not seem to be consistent withai&un® but a more limited use of
atomic weapons does not seem prohibited. Usingrdmsework, Walter S. Wurzburger
suggested that if the use of nuclear weapons haé taled out to avoid the extinction
of the human race, it would be immoral to discdrd &ability to defense oneself and
deter a nuclear attack, implying that “we have hoice but to continue to rely on the
threat of nuclear retaliation to deter nuclear aggion.” Multilateral arms control and
the adoption of no-first-use pledges could maks thesser evil” more acceptabte.
Moshe Halbertal insisted on the moral complexitythed dilemma, arguing that it was
difficult to legitimate retaliatory strikes but thareemptive nuclear attacks could be
justified, for instance on Iranian nuclear facdgj to avoid a “second Holocau&t.”

Logically, Israeli theologians have been less talka on the subject than their
American colleagues, as the censorship surrourttimgjuestion of nuclear weapons in
Israel is not conductive to on open debate. Nomhetke a few voices discussed Tel-

5 Avner Coheni|srael and the BomNew York: Columbia University Press, 1998.

5 Rabbi Maurice Lamm, “Red or Dead? An Attempt atrfigdating a Jewish Attitude, Tradition& Journal of
Orthodox Thoughtyol. 4, n°2, spring 1962, pp. 165-209.

7 God having promised to Noah not to exterminatéralyamankind after the Deluge thanks to the rainisaym
(Genesis, 9:11.)

8 Joseph E. David, “Between the Bible and the Halstathree sources for Jewish perspectives on mass
destruction,” in ed. Sohail H. Hashmi and Stever.é®, Ethics and Weapons of Mass Destruction, Religious
and Secular Perspectivez004.

% Rabbi David SapersteiRreventing the Nuclear Holocaust a Jewish Respdds@iC for the Commission on
Social Action of Reform Judaism, Anon, 1983.

10 Pinchas Peli, “Torah and Weapons of Mass DestmctA View from Israel,” in ed. David Landes,
Confronting Omnicide: Jewish Reflections on Weapiridass DestructionNorthvale NJ: Jason Aronson Inc.,
1991.

1 Walter S. Wurzburger, “Nuclear Deterrence and BacWar,” in ed. David Landes.

12 Ron Rosenbauntjiow the End Begins, The Road to A Nuclear World WarSimon & Schuster, London,
2011.
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Aviv's legitimacy to insure its survival thanks taiclear deterrence, and some have
shown that the threat, if not the use of these wespcould be justifieé?.

Moreover, even for communities living out of Israidle Talmudic rule saying that “the
law of the country is the law” remains essentiald aeligious authorities have not
guestioned directly the policies adopted, excepara occasions to call for more efforts
in multilateral arms control, encourage non-proéteon effortd* or welcome
declarations such as President Obama’s Prague ISi@e2009*° In France, such a
stance was recently visible during the hearing hef thief Jewish chaplain at the
National Assembly, who both accepted the legitimatcypuclear weapons in a non-use
logic, but also evoked the notion of responsihility the national level when the
decision to use the weapons is made and to theidudil level for scientific and
military personal who “commit part of their humanénd responsibility so that we may
be in security.'®

The tragic history of the Jewish communities leddem to entertain ambiguous

relationship with weapons of mass destruction andear weapons in particular. If

Moshe Dayan apparently did not hesitate to sughestise of nuclear weapons during
the Kippur War, the jurist and Holocaust survivanuel Pisar wrote in his Memoirs,

“standing in the shadow of the crematoria, | wiglgive witness to humanity that it is

possible to turn the whole world into a crematorioythe use of nuclear weapons.”

Nuclear weapons morality and Islam

The compatibility between Islam and nuclear detereefed many commentaries and
analyses in the recent years. The question wasedhdadearly posed when Iran
proclaimed from 2004 on that it did not have théemion of developing nuclear
weapons as they were contrary to Islam. At the dame jihadist extremist movements
pretending to talk in the name of Islam like Al-@aeassessed the existence of a
religious duty to obtain weapons of mass destradibodefend the Muslim faith.

The issue of nuclear weapons and Islam is fraugtht paradoxes. More than in many
other parts of the world, the weight and the inflcee of religion in some Muslim
countries remain important, which makes the quedtss theoretical or marginal than
in other places, especially when religious law (st)aefine the judicial system. At the
same time, there is no such thing as an officlahigc voice and sacred texts have been
interpreted in very different ways. Finally, whehey exist, religious authorities have
not always benefited from political independencelding them to adopt a purely
theological thinking, and they still often continte be very close to their respective
governments, which can inflect their positions dis tvery sensitive topic. These
limitations notwithstanding, it is very interestitg study the foundations of the Muslim

13 Reuven Kimelman, “Judaism, war and weapons of rdastuction,” in ed. Sohail H. Hashmi and Steven P
Lee.

14 Rabbi Arthur Waskow, “Hiroshima + 60, Jerusaler®,500,” Beliefnet 2005.

15 Rabbi David Saperstein, “Landmark Speech Sets <2otoward Nuclear Weapons-Free WorlBg&ligious
Action Center of Reform Judais@009.

16 Grand rabbin Haim Korsia, Audition & I'Assembléationale sur le théme de la dissuasion nucléaire,
Commission de la défense nationale et des foreceées, 12 February 2014.

17 Samuel PisaQf Blood and HopelLondon: Macmillan, 1982.
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ethics and to analyze the interpretations that weesle to condemn or legitimize
nuclear deterrence.

The Islamic fundamental law, the Koran, containse¢hsections that can offer
theological guidance on this issue. The first aggtimizes the idea of deterrence and is
consistent with the verses authorizing revenge:d‘Anepare against them what force
you can and horses tied at the frontier, to frighteereby the enemy of Allah and your
enemy and others besides them, whom you do not Kibow) Allah knows them”
(8:60). The two others put limitations to what Mosivarriors can do: “And fight in the
way of Allah with those who fight with you, and dot exceed the limits, surely Allah
does not love those who exceed the limits”(2:19@) ‘éAnd if you take your turn, then
retaliate with the like of that with which you weaéflicted” (16:126). Finally, to these
Koranic extracts, the testimony of Abu Bakr shooédadded, a follower of Mohammed
and first Caliph after his death, who addressedtiuisps in 632 during the Syrian
campaign in such a way: “Do not commit treachergeviate from the right path. You
must not mutilate dead bodies. Neither kill a chitdr a woman, nor an aged man.
Bring no harm to the trees, nor burn them with.fir&lay not any of the enemy’s flock,
save for food. You are likely to pass by people \whge devoted their lives to monastic
services, leave them alon®.In Shiite Islam, similar rules apply in particulagainst
poisoning, aggression against civilians, destrmctb the environment, water holes or
animals evoked by the Imams Ali and al-Satfeq.

This doctrinal basis gives therefore an incentv@repare for and deter an attack, but
also to respect the principle of proportionalitylarot destroy innocent lives. Specialists
of Islam who expressed their views on this matteeduthese sources to deduct
injunctions adapted to contemporary circumstansiese sacred texts obviously do not
refer to modern weapons, using the deductive aggbogcess called “giyas® From
these common references and similar case law, thag® and antagonist interpretations
have been defended by Muslim thinkers. First, sdraee estimated that nuclear
deterrence can be legitimate but its use must bengied to rules to avoid useless
destructions and respect the principle of proposiiby. For others, nuclear deterrence
can never be justified, particularly because itsfép distinguish between combatants
and non-combatants. Finally, jihadist Islamistsehalaimed that disposing of weapons
of mass destruction was required by Islam in otddree its land!

These diverging interpretations result from thatieé importance bestowed to several
requirements of the Koran and the Hadiths: prircipl proportionality and restraint,
valorization of patience, necessity to protect eifeand to deter, acceptability of
collateral damages and military necessity. The raa#higuous injunction seems to be
“not to transgress” or “not to exceed the limitgt¢ording to different translations),
which is often analyzed as commanding not to beatltbor of an aggression, not to
fight non-combatants or not to use disproportiom&lans. One of the most frequent
understanding of these opposite rules states tbssegsing nuclear weapons as a

18 Faiga Mahmood, “Islam and the BomBms Control Wonk25 November 2015.

19 Davood Feirahi, “Norms of war in Shia Islam,” idse Vesselin Popovski, Gregory Reichberg et Nichola
Turner,World Religions and Norms of Wadnited Nations University Press, 2009.

20 Mona Shagri, “Is Islam Compatible with Nuclear Weas?,"WagingPeaceTodag6 June 2012.

21 Sohail H. Hashmi, “Islamic Ethics and Weapons @fssl Destruction: An Argument for Nonproliferatiom”
eds. Sohail H. Hashmi and Steven Lee.
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deterrent might be acceptable, but that its first would be excluded. Sending a
retaliatory strike is less consensual, especiéliyyinvolves targeting women, children
or elderlies??

