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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This paper reviews the history of the religious debate on nuclear energy
over the last thirty years. In the 1950s, reliqious statements
recognized the peaceful uses of atomic enerqy as a blessinq from God anfl
called upon world leaders to promote i t s use. Nuclear energy programmes
were launched in this decade. In the 1960s, there was s t i l l reliqious
approval of nuclear energy, but questions about ethics arose.

It was not until the 1970s, after the oil c r is is , that serious
questioning and criticism of nuclear energy emerged. This was
particularly true in the United States, where the majority of statements
originated - especially in 1979, the year of the Three Mile Island
accident. Around this time, the World Council of Churches (WCC)
developed the concept of the just, participatory and sustainable society
(JPSS). The meaning and use of these terms in the nuclear enerqv debate
is examined. This paper also compares the balanced debate of the World
Council with the case against "the Plutonium economy" prepared by the
National Council of the Churches of Christ (NCC) in the USA.

Three religious statements from the 1980s are examined. A United Church
of Canada resolution, cri t ical of nuclear energy, is compared with a
favourable report from the Methodist Church in Enqland. Both use similar
values: in one case, justice, participation and sustainability; in the
other case, concern for others, participation and stewardship. There are
not many Catholic statements on nuclear energy. One which is cautious
and favourable is examined in detail. It is concluded that the use of
concepts of justice, participation and sustainability (or their
equivalents) has not clarified the nuclear debate. Reliqious statements
for and against nuclear energy are sprinkled with the concepts. The way
forward requires continuing interdisciplinary dialogue in an atmosphere
of respect and goodwill. All the alternatives must be studied and the
same criteria concerning society, technology and values applied to each.

There have been societies deficient in justice, participation and
sustainability long before the fission of the atom was known. Neither
the acceptance, nor the rejection of nuclear energy will, in itself,
result in the just and wisely ruled society which many desire.
Nevertheless, the result of the debate will have important consequences
for the future of energy use and production. The process of the debate
may have far reaching consequences, for qood or i l l , on our social values
and decision-making processes.
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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

In 1983, a number of Canadian religious organizations expressed concern
about Ontario Hydro's nuclear energy programme. Some of these
organizations met with Ontario Hydro staff and with the social
Responsibility Committee of the Board of Directors. They raised concerns
based on the concepts of justice, participation and sustainability.

As a result, this study was commissioned to review the history of
religious concerns regarding nuclear energy, to examine the meaning and
use of justice, participation and sustainability and, if possible, draw
conclusions which would help Ontario Hydro staff understand the religious
perspectives of nuclear energy.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The debate on nuclear energy has taken many forms. It has been
predominantly a technical discussion around health and safety in mines,
reactor safety and decommissioning, and the storage of radioactive wastes.

However, there have been many other aspects of the debate. The political
side of the question has been concerned with the possible proliferation
of nuclear weapons. Economic views have dealt with the capital costs of
nuclear power stations. Debate has taken place on the human values
underlying a commitment to nuclear energy and much has been heard of the
soft-energy options open to society.

For over thirty years there has been a continuing religious debate on
nuclear energy. In the 1950s religious statements were favourable
towards the peaceful uses of nuclear energy - includinq the fission of
atoms to provide a heat source to generate elect'ricity. During the 1960s
there was some questioning of nuclear energy in religious circles hut
approval was still predominant. It was not until the mid to late 1970s
that critical questioning gained momentum and, in many cases, led to
disapproval of nuclear fission as an energy source.

The debate started as a technical debate but has moved on to a values -
based debate. Por example, the World Council of Churches' concent of "a
just, participatory and sustainable society" is frequently used in the
religious discussion of nuclear energy. Given the nature of the shifts
in the debate, this paper is written to record its history and to assist
in its understanding.

2. DISCOVERY OF FISSION

The whole nuclear energy debate is overshadowed by the use of nuclear
energy in weapons. The first that the world knew of atom-splitting was
when two nuclear weapons were used on Japan. How did this come about?

2.1 Splitting the Atom

Towards the end of 1938, Professor Otto Hahn, working in Berlin, was
exposing uranium to collisions with slow neutrons. An analysis of the
results revealed the presence of barium, an element with roughly half the
atomic number of uranium. This surprising outcome was a contradiction of
all previous experience in nuclear physics. It suggested the possibility
that the uranium nucleus had divided into two parts and that the detected
barium was one of the large fragments of the fission. If this was true
then the process should be accompanied by the release of very high energy
particles. Evidence for the release of these particles was soon
established.

By the spring of 1939, there was widespread acceptance of the new theorv
and nuclear physicists realized the possibility of a chain reaction. A
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self-sustaining chain reaction within a larqe mass of uranium miqht
result in an explosion of unprecedented magnitude. If the reaction were
controlled, a new source of energy might be tapped.

It was the start of World War II in that same year, 1939, which
determined the course of research in Europe and the United States. The
fear that nuclear fission, discovered in Germany, miqht he used hy Hitler
to dominate the world spurred allied research and development on nuclear
fission along the weapons route. It was conventional war which produced
nuclear weapons.

2. 2 The Dropping of the Bomb

The world became aware of the power locked within the nucleus of the atom
in August 1945, when a uranium bomb exploded over Hiroshima and a
Plutonium bomb over Nagasaki. Despite the enormity of the nuclear
explosions, the victor nations felt general relief that the war was
over. For better or worse, the science and technology of atom splittinq
was here. What were we going to do with it now? The churches were an
important group searching for an answer to the question at that time.

3. POST-WAR RELIGIOUS RESPONSE UNTIL 1960

Western religious conscience generally reflected the conscience of the m
victor nations. There was much talk about the balance of evils and of ^
resort to the lesser of two evils. Writing in 1950 in The Christian
Response to the Atomic Crisis, Edward Leroy Long said that the only
choices were between "alternate evils rather than the fully qood as
against the fully evil. Life deals in grays, not in black and white."^

The religious debate on nuclear weapons contained a wide ranqe of
conflicting opinions. Referring to the lack of any clear Christian
position, John Vincent in Christ in a Nuclear World, said:

Basically, the answer is that the Church is so confused that it does
not know what to say or do. And there are very good reasons why it
should be so.

Among these reasons, Vincent listed the complexity of the modern world
and the uncertainty in theology. In a complex world, said Vincent, "who
can be surprised that the Christian, like evervone else, finds himself
utterly at sea, without any ground for faith, confidence or even
hope?"-5. The uncertainty in theology did not "relate so much to the
basic truths of the Faith as to their meaning, significance and
application within the modern world."4

While Long, Vincent and others agonized over nuclear weapons they were in
agreement over the peaceful uses of atomic energy. Vincent stated:

The Christian believes that God has revealed the wonders of atomic A
and nuclear energy in order that man might accomplish His will upon "
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earth. He b e l i e v e s , moreover, that God has revealed t h i s knowledqe
to us at t h i s part icular time, in order t o provide for certa in needs
of t h i s time and of the future.^

Vincent ended h i s book by saying:

Christ i s in the f a c t s of our age - in nuclear Dower, in our modern
•materialism", in the needs of s t r a t e g i c jobs , in the opportunit ies
for service and l eadersh ip . 6

The second meetinq of the World Council of Churches meetinq in Evanston
in 1954 s p e c i f i c a l l y recommended the "turning of atomic energy to
peaceful uses".^

Erwin Hiebert, a Mennoniter stated in 1961:

Atomic energy per se i s neither good nor e v i l . The whole problem . . .
i s tremendously complicated by the fact that the mil i tary and
peaceful uses of atomic energy are not e a s i l y divided.^

Hiebert sa id , "It i s not atomic energy we are aqainst but war and
destruct ion"."