In Sunni Islam, a number of theologians have spdgainst nuclear weapons. These
stands were often an answer to the fatwa pronoubgethe Saudi predicator Nasir
Sheikh al Fahd in 2003 and repeated in the “Exdioerapamphlet of Ayman al
Zawahiri, according to which the use of nuclear pag® in the jihad led by al-Qaeda is
legitimate. This thesis is illustrated by tree ediss of the life of the Prophet: a night
attack that caused collateral victims, the fellofgfruit trees and the use of a catapult
during a siege. This theoretical publication ledhe fear of imminent attack involving
WMDs, fear still present to this d&yThis explains why several writers have tried to
challenge this interpretation in the following yedamal Badawi and Muzammil Siddiqi
presented six reasons to oppose the productionioydepnt and use of nuclear
weapons: the threat they pose for peace in thedwtrkir brutality and cruelty, their
contradiction with the idea of human solidarity efeded by Islam, their incompatibility
with legitimate means of defense and the materesdte resulting from their building
and designing*

Other voices have recently defended more nuancpbaghes, such as the Egyptian
Grand Mufti Ali Gomaa in 2010 and the Pakistani if@dhQadri against nuclear
terrorism. Theologians teaching at the renownedaursity of Al-Azhar in Cairo have
publicly taken a stand in favor of nuclear deteceenmplying that Muslim countries
had a religious obligation to build the capacities defend themselves and deter
aggression, including nuclear attacks, but condegttieir use in first strikes. For some
Al-Azhar teachers, there is a moral imperativelitao nuclear weapons, view that was
officially adopted in a fatwa by the Ulema comnsttef the University. The Al-Azhar
sheik emphasized the injunction made by Abu-BakKrgit with the enemy’s weapon,
whether it be a spear or a sword, to speculateiftiia¢ prophet lived today, he would
call for the acquisition of a nuclear capaéftyther academics, such as the dean of the
faculty of religious law of the University of JomlaAbd al-Majeed Mahmud Al-
Salaheen, adopted similar stafts.

The situation is apparently simpler within Shiiséam, even if many disparities exist. In
2004, Supreme Leader of Iran Ali Khamenei produaei@twa disqualifying nuclear

weapons with regard to Islam, fatwa which is mdr@ntreligious advice and enjoys a
supra-legal status in the theocratic State. Mahgioeis authorities have confirmed this
view, especially Grand Ayatollah Hussein-Ali Mongaiz who indicated in a fatwa from

October 2009, that “in light of the scope of dearid destruction they bring, and in light
of the fact that such weapons cannot be used satinst an army of aggression but

22 Faiga Mahmood, “Islam and the Bomb.”

23 Rolf Mowatt-Larssenlslam and the Bomb Religious Justification For @whinst Nuclear WeaponBlarvard
Kennedy School Belfer Center for Science and latgonal Affairs, January 2011.

24 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddigi, “An Islanferspective on the Nuclear Weapons Dangdéuslim-
Christian Study and Action Guide on the Nuclear pées DangerWashington DC: Islamic Society of North
America and the Churches’ Center for Theology ambliE Policy, 2007.

25 Adman LimamL'Islam et la Guerre Phoenix Editions, 2009

26 “Radioactive Fatwas: The Growing Islamist Legitzation of Nuclear WeaponsSelfscholay 17 September
2013.
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will invariably sacrifice the lives of innocent pae, even if these innocent lives are
those of future generations, nuclear weapons argemnitted according to reason or
Sharia.” Ayatollah Yusef Saanei, very influent nar, stated that “There is complete
consensus on this issue. It is self-evident innisthat it is prohibited to have nuclear
bombs. It is eternal law, because the basic funafothese weapons is to kill innocent
people. This cannot be reverséd.”

Beyond their own interpretation of the Koran, theakeologians can rely on the
precedent established by Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeivho opposed the use of
weapons of mass destruction (chemical weaponsandiise), as a retaliation against
non-conventional attacks waged against Iranianiang by Saddam Hussein’s troops
during the Iran-lraqg Wa®

The views among the Shiite community is however a®tunequivocal, since several
other Iranian Ayatollahs with official functions & published fatwas authorizing the
production of weapons of mass destruction, usiegattguments of necessity, military
technology catch-up, last resort to save livesvaneto guarantee victory or stop an
aggression, finally, they have also been calleckssary to preserve the public interest.
These minority clerics also evoked historical pdesrdgs of use of non-conventional
capacities (especially poisoning and flooding)t tlware justified by holy texts. Finally,
there seems to be evidence that during the Irap-War, Ayatollah Khomeini
authorized the use of chemical weapons to saveiadeebattalion in Kurdistan, which
would temper his opposition to this kind of weapansd make it dependent on
circumstance®. That being said, Shiite public opinion is rathemeinced by the
arguments of Ayatollah Khamenei and remains mgshguaded that nuclear weapons
are not compatible with Islam.

Classical Islamic principles therefore open dileraman the question of nuclear
deterrence, and can lead to subtle interpretatspecially in terms of doctrine of use
(first use, retaliation, targeting strategies...)wF@ncrete example can help solve the
question. Pakistan, the only nuclear State withoatly Muslim population, never puts
forward religious arguments to justify neitherdtsice to develop a nuclear arsenal nor
its strategy. The new place bestowed to religioPakistan, which coincided with the
arrival at the head of the state of General Ziatatt did not modify this very realist and
nationalist stand, despite initial talks of builgiran “Islamic bomb”.The persisting
rumors of a possible extended deterrence role tisvather Muslim countries and
especially towards Saudi Arabia have never beeweproand do not seem to be
supported by the Pakistani military which wishedawor in its alliances and military
tactics its own sovereign interests. Likewise, ikalf Ali Bhutto's references to an
“Islamic Bomb” in 1977 seemed to refer to the Iskamivilization rather than religion
in itself, and Islamabad did not particularly rasrsupport its Muslim neighbors in their
endeavors to obtain the bomb. In 2006, Pakistamhdéo Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Khurshid Mahmud Kasuri is supposed to have saidarto American counterpart,
according to a telegram published by WikiLeakst tRakistan “is the only Muslim

27 Rolf Mowatt-Larssenlslam and the Bomb Religious Justification Fod akgainst Nuclear Weapons
28 Gareth Porter, “When the Ayatollah Said No to NsjkEoreign Policy 16 October 2014.

2 “Go, Learn about the Atoms, Iranian Religious Disse on Nuclear Weapons, 1962—Preseselfscholay
June 2013.
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country [with such a weapon] and don't want anyelse to get it* Religious factors
remain therefore secondary for Pakistan, and th r@ference made to Islam in the
recent years was to recall Koran verse 8:60 ométessity to prepare for every kind of
evil.3

In France, the question is very seldom broachedeligious leaders, even if Imam
Abdelkader Arbi, chief chaplain of the Muslim faigxpressed his views on the subject
at the National Assembly hearing in 2014. He stated it was mostly a personal
opinion, and that one should distinguish between gblitical decision to have the
weapon and the decision to use it, mentioning theebts for France of nuclear
deterrencé?

Nuclear weapons morality and Christianity

The view of the Catholic Church

During the two millennia in which it has existedhriStianity has never stopped to think
about the morality of violence and war, and howdastrain it to make it acceptable by
Christian ethics. Four main schools of thoughthwiery different approaches, have
been developed by Christian thinkers. This diversiiows how difficult it can be to

consider together on the one hand various texts ffte Old Testament which prone
peace but do not condemn systematically the usdoténce and even mandate the
Hebrew people to fight in certain circumstances] an the other hand the bulk of
Jesus’s teaching which promotes extreme non-vieléfiut if anyone slaps you on the
right cheek, turn to him the other also”, GospeMaitthew 5:39).

The first school was built on the model of Jesusis€€hand was predominant in

Christianity’s fist centuries. It promotes a totahouncement to violence, including in
self-defense, which often led its practitionersmartyrdom. With the conversion of
Emperor Constantine, Christian pacifism lost ap@eal became more of a fringe, or
even heretic opinion. It only gained a new momentar@atholic communities in the

20" century, for instance with the Pope’s call to mimlent resistance against
communism in Eastern Europe.

The just war school of thought developed at a twhen Christians rose to power and
was initially theorized by theologians such as SAimbrose and Saint Augustine. It
was codified in the Middle Ages and still is dormban the Catholic Church today. Its
main assumption is that humanity should be at péatesin is part of the world and
must be fought by the authorities to preserve pesceestore it. This vision can be
consistent with the perpetual peace movement, waighes that the Pope can play a
role of international mediator to avoid conflictsdasolve disputes in a peaceful manner.
However, it is opposite to the idea that regular isghe norm and the natural state of
things between sovereign States that are entitedefend their legitimate interests.

30 pervez Hoodbhoy, “What next: A Sunni bombPhie Bulleting of the Atomic Scienti8tAugust 2011.

31 Shirin Shafaie, “Bringing Faith Back in Muslim a@hristian Approaches to Nuclear (Non-) Prolifesatand
Disarmament,” in ed. Paul Hedg&3pntemporary Muslim-Christian Encounters: DeveloptagDiversity and
Dialogues Bloomsbury, 2015.

32 lmam Abdelkader Arbi, Commission de la défenséonate et des forces armées, 12 February 2014.
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This last branch believes that war must only betéichby the law of armed conflicts
(us in bellg and was influential in the Modern Period when Bape tried to remain
neutral in conflicts opposing different Europearil®#ic States?

Just war theories, still studied and observed ® diate, focus on the legitimacy of a
conflict in itself fus ad belluny which must meet several criteria (legitimatehauity,

just cause, proportionality, last resort, reasoma@blance of success) as well as the way
it is fought (us in bellg. Catholic Church authorities have mostly used thaditional
syllabus to try to solve the dilemma created byappearance of nuclear weapons in the
middle of the 28 century. However, the development of oversizedeaarcarsenals
rapidly convinced them that it was impossible te tise long-established and regular
criteria of the laws of war to think about nucleesapons, because of the high risk of
global annihilation that could be provoked by aowftict between nuclear powets.

The morality of a nuclear war was therefore ruled at the very beginning of the
atomic era, but deterrence provoked more discussione the question was to know if
it could be moral to use immoral weapons with tloalgof preserving a country’s
sovereignty and liberty. It was made even more derby the fact that although these
weapons could lead to the extinction of the diveneation, as long as they were not
used, they could maintain a global balance of ppasoid conventional wars and save
many lives.

During the early days of the Cold War, the Vaticamswered this dilemma by
reluctantly endorsing the provisional resort to leac deterrence, calling at the same
time for multilateral efforts to reduce nuclear earals and solve peacefully the
East/West conflict. In 1965, the Second Vatican ri@duasked for the international
community “to make a true beginning of disarmamemttt unilaterally indeed, but
proceeding at an equal pace according to agreernaent,backed up by true and
workable safeguards®.In 1982, this phrase was used again by Pope JathlPwho
judged that “in current conditions "deterrence"dzhen balance, certainly not as an end
in itself but as a step on the way toward a pragvesdisarmament, may still be judged
morally acceptable3®

But the most advanced thinking on this issue haggen the United States, with the
opening of a long consultative process of threegsyadnich resulted in the publication
of a pastoral letter in 1983, now considered aregige document. Three bishop
conferences were necessary for the adoption ofddfimitive text, which integrated
remarks made during the circulation of draft vemsio The document eventually
adopted, much longer than the initial letter, afiead to conciliate the positions of the
promoters of the just war theories and of the pssif which explains the criticism
received by the most extremes on both sides. Ghirtper than the official view

33 Gregory Reichberg, “Norms of war in Roman Cathdlioristianity,” in eds. Vesselin Popovski, Gregory
Reichberg and Nicholas Turner.

34 Jean XXIlI,Pacem in TerrisLettre Encyclique du Souverain Pontife Jean XXl April 1963.
35 Concile Vatican Il Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Moderorl, (Gaudium et Spes), §81

3 Jean-Paul I, Message Of His Holiness Pope Jolh Pt the General Assembly Of The United Natiprs
June 1982 <http://w2.vatican.va/content/john-péaehispeeches/1982/june/documents/hf_jp-
ii_spe_19820607_disarmo-onu.html>
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expressed by the Pope t the time, this letter omtgived a moderate support from the
Vatican during a consultative meetifig.

The pastoral letter does not give an absolute angwihe question of the morality of
deterrence, but gives keys by putting the queshank in a broader context of
peacekeeping, non-violent action and the ideoldgitaggle against the Soviet Union.
Several conclusions can be drawn out of the teixst,Fa first strike can never be
justified, and the bishops therefore ask a revigbNATO’s nuclear posture. Second,
targeting demographic centers is strictly condemfée bishops have reservations on
the feasibility of operating limited nuclear str&ken military targets, which would not
lead to a dramatic escalation towards nuclear dpgoea As such, they evoke their
“skepticism” towards such an eventuality but do ndé it out definitively. In this very
limited context, they remind their fellow Catholitsat deterrence can only be used in a
provisional fashion as it is a step towards disanerat and that its only objective is to
avoid a nuclear conflagration. Any other use (veggnting strategy, strategic superiority,
blurring the lines between nuclear and conventicaphcities, deployment of capacities
aiming at hard targets ...) would be forbidden. Hindhe letter called for more efforts
in terms of arms control and nuclear weapons segEfti

The most pacifist Catholic communities judged ttacument unacceptable since it
does not condemn the principle of nuclear detegebat it actually makes it rather
theoretical since it becomes difficult to imaginsituation in which it would be moral
to make use of nuclear weapons while following ihops’ very restrictive criteria.
The letter was also criticized for being too favmeato the USSR. It opened a global
debate among Catholic communities in different ¢oes, and from 1983, a dozen of
bishop conferences had published their perspectiresnuclear deterrence. Some
national variations were obvious, for instance aghn@erman bishops who appeared
less pacifist that their American colleagues, mimeused on the final objective of
deterrence (preserving peace) and more concerndtiebparticular strategic context
making it, at this time of History, the lesser @fot evils. On the other side, in the
Netherlands, the Catholic Church took part in theaton of the IKV (Interchurch
Peace Council) which organized militant action aghthe stationing of NATO nuclear
weapons in Europ&.The momentum gained by the Pax Christi movemetiteaénd of
the 1980s in Europe is also the sign of growingsttms among Catholics, and the
frailty of their support to the guiding principled deterrence at the end of the Cold
War, which was seen by this peace organizatiortexnea France in 1945 as nefarious
since it encouraged a permanent relation of htyshktween nation?.

7 Donald DavidsonNuclear Weapons and the American Churches, Ettfcaditions on Modern Warfaye
Westview Press, Boulder, CO, 1983.

%8 The Challenge of Peace: God's Promise and Our Resp@ Pastoral Letter on War and Peace by the
National Conference of Catholic Bishops National nfeeence of Catholic Bishops, 3 May 1983,
<http://www.usccb.org/upload/challenge-peace-gausnise-our-response-1983.pdf>.

3% Todd Whitmore (ed.)Ethics in the Nuclear Age, Strategy, Religious Bwdnd the ChurchesSouthern
Methodist University Press, 1989.

40 Donald DavidsonNuclear Weapons and the American Churches, EtHRcalitions on Modern Warfaye
Westview Press, Boulder, CO, 1983.
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The end of the Cold War initiated a shift in theu@ih’s position towards deterrente.
As early as 1992, the Permanent Observer of thg Beé to the United Nations stated
that “the dangerous strategy of nuclear deterreoatdated” and in 1993 he declared
that “arms control is not enough (...) security miistin the abolition of nuclear
weapons and the strengthening of international THve idea that a nuclear deterrence
strategy is necessary to the security of a nasoimeé most dangerous assumption that
was transmitted from the Cold War era to this newe”o From 1998, the American
Bishop Council judge that the legitimacy of detaeoe had disappeared and echoed
John Paul II's letter which qualified it as “incoatjble with peace.” The affirmation
was repeated in 2005, when the Permanent Obsefvitie dHoly See in New York
declared that “Nuclear deterrence, as an ongoiatityeafter the Cold War, becomes
more and more untenable even if it were in the nafmeollective security.” In 2006,
the Vatican evoked for one of the first times tleespective of universal disarmaméht.
This shift was amplified by the nomination of Popeancis, who apparently feels
strongly about this issue, and emphasizes his cboomithat deterrence is a hindrance to
nuclear disarmament and hurts global security asale by maintaining the risk of
proliferation. Under his Papacy, the Vatican hagikaly regularly in favor of nuclear
disarmament and especially during the Vienna Cenfez on the Humanitarian Impact
of nuclear weapons in 20%t4nd the NPT Review Conference of 2015.

This turn is the sign of a change of perspectivecldar deterrence is now considered as
leading inevitably, in the eye of the Church, irless, irreversible, indiscriminate and
disproportionate suffering, which is no longer fiistl by the international conte&.
The “interim ethic”, adopted during the Cold Wahieh meant that deterrence could be
accepted if it filled three conditions (doctrineteleing only nuclear attacks, sufficiency
and no search for nuclear superiority, and stepatdsy disarmament), were
progressively abandoned. The Church indicates thdkat these conditions are no
longer met, in the context of the “Second Nuclege’Amarked by instability, a greater
integration of nuclear weapons in the doctrinesnajor powers, an enhanced risk of
use and new threats against which deterrence isnesg'®

This general move shows that the Vatican does esitdte to get into higher levels of
details to judge that the geostrategic conditiam$en which nuclear deterrence could be
moral no longer exist. Second, the criteria “stewards disarmament” is often put

4l Hannah Haegeland, “The Catholic Church and ThelBpithe Arms Control WonlB0 October 2015.
42 Fanny Magdelaine, « L'Eglise et I'arme nucléaird & dates, ta Vig 5 August 2015.