In his book Hiebert reviewed the statements made by re l ig ious qroups on
the peaceful uses of atomic energy. Among these were:

The 1954 Annual Conference of the Church of the Brethren commended
the President on proposing an internat ional pool of atomic enerqy for
peacetime u s e . 1 0

In 1955 the Union of American Hebrew Conqreqations commended
President Eisenhower "for his imaginative proposal for an atomic poo]
for peacetime purposes, and for our country's contribution of
f i s s i onab le materials for peaceful u s e s " . 1 1

In 1956 the Commission on Just ice and Peace of the Central Conference
of American Rabbis asked the government to continue i t s e f f o r t s "to
further the peacetime uses of the atom and to make i t s blessinq f e l t
in the farthest corners of the e a r t h " . 1 2

In 1957 the Commission of the Churches on International Affairs
sought to accelerate international cooperation t o develop atomic
power for peaceful purposes.1^

In 1959 the Centennial Conference of the General Conference Mennonite
Church urged "our men in government t o assume leadership in promotinq
the peaceful uses of atomic energy for the benefit of a l l peoples of
the world". 1 4

In 1960 the National Council of Churches in America craised the q i f t
of a nuclear reactor to a Korean University as a sharing of resources
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in a Christian way and affirmed the Christian responsibility to "work
for an orderly development of nuclear enerqv for peaceful purposes
for the benefit of al l mankind".15

The consistent religious attitude of the time was approval of the
blessings of the peaceful uses of atomic energy.

4. NUCLEAR ENERGY PROGRAMMES

It was in this encouraqinq religious climate that decisions were made in
the 1950s which led to the emergence of civil nuclear enerqy programmes.

In Britain, a government white paper on energy was issued in 1955 and
revised in 1956. It called for the installation of nuclear power
stations with a combined total electric output of 5,000 MW bv 1966. The
ten year lead time from concept to full power operation was typical of
the time. Gerald Wendt, writing in 1957, said "Britain has a reactor in
being, one that is safe in a populous area, simple and reliable".1"
These were low-temperature, graphite moderated, carbon dioxide cooled,
natural uranium reactors. Kenneth Jay, writing on Britain's first atomic
power station, described this type of reactor as, "safe and robust, it
would not involve extravagant extrapolation of existing knowledge, it
would give power sooner than any other type and at a reasonable
price".*7 By the mid-1960s, Britain had more nuclear powered
electrical generation than any other country in the world.

Meanwhile, in 1954 a Nuclear Power group was set UP at Chalk River,
Canada, "to investigate the feasibility of building natural-uranium,
heavy-water power reactors".18 In 1955 Atomic Energy of Canada invited
proposals for the design and construction of a Nuclear Power
Demonstration (NPD) station. The design of a 20 MW station usinq a
pressure vessel was started in 1955, but in 1957 the desiqn concept was
changed to a system usinq horizontal pressure tubes instead of a pressure
vessel. The NPD station, built in Rolphton, Ontario, delivered power to
Ontario Hydro transmission lines in June 1962. A Nuclear Power Plant
Division of AECL was established in Toronto in 1958, and in June 1959
cabinet approval of a 200 MW nuclear power station was announced. The
preliminary design studies for this station were done in 1956-1957,
construction started at Douglas Point earlv in I960 and the station was
brought into operation in 1967. The announcement of plans to build the
Pickering nuclear power plant was made by Ontario Hydro in Auqust 1964.
There was no adverse religious reaction.

5. RELIGIOUS ATTITUDES IN THE SIXTIES

The positive religious attitude to nuclear enerqy continued into the
1960s. L.C. McHugh writing in 1961 in America, a Catholic weekly, spoke
of the "grim technology of making low-cost atomic weapons. Perhaps it
would be good to balance matters by calling attention to some peaceful
uses of atomic energy. This aspect of the atom, thank God, is iust as
much a reality as our stockpiles of death".19
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The Commonweal, a weekly journal edited by Catholic laymen, carried a
1962 editorial which stated that the encouraging facts and recent
developments in the peaceful uses of atomic energy "ought to recall men
and women to the task of subduinq the great gift and discoverv of nuclear
energy to humane and peaceful uses".2"

But attitudes were changing from uncritical acceptance; technical and
ethical questions were beginning to appear.

In January 1963, about one hundred and fifty world nuclear scientists and
Jewish and Christian theologians met in Chicago to discuss nuclear
radiation and social ethics. The theologian Paul Tillich "asserted that
the popular anxiety over nuclear fission is so much qreater than other
anxieties because the popular mind cannot separate the peaceful use fro"i
the military*. 2* Enrico Jacchia, head of the safety proqramme at
Euratom, outlining radiation risks "pointed out the insidious danqers of
radiation not only to the individual at work in a nuclear power plant hut
also to the population wherever a nuclear reactor is located".22

George V. Le Roy, professor of medicine at the University of Chicago,
"declared he was puzzled about civilian apprehension over the peaceful
uses of atomic energy. Such elaborate precautions are taken that the
record of the atomic industry is better than that of any other major
industry".2^

The Chicago conference was one of open dialogue between theologians
scientists. Writing about his attendance at the 1963 Chicaqo conference
Father William Wallace said:

The general feeling seemed to be that, despite the paucity of data,
sufficient information was already available to permit a preliminary
moral judgement to proceed cautiously with development of nuclear
technology for peaceful purposes. The moral aspects of the problem,
in my opinion, do not provide sufficient grounds at this time for a
negative judgement against continued progress in the development of
nuclear technology*.2^ (Emphasis in original.)

At the Chicago conference Robert Cecil Mortimer, Bishop of Exeter, "while
admitting that it would be a betrayal of reason to reject nuclear power,
confessed at the same time that research into creative uses of that powpr
is not without i t s ethical dimension".25 The debate on the
relationship between ethics and energy was now under way.

5.1 Technology and Ethics

Interdisciplinary discussion can be difficult. How does a theoloqian
determine good and evil in a technological or scientific context?
Wallace stated, "Obviously the moralist must seek technical information
from the scientist. The problem immediately becomes complicated".26
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Among the complications expressed in the religious literature were:

information is difficult to obtain
information may be conflicting
interpretation of data is subject to personal preferences.

Writing of the Chicago conference Wallace spoke of the difficulty in
obtaining information. The problem with reqard to radiation
"information, particularly regarding genetic effects on the human race,
is almost impossible to obtain. To date . . . there is no scientific
evidence of any genetic effect on mankind that is directly traceable to
absorbed radiation".^' Surprisingly, this situation is not much
different today.

With regard to the conflict of information he said:

While some of the theological conference members passed over the
contradictoriness of statements made by the scientists, others
ironically asked how a theologian might find the truth in this
area.2®

Even when the facts are clear, it is important to distinguish between the
facts and the conclusions drawn from them. Wallace said:

Interpretation of data is greatly influenced by ideological
preference, by personal convictions about the morality of nuclear
weapons and their testing, etc. It becomes difficult to senarate
fact from fiction in this area.

My personal evaluation is that solid scientific findings do not
substantiate the almost hysterical fears voiced by some over genetic
effects associated with nuclear radiation.29

6. RELIGIOUS DEBATE IN THE SEVENTIES

The 1950s was the time of national decisions to implement nuclear enerqy
programs. The f i r s t nuc lea r -e l ec t r i c generating s t a t i ons were del iver inq
e l e c t r i c i t y to transmission l ines in the 1960s and in that decade
construct ion was s ta r t ed on large s t a t i ons for the sevent ies . In Canada,
the f i r s t unit at Pickering was at ful l power in 1971. There was l i t t l e
re l ig ious response. Religious responses revived with the o i l c r i s i s of
1973. The Commonweal which in 1962 carr ied the ed i to r i a l referr ing to
"the great g i f t and discovery of nuclear energy"2 0 carr ied a 1973
e d i t o r i a l which sa id :

More ominous . . . may be proposals to waive a i r qual i ty s tandards,
l i f t controls on str ip-mining of coa l , and p r o l i f e r a t e nuclear power
plants (thus heightening odds on a nuclear accident , while at the
same time ra is ing radia t ion- in take leve ls with increased l i a b i l i t y to
cancer, leukemia, genetic disturbance and Lord knows what e l s e ) . 3 0
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Religious opposition was beginning in the United States. Boyd Keenan
writing in Christian Century at the time of the 1973 oil crisis said, "We
overestimated the potential of nuclear energy* and referred1 to the oil
crisis occurring *at the very time the nuclear dream is beinq
shattered".31

The Rev. J. Andy Smith who conducted an analysis of "Reliqious Attitudes
toward Nuclear Energy" said:

Even with such concerns the reliqious community was not verv active
in the debate with only a dozen art icles concerning nuclear enerqv
appearing in religious periodicals in 1974. One of these articles is
the earliest written by Sister Rosalie Bertell on the danqers of
radiation frorn nuclear sources.32

Rosalie Bertell 's article is a hard-hitting crusade against electrical
energy in general and nuclear energy in particular. She said;

I thinfc we have gone beyond the stage where electrical enerqy is qoorf
for man - we Seek it with a gluttony that is almost friqhtening.
Seemingly, we are now even ready to proliferate nuclear Power plants
regardless of the consequence.33

Bertell was later to become a widely used source amonq the anti-nuclear
cr i t ics .