43 Message from His Holiness Pope Francis to the ndemternational Conference on the Humanitarian
Consequences of Nuclear Weapons, 7 December 2014,
<https://www.bmeia.gv.at/fileadmin/user_upload/Zalg/Aussenpolitik/Abruestung/HINW14/HINW14_Messa
ge_from_His_Holiness_Pope_Francis.pdf>.

4 Declaration of Archbishop Bernadito C. Auza, NPTevRw Conference, 29 April 2015,
<http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/images/docunisfbisarmament-
fora/npt/revcon2015/statements/29April_HolySee.pdf>

45 Pape Francois, “Nuclear Disarmament: Time for Aluol,” December 2014

“The strategic nuclear situation has changed draaibt since the end of the Cold War. Rather thawvjaling
security...reliance on a strategy of nuclear deteedras created a less secure world.”

<http://www.paxchristi.net/sites/default/files/naarweaponstimeforabolitionfinal. pdf>.

46 Gerard Powers, “From Nuclear Deterrence to Disarewd: Evolving Catholic PerspectivedAtms Control
Today May 2015.
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forward, which does not mean that the Holy Sealkng for immediate and unilateral
disarmament, but that it feels that delegitimizmglear weapons is necessary to build
a world order based on peace and security, whictheas prerequisite for nuclear
disarmament. As they emphasize notions such as rhuseaurity and collective
security, Church officials state that possessingear weapons is an obstacle to this
vision of peace because of their close relatiorth wyid concepts of national security
based on political, economic and military dominatio

The Church’s new approach may have a real impactkahto its moral influence and
capacity to popularize a debate often restricteekjmerts, but also because of its weight
among other religions. The time passed by US URderetary for Arms Control and
International Security Rose Gottemoeller at theidsat this past few years is an
evidence of the interest with which nuclear-weapatates are following this
evolution?’

The view of the Protestant denominations

Protestant Churches have many commonalities wélCiditholic Church on the issue of
war and the morality of nuclear weapons, since giere the same fundamental sacred
books as well as a great number of thinkers sucBa@ist Augustin or Saint Thomas
Aquinas. They however present a main differencey tho not have a unique authority
and are therefore characterized by a pluralitypgfraaches and nuances which coexist
both in times and places. Furthermore, their teashireflect also in a great part the
visions of their founding fathers: for Luther, titea that war is part of this earthly
world marred by sin and needs to be fought to resfeace, and for Calvin, the
obligation to submit to authorities chosen by Gadll 40 use if necessary force to
maintain order.

A majority of Protestant Churches (Lutheran, Caktimnd Anglican) have been since
the Reformation in close interaction with the poéit power and have therefore
belonged to dominant social forces trying to legite the use of force by defending the
Christian theory of just war and the lack of fornmakrdiction of soldiering in the New
Testament. Little by little, the emergence of Clmai opposing the established power
or seen as non-conventional led to the re-emergeho®re pacifist approaches. This
was especially true in Anabaptist, Quaker and Bestltommunities that denounced the
just war theories as hypocritical, relative andyveifficult to maintain in view of the
technological improvement of weapons. They alsaesiad the separation between a
worldly kingdom and a heavenly kingdom and called the creation of the peace of
Christ on earth as fast as possible.

Paradoxically, the development of weapons of masdraction was instrumental in
pushing some Churches to change their stance,egsnibticed that any war among
major powers carried the risk of nuclear escalatind emphasized the need to resolve
conflicts in a peaceful mann&rin fact, the coming of the first nuclear age was a
opportunity for many Churches to reconsider thasbaktheir war ethic and to adapt it

47 Elisabeth Dias, “Pope Francis’ Latest Mission:ppiag Nuclear WeaponsTime 10 April 2015.

48 Valerie Ona Morkevicus, “Norms of War in Protestahristianity,” in eds. Vesselin Popovski, Gregory
Reichberg and Nicholas Turner.
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to the question of nuclear weapons. The answeysktfmight have varied, and have, in
some ways, reflected the evolutions of the geagratcontext.

At the beginning of the 1950s, individuals rathHart institutions were the first to work
on this subject, and the debate was marked by fRaotie philosophes who tried to
update the concept of just war. Paul Tillich (Lutr®, in particular, assessed that a
nuclear deterrent could be legitimate if it neithelied on the first use of nuclear
weapons nor on the annihilation of the adversagmifdld Niebuhr (Reformed Church)
insisted on the necessity to deter by the mostieffi way an opponent with
fundamentally evil values (the USSR). Paul Ramdégtliodist) came back to thee
priori moral consequences of an act and judged that neasimnbing strategies on
civilian population could never be considered justmatter what the result, contrary to
some counterforce strikes that could be acceptable.

As with the Catholic Church, it is really from ti®80s on that a discussion started
openly among religious institutions, in the contektthe Euromissiles deployment. In
West Germany, Lutheran officials had been quitemesd during the beginning of the
Cold War and felt that their priority was to avad East-West conflict and to favor
reunification, with a tendency to adopt relativisim.1981, the Evangelical Church of
Germany (EKD), a federation of 20 autonomous Chesclpublished a memorandum
on the deployment of the Euromissiles (Pershingndl GLCM) within NATO and
called for a political solution, and not a militagnswer, while advising against any
nuclear-focused initiative detrimental to peacee Reformed Church went further and
called for the global elimination of nuclear weapormogically, the Federation of
Evangelical Churches of East Germany (BEK) wasecltosthe official position of the
authorities of the Democratic Republic of Germéhy.

In the United States, the main denominations’ famere at the time influenced by the
positions taken by the major Church federations angarticular the NCC. The

National Council of Churches of Christ (NCC), whibhings together most American
Protestant mainstream Churches, adopted a moreatyiosition after the election of

Ronald Reagan and accused the administration tdising) the arms race. It called for
renewed efforts in favor of arms control, the stgna of a comprehensive test ban
treaty as early as 1970 and more restraint in #e af force, a position that drew
criticism as it was denounced as “extreme-pacifasit “leftist”.

The United Methodist Church, the United Presbyter@hurch and the American
Episcopal Church were more nuanced and worriechén11980s about the potential
consequences of a nuclear conflict. They insisespectively on the necessity of
bilateral disarmament, a global approach to peaeig or the adoption of the no-first
use posture. The America Baptist Church (ABC) dmedWnited Church of Christ were
at the time more influenced by pacifist movementsl ariticized the Reagan
administration for refueling the arms race. On ohiger end of the spectrum, Lutheran
Churches and Reformed Churches did not seem catlitizat the nuclear factor
changed their approach to the just war doctrine] @mditionally conservative
denominations such as the Southern Baptist Cororeaind the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints only called for progressive agalistic disarmament measures. On
a more marginal note, historic Pacifist Churchemalaptist, Quaker, Mennonite,

4 Todd Whitmore (ed.)Ethics in the Nuclear Age, Strategy, Religious Bsidnd the Churches
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Amish, Brethren), which only represent a few thowisaof believers but have a greater
influence, asked at this time for a convention l@gmuclear weapons, an immediate
freeze in arsenals and unilateral disarmament messoo-first use pledges and even in
some cases civil disobedience (conscientious abjeand fiscal disobedienc®).

Differences of position between denominations tendecrystallize after this period of
deep reflection. Several of the major traditiondu€hes aligned themselves slowly
with a posture condemning deterrence as absolutedympatible with their ethics. This
is especially the case of the United Methodist Chuwhich asked, as early as 1986,
for the elimination of all nuclear weapons and derced clearly nuclear deterreriée,
position that was made official in 1988. In 1992¢anference of Methodist bishops
made concrete propositions to promote the “Zeraoofyt and adopted a firm stance
which assimilated deterrence to taking hostagdiaivipopulations. It asked publicly
for unconditional and immediate renouncement of uee and possession of nuclear
weapons, a call that was made again in 1996, 2662804>? For the Baptists of the
ABC, the elimination of nuclear weapons, seen asional as they could make the
Earth inhabitable for current and future generatjdras regularly been expressed as a
priority objective, but the Church has given linditdetails on how it could be met and
especially on whether it recommended immediatediugh unilateral or multilateral
disarmament® This shift of position, which was limited but ctedan some
denominations, was strongly influenced by the CahGhurch’s position, which
spurred some of its fellow Christian Churches iatanore combative posture, as was
recognized in an open letter signed by severabicels authorities in 2016 that
congratulated Pope Francis for his exemplary action

Many Churches have however not made this issugoaitprand remained vague in
their condemnation of nuclear weapons, calling gahefor arms control gradual
initiatives. Concerning the NCC, the question & thorality of nuclear deterrence was
almost never mentioned between the end of the @fdd and 2009, when the Council

50 Donald DavidsonNuclear Weapons and the American Churches, Etffoaltions on Modern Warfare

1 In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis andust Peace, the United Methodist Council of Bishops,
Nashville: Graded Press, 1986.

“We say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear wad to any use of nuclear weapons. We conclude that
nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot reeghe church's blessirig

52 Saying No to Nuclear Deterrence, From The BooRedfolutions of The United Methodist Church — 2008

“As an instrument of mass destruction, nuclear weambaughter the innocent and ravage the envirotmen
When used as instruments of deterrence, nucleapevsahold innocent people hostage for political and
military purposes. Therefore, the doctrine of nacldeterrence is morally corrupt and spiritually miaupt”

<http://www.umc.org/what-we-believe/-saying-no-toetear-deterrence-deleted-or-expired-2012>.
53 American Baptist Policy Statement on Peace matlifiesSeptember 2007

«We are common inheritors of the earth and we holtst the genetic material of future generatiamsl the
earth on which those generations will live. We dezlthat the use or development of weapons whialidvo
damage genes or render the earth or portions ahihhabitable is a sin against present and futgemerations
and must be opposed. We call on all nations toighdheir nuclear weapons and to dispose of sucipaes in
a manner that is not harmful to either the physiwapolitical environment

<http://www.abc-usa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012ie6te.pdf>.

54 Nicolas Cornell, “Religious Leaders Urge Obam#viltke Good on His Prague CommitmerRgace Action’s
Groundwel] 18 May 2016.

18 FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE



IS NUCLEAR DETERRENCE MORALLY DEFENSIBLE? RELIGIOUS PERSPECTIVES
RECHERCHES & DOCUMENTS N° 05/2016

reminded the goal of global nuclear disarmamenrauit providing further precisiors.

In this regard, it often takes part in Americanificdl debates to support arms control
measures, especially in Congress. The Presbyt€tianch (USA) also took a discreet
but systematic stand in the 1990-2000 debate aketldsom 1994 for the recognition
that using nuclear weapons would be a crime agaimstanity. In 2003, it asked the
American government to renounce its first-use doetrand to adopt gradual
disarmament measures in cooperation with Ri&gasimilar pattern can be observed
with the Episcopal Church. In its 1994 conventigncalled the United States to
undertake diplomatic efforts to lead to the abwfitof nuclear weapons. In the 2000s, it
criticized the administration for the investmentad®a in new weapon prografisAs
for the National Association of Evangelists, faithfo President Reagan’s vision of
arms control progresses enabled by a strong aedAfingerica, it has agreed to rethink
deterrence in the contemporary contéxkEinally, the Southern Baptist Convention
remains quite guarded on this issue. It publisfesblutions in favor of multilateral
arms control in 1978, 1979, 1982 and 1983, but ifidnnot evoke the subject again
until 2003 when it called the administration to d@ds best to prevent terrorist
organizations from gaining access to weapons okrdastruction?

In the United States, Protestant Churches remagnefibre, except for the Pacifist
Churches and the UMC, rather cautious and pragtmatishe issue of nuclear weapon
elimination, many seeing it as necessary but inaapl way, and calling for concrete
measures (ratification of New Start, the CTBT, withwal of NATO nuclear weapons
from Europe¥’ , which led them to try to influence debates im@ess.

In Europe, the main Churches have been deeplyeinded by the end of the Cold Warr,
especially in Germany where the Lutheran Churchvedofrom supporting a step-by-
step disarmament process (rejecting especiallyuaiigteral initiative) to calling more

directly for global disarmament, including multéaal and unilateral measures,
traditional diplomacy and militant peace actfén.

In the United Kingdom, the renewal of the nucleabrearine system SSBN Trident,
which has been definitively adopted in July 2016 led to a debate as early as the
2000s, gave the main Churches an opportunity tonsder their position on the

% NCC, Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now, A ReSoh Adopted by the General Assembly of the
National Council of the Churches of Christ in th8AJand Church World Service, 12 November 2009.

56 Statements on Nuclear Weapons and Disarmameritebriesbyterian Church (U.S.A.) and Its Predecsssor
A Brief Summary Presbyterian Peacemaking Program

<https://www.presbyterianmission.org/wp-contentaguls/ganuclearweapons.pdf>.

57 The Episcopal Church, Background: Nuclear Weapduse 2, 2005, Office of Government Relations
<http://www.episcopalchurch.org/library/article/@cound-nuclear-weapons>.

8 Mehdi Ghasemi, “Evangelicals rethink nuclear waegptOnFaith, 29 November 2011.

59 Bob Allen, “Young evangelicals call for end to tear weapons,World & Way 2009.

80 World Council of Church, Follow-up on the adoptioh NATO's Strategic Concept, Letter to Mr Barack
Obama, President of the USA, Mr Dmitry Medvedeweditent of the Russian Federation, and Mr AndeghFo
Rasmussen, NATO Secretary General Geneva, 11 N2&xbh.

<https://www.oikoumene.org/en/resources/documeet&al-secretary/joint-declarations/follow-up-oe-th
adoption-ofnatos-strategic-concept>.

51 Heinrich Bedford-Strohm, “No more nuclear weapetisat's the goal, EKD, 4 August 2015.

FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE 19



IS NUCLEAR DETERRENCE MORALLY DEFENSIBLE? RELIGIOUS PERSPECTIVES
RECHERCHES & DOCUMENTS N° 05/2016

legitimacy of nuclear deterrence. The Church oftl&od, known for its Presbyterian
tradition, spoke in 2001 against the renewal otidmi. In 2006, it joined forces with
other Scottish denominations (Methodists and Catfpto publish a petition to this
end® During the campaign against Trident, the ChurctSobtland used three main
arguments against the British deterrent: its bamhgte encouraging proliferation, the
unlawfulness of nuclear weapons according to hutaaan law and the immorality of
weapons judged “fundamentally e

In 1983, a synod of the Church of England had aatesd that it was legitimate for the
United Kingdom to rely on nuclear deterrence, bavised reducing the size of its
arsenaP* Until recently, the Church authorities remainedyvdiscreet on the issue,
calling occasionally its members to think aboutigsie but avoiding the formulation of
clear-cut opinions. In 2006, personalities howeygestioned the opportunity to renew
the Trident, such as the Archbishop of Canterbung wsked for an open debate or the
Archbishop of Wales who stated that the funds dsethe program could be dedicated
to more useful end8.In 2007, at the end of a synod, the Church ashedsecretary of
State for Defense to think about the compatibibfy Trident with the international
commitments taken by the United Kingdom as welitea®thics® In 2015, the Church
was more direct in a pastoral letter published dledaghe General Election, in which it
claimed that “traditional arguments for nuclearedietnce need re-examining.”

62 peace in the Twenty-first Century No. 25 Summed72Trident - A Theological Approach, A reflectioy b
Rev. Dr. Kenneth Greet, President of the Methdeésice Fellowship

“We urge the government of the United Kingdom rwirtvest in a replacement for the Trident systerh tan
begin now the process of decommissioning these eveapiith the intention of diverting the sums spent
nuclear weaponry to programmes of aid and develapie

83 The Church of Scotland, Nuclear Weapons, DiscasBimints

“The Church of Scotland, along with other ChurcimeScotland, has stated its belief that nuclearpoea are so
destructive and so harmful to civilians and theureltworld that they are inherently evil; to possekreaten or
use such terrible weapons of mass destructiordieadful concept which fundamentally threatensftigre of
humanity as a species.”

<http://www.churchofscotland.org.uk/__data/asselfs/ile/0003/8895/Nuclear_Weapons_leaflet.pdf>
64 Church of England Ethical Investment Advisory Grddefence investments policy May 2010

“...it is the duty of Her Majesty’s Government andr tadlies to maintain adequate forces to guard again
nuclear blackmail and to deter nuclear and nonearcggressors.”