The late 1970s was a time of great activity in the religious debate on
nuclear energy. Many highly cri t ical statements emerged - oarticularlv
in the United States.

6.1 Analysis of Statements from the Late Seventies

Smith te l l s us th^t 'during the period from late 1974 until June 1980, 6n
different religious groups issued at least 82 statements, studv
documents, and resolutions".3"^ These were "statements received or
adopted by a group or issued by a person with authority to speak for a
group like a bishop".35

The largest number of these religious statements in any year was in 197Q
- the year of the Three Mile Island accident. In that year there were
thirty-one statements. In comparison, the year before produced seven, as
did the year aftet.

These religious statements contained a very wide range of viewpoints and
opinions. Smith divided the statements into two classes - the polemical
and the dialogica].. The polemical mode of ethical reasoning is a
vindication or defence of a position on the basis of certain values while
the dialogical approach seeks to understand and clarify a position on the
basis of values. These types of ethical reasoning are combined in the
statements with positions for and aqainst nuclear enerqy. Cotnbininq
these approaches with pro-nuclear, anti-nuclear, and middle Positions,
Smith produced five categories of statements. These are:
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Polemical Anti-Nuclear with "an unrelenting opposition to nuclear energy
and commitment to the appropriate mission of seeking converts to that
position*.36

Dialogical Anti-Nuclear with "a strong anti-nuclear position, vet . . .
open to the possibility that the other side might have something
worthwhile to say".-"

Dialogical Middle which "is the only one of the five categories which
does not take a stand for or against. These documents represent a true
mediating position".^8

Dialogical Pro-Nuclear "is committed to dialogue and also committed to
nuclear energy".JV

Polemical Pro-Nuclear "is firmly committed to nuclear energy as a maior
part of the energy mix. It defends nuclear energy ethically and
theologically".40

Smith's classification resulted in the following distribution of the 82
religious statements:

Polemical anti-nuclear 26
Dialogical anti-nuclear 26
Dialogicsl middle 26
Dialogical pro-nuclear 1

Polemical pro-nuclear _3

Total 82

Examples of the wide range of views are given by Smith.

Polemical anti-nuclear:

We believe the proposed "plutonium economy" is morallv indefensible
and technically objectionable. The unprecedented hazards of the
Plutonium economy demand an unprecedented political resoonse . . . all
who believe that technology should serve human values should -join in
opposing the plutonium economy and in seekina to direct into safr> anrl
more constructive channels the vast resources being diverted to
nuclear power.41

Dialogical anti-nuclear:

Some of the questions raised include controversy about a safe, legal
limit on nuclear plant radiation emissions; lack of a method of safe,
permanent storage of low-level and high-level radioactive wastes; and
a lack of government and uti l i ty company preparedness to cooe with
the consequences of nuclear power plant accidents.42
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Dialogical middle:

It would be comforting to be able to say, "Nuclear Power - No
Thanks", but it would also be comforting to say "coal mining, factorv
farming, chemical plant, motorways, pesticides, production lines, oil
tankers, advertising - No Thanks".

There are risks in any technological process, and the risks
associated with the use of nuclear power for civil purposes are such
that this course of action could be accepted onlv with great caution,
but if the alternative were the failure to sustain the energy needs
of the whole world, a limited nuclear power programme is an ootion
that cannot lightly be set aside.4 3

Dialogical pro-nuclear:

Responsible dialogue among all sectors of the population is becominq
an obvious necessity. Government, industry, the public, the
scientific community, and special interest grouDs need opDortunities
mutually to evaluate the risks and benefits that surround the use of
nuclear power. . . .

How are we to effectively participate in the complexities of energv
stewardship based on the biblical injunction to seek justice for all
God's people? Nuclear energy is an inherent part of this question
and guest.44

Polemical pro-nuclear:

We recommend that electrical power reactors be developed that can use
the very large resources of depleted uranium already mined and stored
above ground, and the much larger resources of unmined thorium and
uranium. Such a use of these sources of energy for the development
of reactors utilizing at least the two major fuel cycles would
conform to the demand for good stewardship of the gifts we have been
given in the created world. We qualify this recommendation by the
requirement that al l must be done with full assurance of preserving
the health and safety of people and the quality of the
environment.4^

With these as examples, the range of religious viewpoints in the 1970s
was very wide indeed. Much can be learned by looking more closely at the
statements from the World Council of Churches (WCC) and the National
Council of the Churches of Christ (NCC) in the USA. The World Council
debate is best examined in relation to the quest for n just,
participatory and sustainable society.

7. THE JUST, PARTICIPATORY AND SUSTAINABLE SOCIETY

The concepts of j u s t i c e , pa r t i c ipa t ion and s u s t a i n a b i l i t y occur
frequently in the statements of the World Council of Churches. It i s
ins t ruc t ive to examine the development of the concepts, t h e i r de f in i t i on
and t h e i r appl ica t ion to the energy debate.
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The development of the theme of the just, participatory and sustainable
society is documented by the World Council.

Until about 1970, the main focus of ecumenical social thought and
action was the struggle for a more just and socially responsible
society. . . .

In pursuit of these goals, the Churches engaged in support of many
causes: . . . for the rights of workers . . . to organize into trade
unions/ . . . movements for racial justice and political liberation;
the challenge to extreme theories of the free market society.46

It was later that a new issue emerged in the ecumenical movement. This
was "the concern for what is now called the technologically and
ecologically sustainable society. Thus the idea of the sustainable
society came to embody a quite new range of concerns previously outside
the scope of Christian action in society".47

It was at an ecumenical study conference on Science and Technology for
Human Development held in Bucharest, Rumania, in 1974 that the phrase
"the sustainable society" was first used by the World Council of Churches.

The conference called for a long-term concept of a sustainable and just
society and i t s declared ideals included:

An eguitable distribution of what is in scarce supply.

A common opportunity to participate in social decisions.

A need for food which is well below the global capacity to
supply i t .

Emissions of pollutants which are well below the capacity of the
ecosystem to absorb them.

A rate of use of non-renewable resources which does not outrun
the increase in resources made available through technological
innovation.

A level of human activity which is not adversely influenced by
the never ending, large and frequent natural variation in global
climate [sicj.4°

Speaking on the sustainable society to the Fifth Assembly of the World
Council of Churches in Nairobi in 1975, Charles Birch said, "It will not
come about without radical and revolutionary transformation in science
and technology and in economics and poli t ics".4 9 The Assembly's report
referred to:

a sustainable core of economic activity relating to . . . land use,
food supply and energy production, in a far longer time frame than
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suggested by trends in current commodity markets. . . . It also
implies increased participation by workers in the decision makinq
process in industry.^

At i t s first meeting, the Central Committee of the World Council of
Churches, 1976, referred to "The struggle for the Just, ParticiDatory ami
Sustainable Society".51

The working group on Church and Society meeting in Switzerland in ]976
stated:

The twin issues around which the world's future revolves are justice
and ecology. 'Justice' points to the necessity of correcting
maldistribution of the products of the earth and of bridging the qao
between the rich and poor countries. 'Ecology' points to humanity's
dependence upon the earth.5 2

The working group outlined a study proqram for the transition to a just,
participatory and sustainable society which would lead UP to a World
Conference on this theme in 1979. The preparatory book "emphasized that
within the ecumenical movement we are far from reaching any measure of
consensus about the role of science and technology in achievinq the iust,
participatory and sustainable society".53

The issues dealt with in the preparatory material for the 1979 conference
included food, resource development, the oceans, energy, population
control, biological manipulation of human l ife, and quality of human l i fe .

7.1 Examining the Terms

It is important to examine the terms, to discover how they are used, and
to look at disagreements concerning them.

7.1.1 Justice

It is no easy matter to define justice, and the search for a definition
stretches far back into history. Philosophers struggled to explain
justice and to i l lustrate the conflicts of it with other values. Plato's
Republic is the "just state in which every man does the job to which he
is best fitted, under the direction of the wisest".5* A larqe part of
the Republic is spent in the difficult attempt to define justice, and the
search is full of doubts and questionings. In the Politics, Aristotle
maintained that justice consisted "in treating equals equally and
unequals unequally but in proportion to their relevant differences".55

Justice has been described as love in action. It has also been described
as paying back what is due. It is this concept of justice that leads to
retribution and punishment. The Old Testament concept of justice as
equity which limited retribution to an eye for an eye and a tooth for a
tooth was superseded in the New Testament by injunctions of qivinq,
serving and loving far beyond the requirements of equity.
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It was the perceived conflict of God's love and God's justice which lay
behind orthodox Christian theologies of Redemption. Paul, Augustine,
Aquinas and Luther agonized over God's justice and i t s application in
rewards and punishment. In both the Old and Mew Testaments, "-justice" is
often defined right out of this world and relegated to the next.

The maintenance of justice has been the basis of Christian apologetic for
engaging in war. The principles of a just war were enunciated by Plato,
Aristotle and Cicero. These were adapted to Christian thought by Ambrose
and Augustine and have been elaborated and expanded over the centuries.
The "Just War" theory was s t i l l being widely used by Christians on
opposing sides during World War I I . Christian pacifists, on the other
hand, took a quite different stand on the meaning and priority of
justice. Thus, i t is not always easy to get agreement on what justice
means in any given situation.

The World Council of Churches report on the 1979 MIT Conference savs that
"spelling out the meaning of justice is important".56 In the reports
of the sections, justice is equated with equity. Statements on the iust
society include:

Justice in population lies in the equitable distribution of risks,
benefits, and costs among and between groups in the population
male/female, rich/poor, parent/child.5 '

In a just society everyone would have access to the energy necessarv
to meet basic needs. Justice would also require fairer distribution
of energy between rich and poor, within countries as well as between
countries.5"

7.1.2 Participation

The issue of participation in decision-makinq is complex and noes far
back into history.

The issues of freedom versus tyranny, of the various forms of the
state (monarchy, aristocracy, or democracy) and of the nature and
operation of law are not certainly known to have been debated until
very close to the time of Socrates . . . well into the famous fifth
century [B.C.].59

Plato's Republic discussed how justice can be secured among people. He
defined justice as a form of participation in which each person
contributes his own special gift to the community.

Justice is secured only when every member of the polis is doing what
he is best suited to do, and those who are best suited to do the
ruling are the philosophers themselves - lovers of wisdom, those who
really know.60

It is apparent that Plato places participatory democracy rather low on
his list of possible forms of government.
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At the end of Book V of Plato's Republic, Socrates says "Unless either
philosophers become kings in our states or those whom we now call kinqs
and rulers take to the pursuit of philosophy seriously and adequately . . .
there can be no cessation of troubles for our states . . . nor I fancy for
the human race either". [473-d]

The theme of the wise ruler occurs frequently in the Hebrew scriotures
also, where God is seen as the ultimate wise ruler.

Let the nations shout for joy,
since you disperse true justice to the world;
you dispense strict justice to the people,
on earth you rule the nations.^

Where else, but to God, could the people look for justice? It certainlv
could not be obtained in this life from their neighbours.

The New Testament has l i t t l e to say on participation in decision-making.
Jesus submitted to the Roman authority and instructed his follower to
"render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar's". He also stated that
his kingdom was not of this world. Paul advised the Church at Rome that
"the powers that be are ordained of God". The Acts of the Apostles te l ls
us that the first Christians followed a communal, sharing lifestyle but
it soon broke down. The frailty of human nature led not only to cheatinq
in land sales, but also to charges of inequity in the daily distribution
of food.

In the Politics Aristotle claims there is a fundamental inequality amonq
people. As in Canada today, citizens had more rights than non-citizens,
and there were other distinctions. There was an upper class of
aristocrats, a middle class of merchants, farmers and craftmen, and a
lower class of labourers and peasants. Since the interest of these
classes conflicted, then politics was a conflict-defining and
conflict-resolving activity. Participation is necessary for defining
conflicts but is insufficient for resolving them.

It is not enough to talk of participation in society. It is necessarv to
define the means of participation desired, how it is to be achieved, and
how it is to be related to decision-making. Then it has to be
demonstrated in action.

The report on the 1979 WCC Conference on "Faith, Science and the Future"
attempted to define participation with respect to population and energv.

On population it stated:

Participation in population policy requires that there be no
single-sector decision-making (ethnic groups, power groups, men onlv,
women only) and also no single-sector solutions (population limits
for the poor only, rich only, one cultural group).^2
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On energy it stated:

Both ends and means are important in the move towards a just,
participatory and sustainable society. We consider oarticipation as
both ends and means, in the search for enerqy decisions informed by
the norms of justice and sustainability.

In a society based on participation the basic choices cannot be made
by a small body of experts, planners or entrepreneurs alone. Despite
the complicated nature of some of the problems to be solved democracy
must not yield its place to technocracy.^

These words are not very helpful since they leave unanswered the
questions of how this is to be done, what the consequences are, and who
is to be accountable. The chosen methods may vary widely dependinq on
whether participation is concerned with an immediate project, such as the
choice of a transmission line route, or with a lonq term view of the kind
of society desired in ten, twenty or fifty years time. Since we have to
learn to walk before we can run, it would be useful to experiment with
participatory decision-makinq in small thinqs.

In 1980, the General Council of the United Church of Canada called on thp
Division of Mission to accept responsibility for educatinq members in
workable methods of effecting meaningful participation in the
decision-makinq process. It may be that the society of the church has
examples of how internal conflicts are resolved in a participatory
manner. Since participation does not appear to be more evident in the
life of the church than in the life of society, change is likelv to be
slow.

The opportunities provided in Canada for public involvement in project
decisions are envied by some in the USA. They are not perfect by anv
means, but with goodwill and experience they can evolve and mature.64

7.1.3 Sustainability

It is possible to follow the debate on justice and participation over tbe
past few thousand years. There has been no such discussion of
sustainability. This is not surprising in view of earlier world
population and resource use. The industrial revolution, which took olaee
in Protestant countries following the Reformation, chanqed all that. An
increased world population now competes with increased expectations in
the consumption of the earth's resources. These resources include land,
food, water, metals, and hydro-carbons which are unequally distributed
over the earth.

The World Council of Churches report on the MIT Conference described
sustainability in population policy and in enerqy policy. On population
it said:

Sustainability in population policy requires both ecological

sustainability and social sustainability. This means, among other
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things that population policy must allow for the realization of human
expectation within the constraints of social jus t i ce . . . 6 5

On energy it stated:

A society which is sustainable and considerate of the future must
resolutely combat the wastage of the earth's riches and make the
development of renewable energy a top priority. This will mean a
search for higher levels of efficiency and sober, careful use of
non-renewable fuels. A sustainable society must attach prime
importance to all the risks and injuries caused to both human beinqs
and to nature by i ts activities and consumption of enerqv. Enerqv
choices should be carefully evaluated in terms of their implications
for the world's lonq-term ecological sustainability and for the
existence of other species on the earth. Energy politics must be
designed to reduce international tensions and contribute towards the
solution of other global problems, includinq the establishment of a
new international economic order.66

The World Council of Churches definition and description of justice,
participation and sustainability are extremely general. They are given
as universal in application and need to be applied in specific terms in
individual situations. How has the World Council of Churches applied
them to nuclear energy?