5 Matthew Tempest, “Trident is legally and morallyegtionable, says churchThe Guardian 5 December
2010.

66 |_etter of Mr William Farrell, 5 March 2007
<https://www.churchofengland.org/media/45524/triciedtf>

57 Who is my neighbour? A Letter from the House ofgips to the People and Parishes of the Church of
England for the General Election 2015

“The sheer scale of indiscriminate destructive pomgpresented by nuclear weapons such as Tridentonbs
justifiable, if at all, by appeal to the principlef mutually assured destruction. For many, inclgdimany
Christians, that in itself was a deeply problematigument, although there were also many who wespgred
to live with the strategy because it appeared tuse peace and save lives. Shifts in the glsbaltegicrealities
mean that the traditional arguments for nuclearetiegnce need re-examining. The presence of sudhudtége
capacity pulls against any international sensehafred community. But such is the talismanic poweruzlear
weaponry that few politicians seem willing to trtis¢ electorate with a real debate about the miyjiteapacity
we need in the world of tod4dy

<https://www.churchofengland.org/media/2170230/whoineighbour-pages.pdf>.
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The view of the Russian Orthodox Church

The Russian Orthodox Church stands out nowadags s the only Christian Church
to be openly defending nuclear deterrence. Thigiposcan be explained by the strong
closeness between the Church, and especially treedoPatriarchate at its head, and
the Russian political power. As the Church is aamati Church, which is one of the
characteristics of orthodoxy, there is a historisgmbiosis between political and
religious interests. As such, the security of tlaéional community is often blended
with the security of the believers. The recentdngtof the Church emphasized this
leaning. Indeed, after a first period characteribgdhe Bolsheviks’ mass persecutions
against religious authorities, Stalin agreed toraal compromise with the Orthodox
Church in the specific context of the “great patciavar”, which enabled its survival
provided it was extremely docile to the Kremlin'ssthes.

It was therefore uneasy for Orthodox leaders testoe Moscow’s nuclear policy, and
this only changed marginally after the fall of tBeviet Union since the Patriarchate is
still accused of supporting too faithfully Presitd@utin’s foreign policy?

However, it would be oversimplifying to say thaet@hurch’s position is only based on
political considerations, since it also derivesriroonsistent theological interpretations.
Orthodox Russians consider that two teachings @®ile are especially important to
understand the world. First, sin has been inhdécentankind since the Fall and men can
fight against it but not decide by themselves gfirdtive abolition. As human beings
carry evil in them, they cannot suppress the thoéatar by decree but only by working
on their individual behavior and removing sin fraheir soul. This laborious and
spiritual endeavor cannot bear fruit immediateljhickh means that in the near and
medium term, war is a necessary evil deriving frive avidity and desire of conquest
of some individuals. In this framework, Christidrs/e a duty to defend themselves and
to defend their community, and to accept the nealitthe world as it is. Secondly, the
Russian Orthodox Church insists — as does Chrigtiangeneral — on the fact that the
divine providence can confront humankind with ctitashes for an ultimate good goal,
which is often the way nuclear weapons are perddiyeChurch’s authoritie®.

Concretely, the Church states that as long as wiatse one needs to be able to defend
oneself. In this context, nuclear weapons are sped@ally illegitimate, all the more
since Russian theologians are convinced that thene wnstrumental in preventing a
third world war to break out during the Cold WaBesides, with the development of
more precise weapons and the possibility not tgetacivilians, they believe that there
is only a difference of degree and not of naturevben nuclear and conventional
weapons, in an ethical point of view. This pointdebated within the Church, and some
have argued that weapons of mass destruction @uithilate God’s Creation, which
would be a deadly sin. But for most Russian thaalwgy this vision is exaggerated
since nuclear weapons can be used in a targetedemand since the threat of mass

%8 Michael Bourdeaux, “Church that hails PresiderttrPas a “miracle of God”, The Times9 May 2015.

% Francois Thual and Boris Zinovieff, “Se défendomtre le mal. L'orthodoxie contre les nouvellesnfes de
guerre, " inLes religions et la Guerteed. Pierre Viaud, Paris : Les Editions du Ce9B1L

70 Archpriest Andrei Efanov, 3auem Llepkosb ocssiaer opyxue? », Abzyka.ru, 9 February 2014.
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destruction is at the roots of deterrence whichntaged peace for the last 70 years.
For these thinkers, refusing nuclear war woulddrgamount to refusing war itself, and
the Russian Orthodox Church opposes absolute pacii

For the Church therefore, and especially for MossoRatriarch Kirill, who spoke
several times clearly on this isstie,Christians must act to make a world without
nuclear weapons possible, and he has consistaltgddor disarmament and restraint.
But it must be progressive and happen when the cgiditions are met. Unilateral and
sudden disarmament would be a disaster as it wewolpardize Russia’s sovereignty
and potentially lead to the outbreak of deadly renflicts”™ Other clergymen went
further and stated that immediate nuclear disarnmémvas a utopia and reminded that it
was not nuclear weapons that were the cause ofiadsnfout a universal thirst for
power, fueled by evil, and due to the fallen conditof mankind’*

This stance is reflected on a daily bases by syimlagtions such as the benediction by
Patriarch Kirill of a promotion of graduates frolretPeter the Great Military Academy
of the Strategic Missile Troops in 2012. On thiscasion, the Russian Orthodox
Church’s leader emphasized that “Not only the sgcand sovereignty of our country
but also peace in the whole world depend on thepetemcy of those who perform this
military service” and that Russian nuclear arsefiahile securely protecting the
Fatherland and the nations historically close tonuspirit, at the same time serves the
cause of peace, maintaining most important balarekgh deny others the right and
the opportunity to go unpunished when using leth&lear weapons?

In 2007, a mass was held in Sarov in homage tdotites in charge of maintaining the

Russian nuclear arsenal that are placed underthection of Saint Seraphim of Sarov.

As this benediction provoked astonishment and i@ast the Church reminded its

followers that it saw nuclear weapons as a “necgssal” which has enabled Russia

since 1990 to preserve its independeficeor Augustin Sokolowski, an Orthodox

theologian, this initiative is an evidence of seNdyeliefs shared by the Church: the
necessity to bless humans in charge of the nuctession and therefore help them

overcome trials and mistakes, the necessity tesldensitive locations to prevent them
from falling prey to evil and also the necessitytay for a successful deterrence policy
able to preserve Russia’s independence, that isydignymy, the Church.

The Orthodox Church’s support for nuclear detereerscnot incidental and gives it
legitimacy in Russia, as nuclear weapons’ moralgy more and more debated
internationally. Even if it is often criticized fais never-failing support to the Kremlin’s
foreign policy, the Patriarchate of Moscow stands for a specific and traditional

"1 Débat autour des propos adoptés par la Commigsierorthodoxe préconciliaire réunie & Chambé9gel
quoted in Thual and Zinovieff.

2 “Russia needs nuclear weapons,” Patriarch KBitlutnik Newsl1 September 2009.
73 Patriarch Kirill, “Inepnoe opyxue B catom mecte?,” Pravmir.ru, 13 September 2009

7 Archpriest Vsevolod Chapline,sIheproe opyxue — Hen36exHOe 3110 B MHpPE, HCIOPYEHHOM TpPEXOM,”
Russian Orthodox Churci8 February 2007.

S “Our sovereignty, world peace depend on our nudagld - Russian patriarchBBC, 16 April 2012.
76 Alexander Osipovich, “Church Offers Atomic BlesgihThe Moscow Time$ September 2007.

77 Augustin  Sokolowski, O6 ocesiennu sjgepHoro opyxus. OTBETHI NPABOCIABHOTO M KaTOJUYECKOTO
6orociosos,” V Svete Yevangeliya May 2008.
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doctrinal perspective, imbued with realism, refusélhubris and resignation to the
sinful nature of human’s conditich.

Nuclear weapons morality and Buddhist traditions

In the international collective unconscious, fevigieus traditions have been more
associated to pacifism as Buddhism in the lastucgntBuddhist influence takes

multiple forms in Asia: it is almost an officialligion in South-East Asia, while it has

only a minority status in China and Japan but magated these two societies for
centuries and has created syncretism with othéogaphic and religious traditions. It is

therefore noteworthy to look at the Buddhists’ pgoss in terms of nuclear deterrence
on a continent where military nuclear issues seetbet called to play an ever greater
role.

As most religious tradition, the study of Buddhissnmade more complex by the
diversity of views of its promoters, both in timedain space. Nowadays, three major
streams can be distinguished with quite differeachings: Mahayana in China and
Japan, Theravada in South-East Asia and Sri Lavi&mayana in Tibet, the Himalaya
and Mongolia, but many other schools exist withciags corresponding to their
respective reference Temples. In terms of chronpldigree periods can be noticed.
First, the founding period that coincides with tietime of Siddhartha Gautama, the
historic Buddha, in the'6-5" century BCE, and that is characterized by an amos
absolute rejection of violence as well as temppder. Then, the rule of the Indian
King Ashoka serves as an ideal for a Buddhist grimho manages to renounce
violence as a tool of governance and keep the suppdis subjects through peaceful
means. But the diffusion of Buddhism as a majorgygion in many States gave it a
proximity with political power which led it in mostases to support established power
and even military adventures. This was notably ¢hee in the Middle Ages when
monks called to arms to defend the national tewritagainst Chinese and Mongol
invasions, with the support of Thailand enteringritdVar | in 1917 or with Japan’s
colonial policy in the 19308.With the progress of democracy in the second dfatifie
20" century, which is still ongoing today (in partiaulin Myanmar), monks and lay
Buddhists have often for the first time had theapmity to speak with an independent
voice, which gives them a chance to think againsoaietal issues such as war and
peace, and in the matter at hands, the moralibwolear weapons.