8. THE ECUMENICAL HEARING ON NUCLEAR ENERGY

In 1974, the Central Committee of the World Council of Churches reauested
the Sub-Unit on Church and S o c i e t y t o make an assessment of the " r i s k s
and p o t e n t i a l i t i e s of the expansion of nuc lear power". An Ecumenical
Hearing on Nuclear Energy took p l a c e at S i g t u n a , Sweden, from
June 24 -29 , 1975. John Francis in h i s report on the Hearing t e l l s us
that the Hearing brought "together nuclear scientists, scientists from
related disciplines, technologists and politicians, as well as
theologians and church leaders. The participants in the Hearing Group
reflected the wide range of views on enerqy problems in general and on
nuclear energy in particular".67 These diverging views were outlined
in the preparatory prospectus, in background papers circulated in
advance, and in papers discussed in plenary sessions. Resource people
from various international agencies were also present at the Hearings.

Francis states that the resulting report, Facing Up the Nuclear Power,
"provides a balanced reconstruction of the work completed by the Hearinq
Group at Sigtuna".68

The many shades of grey represented by the different views on nuclear
energy were classified by Francis as: wholly negative, partially
negative, middle, partially positive, and wholly positive. These five
classifications probably correspond to those made by Smith in his
analysis of religious statements.
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The Ecumenical Hearing on Nuclear Energy resulted in a Report to the
Churches. Francis tells us that:

It is in no sense a document striving for consensus within the grouD
on any specific topic. Such an agreement would serve no useful
purpose and would only trivialize the profound differences of opinion
which must exist wherever this vital subject is constructively
debated. Nevertheless, it was generally agreed that the final reoort
does reflect fairly on the balance of technical and non-technical
judgement exercised within the group on the basis of the evidence
compiled during the working session.*'

The report stated that:

It is essential that nuclear technology be shared. The idea that one
group of men or nations is capable of deciding which people or
nations are entitled to nuclear knowledge is unacceptable. At the
same time, public consultation and debate should take place in and
between countries prior to any country embarking on or expanding its
nuclear power program.7"

The Report referred to "the importance of and need for socially
responsible ways of making public decisions", * and continued:

Here we meet an intrinsic difficulty. The plurality of publics and
the conflict of interests represent also a plurality of value systems
and conflicting understandings of justice based on incompatible
visions of the good.72

On the subject of alternative energy sources the Report said:

All alternatives must be studied and the same set of criteria applied
to each before any choice is made. Yet in making the choice it is
never possible to be absolutely sure about the right decision, e.q.,
it is impossible to eliminate all risks, or even to know exactly how
great the risk may be.

The Report noted that the Non-Proliferation Treaty discriminates in
favour of countries already possessing nuclear weapons and that "the only
convincing step toward preventing the nuclear arms race would be general
disarmament by the present nuclear powers". In this context, the
Report continued:

We are entirely agreed that nuclear weapons and nuclear warfare are a
disastrous evil, and that by making nuclear arms nations are olaying
recklessly with the future of humanity. It is not clear, however,
that stopping nuclear energy programmes will greatly reduce this
hazard if countries are determined to equip themselves for nuclear
war.75
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On nuclear safety the Report said:

We have been impressed by the reports on the safety of reactors, we
are convinced of the deep sense of responsibility of many of those
who design and operate nuclear reactors and we are willinq to concede
that a nuclear power station operating in a stable world does not
present greater risks than many chemical plants we have so far
accepted without much misgivings. (Some of us have even begun to
worry more about such plants and about the vulnerability of our
technological society in general than about nuclear reactors. ) ^

The group engaged on the Ecumenical Hearings on Nuclear Energy were
unable to put forward categorical recommendations. It said, "It would
not feel justified in either entirely rejecting, nor in whole-heartedly
recommending large-scale use of nuclear energy." (Emphasis in the
Report.)

8.1 Reactions to the Ecumenical Hearing on Nuclear Energy

The "Report on Nuclear Energy" produced by the programme Sub-Unit on
Church and Society of the World Council of Churches has been widely used
in the churches and welcomed in many countries. "There have been manv
favourable reactions to the report both from those opposed as well as to
those in favour of nuclear energy . . . . " 7 8 But not all were ©leased
and Francis related: "Some commentators, particularly in the USA, where
the nuclear energy debate is already polarized, have found the w.C.C.
report 'equivocal ' ."^ Reporting on the debate among scientists at
Princeton University, Francis quoted Professor Charles West:

The statement produced by the ecumenical hearinq is known, but tends
to be ignored by the pro-nuclear energy forces and vigorously opposed
by the anti-group. Such is . . . the fate of reason and moderation
when political conflict is the name of the game.80

This is not surprising since "the almost unique circumstance of the
ecumenical hearing was the direct engagement of the many different
factions already committed in the nuclear debate."81 Consensus was not
possible. No resolutions were passed and there was no attempt to resolve
conflicts by means of political decision-making. This is in contrast to
the National Council of Churches process.

9. THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHURCHES AND THE PLUTONIUM ECONOMY

In March, 1976, the Division of Church and Society of the National
Council of the Churches of Christ (NCC) in the USA adopted a Resolution
on "The Plutonium Economy". The Division of Church and Society reported
that while it was preparing a case against a Plutonium economy,

... the World Council of Churches was simultaneously studyinq the
wider field of nuclear energy, using a process of gathering opinions
from people on all sides of the issue. The predictable result was a
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report which stated both the pro and con arguments, stressed the
importance of the issue, but neither rejected nor supported nuclear
energy use.^2

The NCC respected but rejected the World Council's choice of process.

It was the Division's conviction that, since people are being askeft
to make decisions for or against nuclear energy today, to remain
•neutral" is in practice to support continued growth of nuclear
capacity in the US and increasing reliance upon i t . The World
Council's "balanced" report failed to arouse debate on the issues
within the US Church community.83

The Division of Church and Society set up a Committee of Enquiry.

It included eminent people from a variety of disciplines and ethnic
backgrounds, many of whom had previously taken no stand on the
issue. Known supporters of the use of Plutonium were not included,
since the Division felt their position had been fullv and adequately
put to the public over the years.8<*

The Report of the Committee of Enquiry was never intended to be a
balanced document.

The Reoort has been criticized for not presenting "the other side",
whereas it i s , and was designed to ]je the other side, which
heretofore had not been sufficiently raised in the public debate.8 5

The adopted Resolution had five parts. It expressed "i ts appreciation
and commendation to the courageous persons within the nuclear-enerqy
community who have jeopardized their security and livelihood to call to
the attention of the American people the hazards in the production of
nuclear energy not adequately safeguarded by the industry".86 The
Resolution recommended "that a suitable objective forum be provided bv
the government of the US to hear and assess the warnings assessed by such
persons". This reference i s , presumably, to the much publicized
resignation the previous month, February 1976, of three of the manv
thousands of engineers working in nuclear energy.

The last part of the Resolution urged

. . . the government of the United States to declare a moratorium on
the development of a Plutonium economy so that the people of the
United States can assess the pros and cons of the issues, said
moratorium to be defined as follows:

A moratorium on the commercial processing and use of olutonium as an
energy source, and on the building of a demonstration Plutonium
breeder reactor, pending further study of the theological economic,
socio/political and technical issues involved.89
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The policy basis of the resolution was stated to be "The Churches and the
Use of Nuclear Energy for Peaceful Purposes", June 2, 1960. The
Resolution was a reversal of the 1960 policy statement.

The Background Statement for the Resolution noted that "the NCC had
chosen to concentrate on the use of Plutonium as a fuel... . The current
generation of nuclear reactors uses uranium as a fuel; the spent fuel
contains plutonium; it is the wisdom of reprocessinq this Plutonium for
use in current reactors, and pursuing the development of Dlutonium
breeder reactors, that was questioned ... . 8 9

Having adopted the Resolution on the Plutonium Economy in 1976, the
National Council of Churches, in 1978, moved on to the wider use of
nuclear energy which had been the basis for the World Council of Churches
process in the 1975 Ecumenical Hearing. In November, 1978, the Governina
Board of the National Council of Churches of Christ voted on an ertergv
policy statement. The courts and committees of the churches are
excellent training grounds in the traditional procedures and practices of
decision making and these were well used in the vote. John O'Neill,
writing in Nuclear Industry, described the debate prior to votinq. He
reported:

The Rev. James Crumley, a New York Lutheran, rose to move that the
statement be accepted as a study document rather than a policy
statement because of its length, because it holds "scientific views
no one understands, and doesn't speak clearly." ...

The vote to accept it as a study document rather than a policy
statement was 87-53. There followed a motion to suspend first
reading, as required by NCCC rules, so that a revised energy
statement can be passed at a single session in May. It passed
74-49.90

A revised study document was adopted as a policy statement in May 1979.
This was a much more comprehensive energy statement than the 1976
document on the Plutonium Economy. The revised statement listed the
values of fairness, participation and sustainability. It called for
energy conservation and an energy policy which does not rely on a
long-term increase in the burning of coal and which does not utilize
nuclear energy. In its opposition to nuclear energy it stated that
"human beings are not infallible; they will make mistakes and machines
will fail. The result may be irreversible damaqe to the environment and
to the human genetic pool."91 Justice, or fairness, is about balances
and the National Council of Churches was continuing its case aqainst
nuclear energy.

10. THE WORLD COUNCIL OF CHURCHES'
CONFERENCE ON FAITH, SCIENCE AND THE FUTURE

The World Council of Churches continued its balanced debate at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridqe, Massachusetts, in
1979. The Energy Section of the Conference made considerable mention of
the values of justice, participation and sustainabilitv. The section
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final Report discussed the "positive aspects" of a temporary moratorium.
An Editor's note to the conference Reports and Recommendations explained:

The Section report as first presented to the plenary proposed an
indefinite moratorium on the construction of nuclear plants.
However, the Section had not been unanimous on this and appended to
the report was a minority opinion arguing against such an indefinite
moratorium on the following grounds:

(i) The production of nuclear-generated electricity is to date the
safest energy industry throughout the world; there are some uses
of energy for which electricity is most efficient and there are
some parts of the world that do not have an over-capacity in
electrical generation.

(ii) An indefinite moratorium without a Drecise method of determining
i ts conclusion is tantamount to a veto; it would result in the
dispersal of scientists and engineers, and prevent the
recruiting of new ones, thus making it difficult to develop th*>
nuclear industry if such a decision should be taken during the
moratorium.

Later, in the conference plenary, a five year moratorium was proposed
instead of an indefiuite one and was accepted by the majority, thus
making the original minority report inapplicable. However, a
minority of the plenary opposed a moratorium in any form."2

The WCC Section Report 'Energy for the Future" summarized and included
conclusions from the 1978 WCC deliberation on nuclear energy at Geneva
and the January, 1979, WCC debate at Kingston, Jamaica. It stated that:

(i) the nuclear debate cannot be addressed in an absolutist sense
but must be seen in the context of other eneray options;

(ii) energy consumption and more rational utilization deserve much
more attention;

( i i i ) most of the nuclear debate is but symptomatic of much deeper
societal debates: more versus less, centralized technologies
versus decentralized, e tc . ;

(iv) nuclear power can be neither rejected nor accepted
categorically; it is a conditional good.93

The Report continued: "Given the amount of ecumenical discussion that
has already taken place on this subject, i t is not unreasonable to wonder
whether a further report is necessary". The Report looked at "hard
path", "soft path" and "hard-soft path" energy strategies and concluded;

Por the long term we believe that no options should be excluded per
se but for the short and medium terms we make a strong plea for a
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major shift towards the development of an effective implementation
of the huge, as yet untapped, potential of the soft option.95

(Emphasis in Report)

There was a strong Canadian influence behind this statement. It is
difficult from the cold wording of a statement to visualize the sp i r i t ,
the passion and the poli t ics which contribute to a majoritv decision.
The Council Report related:

It was obvious that many participants had come with stronq
commitments to positions - often sharply clashing positions - for
which they wanted endorsement by the conference.96

The recommendation for a five year moratorium was the subject of "a
spirited debate on the floor . . . Althouqh there were some signs of a
total opposition to nuclear energy, the speeches from the floor
repeatedly stated that the resolution did not mean that" . 9 7 It was
Gordon Edwards, National Chairman, Canadian Coalition for Nuclear
Responsibility, who 'urged a shift of pr ior i t ies for the "short ami
medium term" to conservation and renewable sources, without closinq "the
nuclear option"' .9 8

The Report stressed the difference between short- medium- and long-term
planning and stated that "short-term economic and/or polit ical qains
should not override the requirements of a just, participatory and
sustainable energy supply which would be designed to meet the basic needs
of the present generation and i t s successors". The quest for
justice, participation and sustainability is very difficult since what is
a benefit on one level of time, or geography, or social strata can be a
disbenefit on another. The Conference was aware of this conflict and
speaking of "the blasphemy of world hunger" said:

. . . the West must be reminded of where the priori t ies l ie between the
present and the future. To paraphrase St. John: "In so far as you
claim to be concerned about the unborn humanity that you cannot see,
but show no regard for the humanity you can see al l around you, you
are a l i a r " . 1 0 0

The Section Report made eleven recommendations to the churches and twelve
recommendations to national governments. The recommendations to the
churches included the development of strateqies for full participation in
discussions and decisions on energy issues by a l l classes and qrouos of
the membership and the general population. The recommendations to
national governments included a 5 year moratorium on the construction of
al l new power plants in order "to encourage and enable wide participation
in a public debate , . . " . 1 0 1

Five years have elapsed and it would be useful to know what progress the
member churches of the World Council have made in the development of
strategies for participation, discussion and decision-makinq by their
membership and the general population.
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11. SOME RELIGIOUS STATEMENTS FROM THE 1980S

The debate on nuclear energy continues in religious circles. It is of
particular interest to look at a resolution by the United Church of
Canada, a report of the Methodist Church in England, and a statement by a
representative of the Vatican.

11.1 United Church of Canada

In 1980, the United Church of Canada produced a resolution on "The
Nuclear Option for Canadians". The preamble and resolution followed the
World Council of Churches in mentioning "the quest for a just,
participatory and sustainable society." The document, includinq the
preamble, more closely resembles the National Council of Churches case
against nuclear energy than the World Council balanced debate.

In the preamble to the resolution it is stated:

an ability to solve many of the problems associated with uranium
mining/nuclear power has not been demonstrated;

the Canadian Government continues efforts to sell its CANDU
nuclear reactors around the world, relyinq on safeguards which
are questionable in their ability to ensure that plutonium ...
will not be used in bombs or that nuclear facilities will not be
used by terrorists ...;

in Canada we are only now beqinning to understand the
long-overlooked social, economic, public/worker health and
environmental costs ... associated with nuclear fuel systems; ...

recent research is indicating that exposure to even low levels
of radiation can cause cancer in humans ... and threaten genetic
damage ...;

no method has been developed to dispose safelv of the hiqh level
radioactive wastes from nuclear reactors, or the huge volumes of
low-level radioactive wastes from uranium mines ...;

Canada is energy rich [and] the Canadian government and the
Science Council of Canada have identified many enerqy ootions,
including conservation with great potential for community-based
as well as large scale initiative;

the Canadian Atomic Energy Control Act, passed in 1946 and
written in language reflective of the legislators' concern with
military national security, is still the law of our land;

the Atomic Energy Control Board requires additional funiinq and
staffing if it is to exercise its accountability to the people
of Canada;
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The minister of Energy, Mines and Resources i s charged with
responsibility for both promoting and policing the Canadian
nuclear industry.