As it is, the Buddha’s teaching is clearly orientediards peace and insists on the value
of life of all sensitive beings, justice, harmonydathe interdependence between all
things. Episodes of the life of the Buddha show lplaying a role of mediator and
convincing leaders to renounce to armed conffict@ther stories and extreme
interpretations of Buddhism, and especially of tbiecarnation principle, have on the
contrary been used to justify violence and evemernperceived as delivering the victim

8 Nikolai Sokov, “Russian-perspective on nucleaadisament and the post-nuclear world,” in eds. Nykek
and Michal SmetanaGlobal Nuclear Disarmament, Strategic, politicaldaregional perspectivesRoutledge,
2016.

7 Suwanna Satha-Anand, “Questions of Violence ini Bauddhism,” in eds. Vladimir Tikhonov and Torkel
Brekke,Buddhism and Violence: Militarism and Buddhism inddrn Asia Roudledge, London, 2013.

80 Mahinda Deealle, “Norms of War in Theravada Buddhl' in eds. Vesselin Popovski, Gregory Reichberg
and Nicholas Turner.
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from his suffering! but the majority of dogmas inherited from Buddhisave kept the
idea of “ahimsa” (non-violence) as an absolute .fulEhe importance of causality in
Buddhist traditions can explain this choice; siitaaeans that evil leads to evil and that
a violent act must be avoided not to open a longecygf retaliation. Military victory
fuels indeed a spirit of revenge among the van@aiskihich is detrimental to peace in
the long term (in the present and future lives)thAthis in mind, promoting absolute
pacifism is not a show of weakness, but demonstrateleep understanding of the
dynamics of violence and their causality lifks.

This interpretation is dominant in the Theravadalition. But the idea that a prince can
exert legitimate violence to protect its societynfr aggression (internal and external)
also exists, especially in the Mahayana traditioevalent in China and Japan. This
school of thought emphasizes texts which mentianaalel of enlightened universal

king, who founds his kingdom on the principles anfviolence and spontaneous
obedience of his subjects, but nonetheless tragelsrted with an imposing army which

has the task of maintaining ordér.Other monasteries insist on the leader’s
responsibility to protect its people, and to fighjustice if necessary by resorting to

violence, a role that can accommodate the ide@tefrenceé?

These branches argue for an approach which iswayareminiscent of utilitarianism
and assesses that there is a duty to commit alesd if this is the only way to prevent
the realization of more or worst ones. This perspe@ives a more nuanced answer to
the question of nuclear weapons. Contrary to sombergretations focusing on the
nature of the act and its intrinsic compatibilititwthe main prohibition of Buddhism, it
considers the question through the prism of figaitd assesses the consequence of the
action. Thus, it weights its capacity to presenstigce and peace for the greater number,
even if it means that some sacrifice, physical ttdeton of human lives) or moral
(negative impact on thkarma the destiny of the perpetrator who is going tffesu
from it in its future lives}® With this in mind, some theologians believe thetiedrence

is not contrary to the Buddhist ethics, even if thierpretation of the most pacifist
canonical texts is taken into account. This assessim more debatable with regards to
nuclear deterrenc®.

It should be noted that in countries where the earcfjuestion is most relevant (China
and Japan), the conventional school of thoughtather discreet on national and
international debates on the morality of nuclearapa:s. On the contrary, non-

81 paul Demiéville, “Buddhism and War,” in eds. Miehderryson and Mark Juergensmegarddhist Warfare
Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2010.

82 Bernard FaureBouddhisme et ViolencEditions Le Cavalier Bleu, Paris, 2008.

83 pahalawattage Don Premasiri, “The Place for atemis War in BuddhismJournal of Buddhist Ethigwol.
10, 2003.

84 Xue Yu, “Buddhism and the Justification of War lwFocus on Chinese Buddhist History,” in eds. \aidi
Tikhonov and Torkel BrekkeBuddhism and Violence: Militarism and Buddhism inddrn Asia Routledge,
New York, 2013.

8 David W. Chappell, “Buddhist perspectives on weapof mass destruction,” in eds. Sohail H. Hashmi a
Steven P. Lee.

86 Xue Yu, “Buddhism and the Justification of War lwiocus on Chinese Buddhist History.”

87 Damien Keown, “The Role of Deterrence in BuddRstace-building,"Journal of Buddhist Ethicsl January
2014,
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conventional and recent Japanese schools inspyadebBuddhist tradition are more
often heard on this issue, as well as the TibetarddBism and especially its
representative in exile, Dalai-Lama Tenzin Gyatso.

Thanks to a lot of media coverage, the Dalai-Lanaggosition to nuclear weapons is
often heard. In 1989, he proposed to make Tibet@dear-free zone as one of the
features of the creation of an “Ahimsa” zone on Thteetan platea& Emphasizing the
values of compassion, interdependence and univergal he noted that notions of
national preferences and adversaries were oppositee values of Buddhism. In 2000,
he stated that the abolition of nuclear weapons avgseliminary step necessary to
global disarmament leading to peace, but specifiad it could only happen step by
step and following “internal disarmament”, a pemoand spiritual work made by
individuals to live in peace and harmdfiylhis rather balanced position is also visible
in the spiritual leader’'s frequently-repeated ojjpms to any discrimination against
nations in terms of weaponry. As such, he is saitlave argued during a conference
held in India that he is “totally against nucleagapons, however, on this planet [if]
some bigger nations have certain rights to keepeauaveapons, then India [is] also
one important nation?® This does not prevent the Dalai-Lama from reguladlling
nuclear-weapon States to speed up their disarmaefiemts, in order to eliminate the
“greatest danger for humanity,” namely the risknatlear destructioft. In this regard,
he drew hope from the reduction of nuclear arsewaltdwide observed since the end
of the Cold War and praised the vision expressed®i®sident Obama in Prague in
2009%

In Japan, it is relatively difficult to analyze teance taken by the Buddhist community
as the various ethical and religious schools areenoo less linked to the Buddhist
tradition and benefit from a lot of autonomy. Moveq the traditional strong opposition
to anything nuclear since the end of World War Tyees beyond religious belongings.
However, it is possible to detect a specific Buddkinti-nuclear militancy, which is
most visible in the activities of recent denomioai. As early as 1955, Japanese
Buddhist temples joined force with Christian Chwsland Shinto shrines to organize
the “First Worldwide Conference for the Prohibitiaf the Atomic and Hydrogen
bomb” in Hiroshima. Later on, they remained activalenounce nuclear weapons and
war in general (especially during the Vietham Wand to publicly apologize for pre-
1945 Japanese militarism.

88 The 14th Dalai Lama - Nobel Lecture. Nobelprizg.dobel Media AB 2014, 11 December 1989
<http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/peace/lates/1989/lama-lecture.html>.
89 14e Dalai Lama, Message for the New Millenniunt, January 2000

“In order to make non-violence a reality we musdtfiwork on internal disarmament and then proceed/dok
on external disarmament. By internal disarmamentdan ridding ourselves of all the negative emotithras
result in violence. External disarmament will alsave to be done gradually, step by step. We nrgsinfork on
the total abolishment of nuclear weapons and grélgwaork up to total demilitarization throughoutetworld”

<http://www.dalailama.com/messages/world-peacedmillum-message>.

% “Dalai Lama says certain nations like India caekeuclear weapons ‘for the safety of aDRA India 28
January 2015.

%1 Dalai Lama, A Human Approach to World Peace, Ir&aty 2001.
<http://www.dalailama.com/messages/world-peacefadaniapproach-to-peace>.
92 The Dalai Lama, “Why I'm hopeful about the worldigure,” The Washington PasDpinions, 13 June 2016.
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But only a fraction really campaigned militantly warious peace and disarmament
movements, which do not belong to the traditionahslyana schoof8.For the Soka
Gakkai movement, pacifism and nuclear disarmameoaie a hobby hor8eand the
movement is now at the forefront of the struggleotomote a convention prohibiting
nuclear weapons. It has denounced for years theriéamenuclear umbrella protecting
Japar?® Nipponzan Myohoji was also very critical of Amexit deterrent during the
Cold War, and is still active since it organized2idl5 a demonstration in the United
States in preparation of the NPT Conference Retiew.

The synthesis between communities influenced byBiheédha’s call in favor of non-
violence but relatively passive on the issue of lemrc weapons and a minority
campaigning for disarmament is visible in the cdlmost monks and spiritual leaders.
They advise their followers to work on inner peauwet also to promote education to
peace and arms control, poverty relief which isnsa® the root of most conflict, and a
better understanding of adversaries’ motivatioodinbit the risk of war that could link
to the use of weapons of mass destruction.

Nuclear weapons morality and Hinduism

The complexity of the issue of the compatibility wficlear weapons and religious
beliefs worldwide is illustrated by the endeavofshe BJP, an openly Hindu party, to

give India a nuclear weapon status. Indeed, siheeldadership of Gandhi and, to a
certain extent, Nehru, India’s culture has beredittrom a rather peaceful image, and
has been described as promoting non-violence aettirey weapons of mass

destruction. But it would be wrong to systematicadlssimilate these values to the
Hindu tradition. In the case of Gandhi in particulais moral commitments were mostly
a personal approach, which derived from ascetiontinHindu branches recurrent in

the religious history of the sub-continent, bubailom non-Hindu inspirations such as
Jainism. The two leaders’ vision of their countryalues is therefore a recent trend
which cannot be considered as a fair reflectioa dbminant branch of Hinduism.

Contrary to many cults and ascetic religious schbolrn in India, the most famous one
being today Buddhism, the Hindu tradition bestowstdnically an important place to

violence. Since the Ancient times, its foundingtteRave been mythological stories
which were as much theological guidelines as palitireatises on the practice of power
and dedicated to kings. These stories did not condear, which was seen as the
prerogative of an upper cast of warriors (Ksatfyad the most, the war ethics of this
mythology includes a chivalry code and invites Hirsbldiers to fight in an honest way,
on a regular ground and an anticipated fashiormawit resorting to poisoned, kindled or
barbed arrows (Book of Manu). It also requiresidddion between combatants and

9% Kawase Takaya, “Anti-War and Peace Movements andapgnese Buddhists after the Second World War,”
in eds. Vladimir Tikhonov and Torkel Brekke.

% Robert Kisala, “Norms of war in Japanese Religian,eds. Vesselin Popovski, Gregory Reichberg and
Nicholas Turner.

% Daisaku lkeda, “Opinion: Shared Action for a Nul&Veapon Free WorldInter Press Serviged April
2015.

9 “Activists en route to United Nations conferenceva Friday in WNY,”The Buffalo News3 April 2015.

9 Donald K. Swearer, “Buddhism and weapons of masérdction: an oxymoron?,” in éds. Sohail H. Hashmi
and Steven P. Lee.
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non-combatants and compliance with the principlds poudence, reciprocity,
reconciliation after victory but also self-defense.

This vision of legitimate warfare characterizingeinstate relationship, which obeys to
codes, remained predominant during Indian histanyh rare exceptions such as the
second half of the rule of King Ashoka (which waslgably Buddhist), marked by a
rejection of violence and war. It is still quite lidatoday for the modern Indian
Republic, whose policy favors realism and puts smdvnational interests and balance
of power, and on occasions draws on various myticéd references of the Hindu
tradition to justify choices of strategy and militaactics. In this context, the BJP built
its international policy from the 1980s by rejegti®@andhi and Nehru’s call for moral
consideration. In its call to build a Hindu bombainswer to the Islamic bomb, the BJP
mixed Indian nationalism and Hinduism. Becauset®frole in the decision to move
forward with the nuclear tests of 1998, it becaneeywdifficult to question nuclear
deterrence on religious grounds, which may be ¢asan why Hindu thinkers are very
discreet on the questidhThe rare internal critics against India’s nuclpeopgram came
from lay representatives and did not mention inway the Hindu ethics.

The specificity of the Hindu theological syllabuskes it uneasy to determine to what
extent nuclear weapons and Hinduism could be tratgpatible. On the one side, these
weapons are difficult to use while respecting thegiples of proportionality and fair
fighting. On the other side, some sources of aittesrseem to validate them since
what could be considered as weapons of mass destrugere used in mythological
Hindu texts, and since some Kings seen as just lpaveforward the rightness of
adapting to circumstances, using contestable egptdin last resort or applying less
than orthodox strategies, provided it be the ordy wo fight an injustice or as long as it
has already been used by the adversary.

Besides, the concept of holding back the enemyjmimg the risk of war thanks to
the possession of an adequate arsenal or to feghitelen equals with the same weapons
are present in Hinduism. As it is, after centuredsdomination, the religious and
national interests tend to become a common causiehvinas been used to justify the
rise of India as a military power after 1947 to fkees independence but also its status
and emancipation on the international scene. Cquaeany Indian philosophes, clearly
influenced by the fall of the Moghul Empire and amkation, criticize weakness as
fueling temptation in hostile powers, in a contekpermanent struggle against nations.
These perceptions are not far from the basis afigall Hinduism as promoted by the
BJP. For others, the question of peace is mostigraonal effort which can later have
an impact on society. In this context, it woulduaen to want to engage into a nuclear
disarmament process before setting the conditibsasiainable peace.

% Kushik Roy, “Norms of war in Hinduism,” in eds. $&lin Popovski, Gregory Reichberg and Nicholas
Turner.

% Mata AmritanandamalyDevi, Access the statements of Amma at the United Natiworld Peace Summit in
2000

“Peace is not just the absence of war and coniligpes well beyond that. Peace must be fosterédunihe
individual, within the family and within societyin®ly transferring the world's nuclear weapons tanaseum
will not in itself bring about world peace. The tear weapons of the mind must first be elimindted
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Gandhi’s indignation against violence and war, &b against nuclear weapons, which
he accused of having destroyed the laws of *deft forever an imprint in India’s
society. However, these feelings and values arehmoinheritance of a strong religious
tradition, since Hinduism, both in its Ancient sadtrtexts and in its contemporary
conception expressed by the BJP, does not oppokge, and even extreme violence,
in the defense of a just cause and national sayesei

Conclusion

This overview shows that the issue of the comgadtitbhetween nuclear deterrence and
religion needs to be nuanced, and remains a matténterpretation and therefore
strongly linked to the political and geopoliticairtext. Even if some extracts from the
major sacred texts are noteworthy because they se@ffier clues on the morality of
nuclear weapons (proportionality in the Bible, pbitron of random environmental
destruction in the Coran...), these founding books opaturally not give precise
injunctions on weapons that had yet to be invented.

Beyond the major principles specific to each religiit is therefore useful to take into
account how religious authorities and theologiaagehconstrued them over the years.
In all cases studied, these interpretations hawes bery varied, and they have been
influenced by the context in which they were praetlicSince the end of the Cold Warr,
the advance of democracy worldwide has given thgopnity to more clergymen to
speak freely on this issue. Nevertheless, they w&ild to align themselves with
respective national positions. The more pacifiggnsé of the American Catholic
authorities at the end of the 1980s compared to #Mest German counterparts is
probably the fruit of a different threat assessmeikiewise, the balanced statements of
the Dalai-Lama on the Indian nuclear capacity mlagws the influence of political
closeness on religious matters.

That being said, the different religion’s standefkesome theological peculiarities to
this day, and remain quite influential. On a cldsek, if all the religions studied in this

paper condemn the use of nuclear weapons, whiclotisurprising, opinions on the

morality of deterrence as such are more subtl&iastrategy rely on nuclear weapons
but does not require its detonation. The Pope’y s#aict position in that matter seems
both quite recent and marginal, except for someaeBtant denominations (especially
the Methodists and the Church of Scotland) and Mudranches. For many other
religions, the principle of deterrence may be atadp if it avoids even worse

destruction in conventional wars.

The majority thinking is therefore a sort of cosiakfit analysis, which was the solution
adopted by the Vatican until the end of the ColdrWodifications in the security

environment convinced the Holy See that the cost especially the risk of nuclear
detonation was now too high regarding the bendfileierrence. This analysis is not

100 Mahatma Gandbhi, in ed. Louis Fish&he Essential Gandhi: An Anthology of his WritiogsHis Life, Work
and ldeasVintage Spiritual Classics, New York, 1962.

“So far as | can see, the atomic bomb has deadérefinest feeling that has sustained for ages. dlised to
be so-called laws of war, which made it tolerablaw we know the truth. War knows no law except tfiat
might. The atomic bomb brought an empty victory ibu¢sulted for the time being in destroying thoailsof
Japan. What has happened to the soul of the déstroation is yet too early to see*
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shared universally and is not necessarily truellireggions of the world and in the

future. As such, it is unlikely that a major ineirgious movement will be created in the
near future to contest with one voice the moratifydeterrence, especially in non-
Catholic countries where it is an important featafenational security preoccupations
(Russia, China, India, Pakistan, Israel...). In Eerapd in the United States however,
where Christian nuclear pacifism is rather wellbished, the voice of the Churches
may be added to those of civil society represerdatto ask for a review of the issue of
the morality of the nuclear deterrent. The cleandttaken by the Church of England
and the Church of Scotland against the renewalriofeit in the United Kingdom are

significative in this regard.
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