The resolution called on the Government of Canada and/or Provincial
governments to take the following actions:

Replace the Canadian Atomic Energy Control Act with legislation
reflective of present conditions and attitudes; in particular havinq
provisions for access to information, mandatory public hearinqs (with
funding to enable meaningful public participation . . . ) .

Arrange at the earliest possible date a national public enquiry into
al l aspects of the nuclear fuel system . . .

Pending the outcome of the enquiry and full public debate . . . declare
a moratorium on the expansion of existinq f a c i l i t i e s and/or the
establishment of new nuclear f a c i l i t i e s . . .

Undertake comprehensive environmental and health-related baseline
studies in areas of natural occurrences of radiation and "younq"
uranium to determine what are the public health and genetic effects
of such radioactivity ...1®^

11.2 The Methodist Church in England

The process, and statement, of the Methodist Church in England provides
an interesting contrast to that of the United Church of Canada.

In 1981, the Home Mission Division of the Methodist Church in England
published the Report "Shaping Tomorrow". It dealt with living things,
nuclear power, electronics, unemployment in technological society, and
God in a changing world. It also dealt with the question, "Can we shape
tomorrow?"

The Report said, "Nuclear power has become the special focus of
passionate debate." 1 0 3 and continued:

The issues involved in the 'nuclear debate' are comolex and make it
difficult for the ordinary person to come to a reasoned opinion of
his own. We have therefore tried to set out an analysis of the
issues surrounding nuclear power within a framework which we hoDe
will be useful for Christians who are tryinq to come to qriDs with
the opportunities and risks of new technologies."1 0 4

The process or approach used in any debate i s of utmost important. This
has been shown in the comparison of the World Council of Churches' and
National Council of Churches' statements on nuclear energy. The
Methodist Report l i s t s an amalgam of wisdom from three sources:

(a) Belief in the basically loving character of God . . .
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(b) Understanding of Jesus' teaching about how his disciples should
live as good stewards of God's gifts ...

(c) Knowledge of the objective facts of the situation ... Without
foundation in facts, our conclusions can be as useful as those
of the medieval church about the views of Copernicus and
Galileo.105

The Methodist report quite clearly indicates who drew up the energy
section of the report. The two year study was

done by professional scientists, mostly working in the nuclear
industry, who are also committed Christians. The reader will
therefore appreciate that we are likely to be very competent in all
thr- technical issues but he may suspect that our judgement is
influenced too much by our background ... The reader must decide for
himself the line he will take but we hope he will seriously consider
our view.106

It would have been helpful if the United Church of Canada had included a
similar statement regarding the background and interests of the committee
which drew up its resolution.

The Methodist Report discusses, in some detail, caring for others,
participation and sustainability. It examines the claim of some in the
"rich world" that nuclear energy disadvantages the poor and savs:

There is little support from the developing countries for the view;
their leaders rarely include nuclear power among the activities of

the West they criticize as being against their interest ...107

The Report makes positive suggestions for public participation. It looks
at three different levels of questions which need answers. Examples of
these are:

(i) What is the effect of radiation on people?

The Report says this is a scientific question on which there is
a very large scientific consensus. A public vote is not an
appropriate way to answer this question.

(ii) Should we mine coal or build a nuclear facility in a oarticular
location?

This is examined in the context of specific British experiences
of these situations. It is sugqested that this type of question
is "well covered by a public inquiry, althouqh oerhaos Public
funds need to be made available to present certain points of
view properly."1"**
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( i i i ) Should we continue to rely on nuclear power and coal or switch
to wind and waves in spite of the probable high cost?

The Report says that this level of question can only be dealt
with pol it ical ly, and the public can be properly involved onlv
if they are well and fairly briefed - which they are not bv
contrived public debate or by sensational TV and newspaper
documentaries. Government, industry, public interest qroups and
the media need to make available accurate information free from
sensation and hysteria, if public participation is ever to he
serious.*

The Methodist Report reached the following conclusions:

i) Nuclear energy i s an integral part of nature, just as much God's
creation as sunshine and rain.

i i ) It does offer mankind a new energy source which i s very larqe,
convenient and not very costly.

i i i ) Around the world, the most important energy sources, oi l in the
rich world and wood in the poor, are becoming scarce, so that we
cannot afford to set aside any technology with large potential
which i s cost effective, provided it is reasonably safe.

iv) There are risks associated with the use of nuclear power, as
with everything else, but these have been very carefullv
evaluated, are not very biq and are not at all out of scale
compared with risks of other energy sources and other ordinarv
hazards.110

The United Church of Canada Resolution and the Methodist Church Report
convey quite different images of nuclear power. While the United Church
uses justice, participation and sustainability in the wordinq of i t s
Resolution, the Methodist Church uses concern for others, participation
and stewardship in i t s Report. They each reflect different positions in
a spectrum of attitudes to nuclear energy, but this cannot be due to the
slight differences in their criteria. Recognizing and rectifying
deficiencies in either approach i s crucial to any progress in the
religious debate.

There are not many (Roman) Catholic statements on nuclear enerqv, but it
i s worthwhile to look at a Catholic perspective from the 1980s. Together
with the United Church and Methodist Church statements this gives an
overview of the wide range of recent religious statements on nuclear
energy.

11.3 A Statement on Behalf of the Vatican

On September 21, 1982, Msgr. Mario Peressin, the Vatican's permanent
representative to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), spoke

4005M



- 26 -

"on behalf of the Vatican . . . [on] the value of atomic energy for the
development of nations, the risk of nuclear accidents, and the need to
eliminate the danger of war through disarmament... . " m

In good Christian tradition, Msgr. Peressin made a twelve-point
statement. He spoke of "the diversity of ends to which the atom can he
used and i ts potential for destruction as well as for positive * ^

The statement spoke of "the advantage of the peaceful uses of atomic
energy"*-^ and, after listing some of these, continued:

The most important sector i s , however, that of providing energy for
industrial and private use, energy which is so dearly needed and
which is becoming more and more expensive in i t s production and rarer
and rarer in i t s resources.H*

On the Third World and nuclear energy, Msgr. Peressin said:

Various specialized agencies of the United Nations, which are active
in the field of development, have stressed over and over again that
the economic growth of the Third World countries demands an
increasing use of nuclear power. Already todav, we are witnessing,
for example, a dangerous phenomenon of deforestation in various
regions of the world. This brings with i t the sad consequences of
not renewing the necessary wood supply, and by laying waste of the
soil contributes in some regions to another major problem, that of
progressive desertification. Then there are countries where
renewable resources of energy are not available. Thus, development -
especially industrial development - would seem to be impossible
without some application of nuclear energy . . . My delegation believes
that al l possible efforts should be made to extend to all countries,
especially to the developing ones, the benefits contained in the
peaceful uses of nuclear energy. These countries and their peoples
have a just claim to participate in the advantages which human
research and ingenuity have brought about in this field. Care should
be taken to implement nuclear energy programs always in connection
with other complementary energy programs, so that a balance may hp
maintained and overdependence on one single energy source can he
avoided.H^

Msgr. Peressin addressed the "risks for mankind because of the
detrimental consequences which accidents in nuclear power Plants and
nuclear waste storage may entail . "H* He continued:

This is the reason why so many people today raise the question
whether the peaceful use of nuclear energy - viewed over a long range
of time, will have a beneficial effect at all for mankind, or whether
rather the already known and yet unknown dangers involved constitute
too high a risk for humanity. This view is not only ventured bv
various groups of naive idealists which would like us to proclaim a
"return to nature" but is shared also by some scientists,
politicians, cultural and religious leaders. *•'
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He referred also to the fact "that there has been much discussion
recently about the moral and ethical aspects of nuclear enerqv. While
most of these discussions by religious leaders, ethicists and theologians
focus on the specific problems that nuclear weapons pose . . . there is no
doubt that the ongoing debate affects the evaluation of all forms and
uses of nuclear energy. "H8

On risk, the statement said:

Those who hold that nuclear power can be utilized only in a "zero
risk" or "no risk" situation are perhaps applying an unrealistic
standard to endeavours which, like all human efforts, necessarilv
involve some risk. However, the implication of the use of nuclear
energy and the necessity for safety in this field are such that no
effort should be spared to maximize safety regulations and minimize
risk to the utmost.119

He referred to the assurance "to the public, to which thev are e n t i t l e ,
that every possible step has been taken to ensure the safe functioning of
a nuclear plant and the secure disposal of nuclear waste."120

On the record of nuclear safety, he said:

My delegation . . . are also happy to note the remarkable fact that
scientists and engineers have so far been successful in preventinq
major nuclear accidents and that - as a result of all the inqenuity
and care which has been put into these efforts - no fatal accident
caused by radiation has to our knowledge occurred in nuclear plants
for civilian use. My delegation feels that these efforts must be
continued, in particular with regard to the long-term storage of
radio-active waste, which is creatinq so many serious aDprehensions
today.121

Referring to "a climate of unnecessary public fear", the statement said:

Moreover - as the Holy See has stressed again and again - all care
should be taken to fully inform the public on the real relation
between nuclear plants and the possible dangers in order not to turn
the issues of nuclear policy into an arcane discipline to which only
a few scientists and politicians are privy, thereby creating a
climate of unnecessary public fear and mistrust.1 2 2

Turning to the military aspect of the atomic problem, the statement went
on to say that "we have to face the fact that human inqenuity has
constantly been used to make nuclear weapons s t i l l more efficient, and
that the nuclear arsenals have constantly been increased."123

Referring to the Non-Proliferation Treaty, Msqr. Peressin said:

The treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, concluded in
1968 and hailed as a milestone in this nuclear century, s t i l l
constitutes the cornerstone of a system designed to check the nuclear
military potential. The future of the treaty is endangered, however,
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i f the nuclear weapons s t a t e s do not take s e r i o u s s teps for t h e
implementation of i t s A r t i c l e VI, where t h e i r o b l i q a t i o n s t o a
general and complete disarmament i s s t a t e d . 1 2 4

The United Church reso lu t ion i s c r i t i c a l of nuclear enerqy. The
Methodist Church report i s support ive . The Cathol ic statement i s
general ly supportive and expresses some c a u t i o n . It i s apparent that in
the 1980s i t i s p o s s i b l e t o find a r e l i g i o u s statement t o match most
viewpoints .

12. CONCLUSIONS

Nuclear energy programmes were launched in many countr ie s at a time when
the peaceful uses of atomic energy were being recommended and approved bv
the churches. This approval was frequentlv expressed in theo loq ica l
language - nuclear energy had the b les s inq of the churches. This i s no
longer u n i v e r s a l l y t r u e ; many r e l i g i o u s groups have withdrawn that
approval and b l e s s i n g . There i s now a very wide range of r e l i q i o u s
attitudes to the use of nuclear energy for generating electricity.

Present religious attitudes range from those highly crit ical of the
entire nuclear fuel cycle to those supportive of i t . Most, but not a l l ,
of the statements treat nuclear enerqy in isolation and do not follow the
recommendation of the WCC Ecumenical Hearing on Nuclear Enerqy that "all
alternatives must be studied and the same set of criteria applied to each
before any choice i s made."7** For some, a dualistic approach of liqht
and darkness, good and evi l , make this comparative approach unnecessary;
nuclear energy i s seen as the paradigm of a technology which i s
inherently evil and whose worship i s idolatrous. Others see nuclear
energy as God's gift to be used wisely and with stewardship.

Thus, people with strong and conflicting commitment to the various
positions on nuclear energy strive to have these positions adopted in
reports/ resolutions and statements of the churches. Some reliqious
groups have discouraged input from nuclear enqineers and have produced
statements which are hiqhly critical of nuclear energy. Some churches
have encouraged their engineers and technoloqists to submit reports and
conclusions. These result in reports which are generally supportive of
nuclear enerc ". The World Council of Churches has sought to present a
•balanced debate" and to report the wide variety of views present in the
churches. The process and the extent of participation has affected the
results.

The concepts of justice, participation and sustainability have not helped
to clarify the debate. It was the Ecumenical Hearinq on Nuclear Enerqy
which reminded us that within i t s participants, "the conflicts of
interest represents also a plurality of value systems and conflicting
understandings of justice based on incompatible visions of the good."7-'

In 1978 the World Council "emphasized that within the ecumenical movempnt
we are far from reaching any measure of consensus about the role of
science and technology in achieving the just, participatory and
sustainable society."53
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There is s t i l l no unanimity within the churches on the significance anrt
application of the concepts. They are "ultimate principles" to which no
one can object but over which there can he stronq disagreement as to how
they may be achieved, if at a l l , in a materialist, secular, and complex
world.

All the protagonists in the religious debate on nuclear energy believe in
justice, participation and sustainability. The values, or their
equivalent, occur frequently in the religious l i terature. They are used
by those who are supportive of nuclear energy and by those who are
cr i t ica l . Many of the statements for and against nuclear enerqy are
sprinkled with justice, participation and sustainability rather than
being in any way immersed in them.

The religious discussion centres around the same hopes and fears as the>
secular debate, but i t is expressed in theological language. In many
cases, the nuclear energy debate is about l ifestyle, social objectives,
and forms of government. This is seen in the discussion on centralized
versus distributed energy sources, hard-path versus soft-path enerqv
policies, and representative democracy versus participatory democracy.

As the World Council of Churches reported in 1979:

Discussion of the energy problem cannot be limited to i ts scientific,
technical, economic and political aspects. It raises the question of
the whole nature of the society in which we live and to which we
aspire.1 2 5

Opposing ends of a spectrum of views on enerqy, or society, are generally
unable to listen to each other. There does, however, exist a
considerable middle ground which does wish to speak and to listen. Is
there any way forward?

The report of the WCC Ecumenical Hearing offered some hoDe and
direction. It said:

We have found, to our surprise and pleasure, that, whatever our
background and discipline, we have been able to speak and listen to
each other with an openness of mind and sp i r i t . We have not come to
agreement on al l points and in some instances, our opinions s t i l l
differ widely. But this meeting has, for us a l l , been a welcome
experience in an area of discussion rife with misunderstanding,
mistrust, and polarization. We call on all men of qood will (and in
particular, a l l Christians) to commit themselves to this
dialogue.126

A similar call was made by Pope John Paul II on May 9, 1983. Recallinq
the case of Galileo he said, "These facts confirm in us the indisDensahlp
need for a frank and open dialogue between theologians, scientific
specialists and those who exercise leadership in the church."I27
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The dialoque should be based on respect for all beings - includinq those
who hold opposing views. It will be unfortunate if it is restricted to
energy enthusiasts. The dialogue should take place in the context of
energy alternatives, with the same criteria apolied to each, and in the
wider context of social aims and aspirations.

A single-issue debate focussed on nuclear energy will not result in a
just, participatory or sustainable society. There have been societies
deficient in these values before the atom was known to divide. Neither
the acceptance nor rejection of nuclear energy will, in itself, result in
a society that is just, participatory, or sustainable.

The process of debate is as important (perhaps more so) than the
substance. It goes beyond the energy issue. The discussion itself is
"participation" as well as conflict-resolution. There are no short-cuts
if the process is to bear fruit further down the road. There was a time
when the dialogue on "true religion" was fought with swords; when
annihilation was more important than understanding. The existence of
inter-faith groups on many diverse issues demonstrates that time and
respect for others do heal divisions and help us to listen.

The chaos and conflicts of the energy debate may, with oatience,
tolerance and faith, result in a small move towards that ideal — a just
and wisely ruled society — which is desired by manv.
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